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THE STRUCTURE OF QUASI-TRANSITIVE GRAPHS AVOIDING

A MINOR WITH APPLICATIONS TO THE DOMINO PROBLEM

LOUIS ESPERET, UGO GIOCANTI, AND CLÉMENT LEGRAND-DUCHESNE

Abstract. An infinite graph is quasi-transitive if its vertex set has finitely many
orbits under the action of its automorphism group. In this paper we obtain a
structure theorem for locally finite quasi-transitive graphs avoiding a minor, which
is reminiscent of the Robertson-Seymour Graph Minor Structure Theorem. We
prove that every locally finite quasi-transitive graph G avoiding a minor has a tree-
decomposition whose torsos are finite or planar; moreover the tree-decomposition
is canonical, i.e. invariant under the action of the automorphism group of G. As
applications of this result, we prove the following.

• Every locally finite quasi-transitive graph attains its Hadwiger number, that
is, if such a graph contains arbitrarily large clique minors, then it contains an
infinite clique minor. This extends a result of Thomassen (1992) who proved
it in the (quasi-)4-connected case and suggested that this assumption could
be omitted. In particular, this shows that a Cayley graph excludes a finite
minor if and only if it avoids the countable clique as a minor.

• Locally finite quasi-transitive graphs avoiding a minor are accessible (in the
sense of Thomassen and Woess), which extends known results on planar
graphs to any proper minor-closed family.

• Minor-excluded finitely generated groups are accessible (in the group-theoretic
sense) and finitely presented, which extends classical results on planar groups.

• The domino problem is decidable in a minor-excluded finitely generated
group if and only if the group is virtually free, which proves the minor-
excluded case of a conjecture of Ballier and Stein (2018).

1. Introduction

1.1. A structure theorem. A central result in modern graph theory is the Graph
Minor Structure Theorem of Robertson and Seymour [RS03], later extended to infi-
nite graphs by Diestel and Thomas [DT99]. This theorem states that any graph G
avoiding a fixed minor has a tree-decomposition, such that each piece of the decom-
position, called a torso, is close to being embeddable on a surface of bounded genus
(the notions of tree-decomposition and torso will be defined in the next section). A
natural question is the following: if the graph G has non trivial symmetries, can
we make these symmetries apparent in the tree-decomposition? In other words, do
graphs avoiding a fixed minor have a tree-decomposition as above, but with the
additional constraint that the decomposition is canonical, i.e., invariant under the
action of the automorphism group of G? In this paper we answer this question pos-
itively for infinite, locally finite graphs G that are quasi-transitive, i.e., the vertex
set of G has finitely many orbits under the action of the automorphism group of
G. This additional restriction, which is a way of saying that the graph G is highly

All authors are partially supported by the French ANR Project GrR (ANR-18-CE40-0032).
L. Esperet and U. Giocanti are partially supported by the French ANR Project TWIN-WIDTH
(ANR-21-CE48-0014-01), and by LabEx PERSYVAL-lab (ANR-11-LABX-0025).

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.01823v4


2 L. ESPERET, U. GIOCANTI, AND C. LEGRAND-DUCHESNE

symmetric, has the advantage of making the structure theorem much cleaner: in-
stead of being almost embeddable on a surface of bounded genus, each torso of the
tree-decomposition is now simply finite or planar.

Theorem 1.1 (see Theorem 4.1). Every locally finite quasi-transitive graph avoiding
the countable clique as a minor has a canonical tree-decomposition whose torsos are
finite or planar.

The tree-decomposition in Theorem 1.1 will be obtained by refining the tree-
decomposition obtained in the following more detailed version of the result, which
might be useful for applications.

Theorem 1.2 (see Theorem 4.3). Every locally finite quasi-transitive graph G avoid-
ing the countable clique as a minor has a canonical tree-decomposition with adhesion
at most 3 in which each torso is a minor of G, and is planar or has bounded treewidth.

Interestingly, the proof does not use the original structure theorem of Robert-
son and Seymour [RS03] or its extension to infinite graphs by Diestel and Thomas
[DT99]. Instead, we rely mainly on a series of results and tools introduced by Grohe
[Gro16a] to study decompositions of finite 3-connected graphs into quasi-4-connected
components, together with a result of Thomassen [Tho92] on locally finite quasi-4-
connected graphs. The main technical contribution of our work consists in extending
the results of Grohe to infinite, locally finite graphs and in addition, making sure that
the decompositions we obtain are canonical (in a certain weak sense). Our proof
crucially relies on a recent result of Carmesin, Hamann, and Miraftab [CHM22],
which shows that there exists a canonical tree-decomposition that distinguishes all
tangles of a given order (in our case, of order 4).

Thomassen proved that if a locally finite quasi-transitive graph has only one end,
then this end must be thick [Tho92, Proposition 5.6] (see below for a definition of
thick end). At some point of our proof, we also need to show the stronger result
(see Proposition 4.7), of independent interest, that for any k > 1, a locally finite
quasi-transitive graph cannot have only one end of degree k.

We now discuss some applications of Theorem 1.1.

1.2. Hadwiger number. As a consequence of Theorem 1.1, we obtain a result on
the Hadwiger number of locally finite quasi-transitive graphs. The Hadwiger number
of a graph G is the supremum of the sizes of all finite complete minors in G. We
say that a graph G attains its Hadwiger number if the supremum above is attained,
that is if it is either finite, or G contains an infinite clique minor. Thomassen
[Tho92] proved that every locally finite quasi-transitive 4-connected graph attains
its Hadwiger number, and suggested that the 4-connectedness assumption might be
unnecessary. We prove that this is indeed the case.

Theorem 1.3 (see Theorem 5.1). Every locally finite quasi-transitive graph attains
its Hadwiger number.

We will indeed prove a stronger statement, namely that every locally finite quasi-
transitive graph avoiding the countable clique as a minor also avoids a finite graph
with crossing number 1 as a minor.
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1.3. Accessibility in graphs. We now introduce the notion of accessibility in
graphs considered by Thomassen and Woess [TW93]. To distinguish it from the
related notion in groups (see below), we will call it vertex-accessibility in the re-
mainder of the paper. A ray in an infinite graph G is an infinite one-way path in
G. Two rays of G are equivalent if there are infinitely many disjoint paths between
them in G (note that this is indeed an equivalence relation). An end of G is an
equivalence class of rays in G. When there is a finite set X of vertices of G, two
distinct components C1, C2 of G − X, and two distinct ends ω1, ω2 of G such that
for each i = 1, 2, all but finitely many vertices of all (equivalently any) rays of ωi are
in Ci, we say that X separates ω1 and ω2. A graph G is vertex-accessible if there
is an integer k such that for any two distinct ends ω1, ω2 in G, there is a set of at
most k vertices that separates ω1 and ω2.

It was proved by Dunwoody [Dun07] (see also [Ham18b, Ham18a] for a more
combinatorial approach) that locally finite quasi-transitive planar graphs are vertex-
accessible. Here we extend the result to locally finite quasi-transitive graphs exclud-
ing the countable clique K∞ (and not necessarily K5 and K3,3) as a minor, and
in particular to locally finite quasi-transitive graphs from any proper minor-closed
family.

Theorem 1.4 (see Theorem 5.2). Every locally finite quasi-transitive K∞-minor-
free graph is vertex-accessible.

1.4. Accessibility in groups. The notion of vertex-accessibility introduced above
is related to the notion of accessibility in groups. Given a finitely generated group
Γ, and a finite set of generators S, the Cayley graph of Γ with respect to the set
of generators S is the edge-labeled graph Cay(Γ, S) whose vertex set is the set of
elements of Γ and where for every two elements g, h ∈ Γ we put an arc (g, h) labeled
with a ∈ S when h = a · g. Cayley graphs have to be seen as highly symmetric
graphs; in particular they are transitive: the right action of the group Γ onto itself
can be easily seen to induce a transitive group action on Cay(Γ, S). It is known
that the number of ends of a Cayley graph of a finitely generated group does not
depend of the choice of generators, so we can talk about the number of ends of
a finitely generated group. A classical theorem of Stallings [Sta72] states that if a
finitely generated group Γ has more than one end, it can be split as a non-trivial free
product with finite amalgamation, or as an HNN-extension over a finite subgroup.
If any group produced by the splitting still has more than one end we can keep
splitting it using Stallings theorem. If the process eventually stops (with Γ being
obtained from finitely many 0-ended or 1-ended groups using free products with
amalgamation and HNN-extensions), then Γ is said to be accessible. Thomassen
and Woess [TW93] proved that a finitely generated group is accessible if and only if
at least one of its locally finite Cayley graphs is vertex-accessible, if and only if all
of its locally finite Cayley graphs are vertex-accessible.

A finitely generated group is minor-excluded if at least one of its Cayley graphs
avoids a finite minor. Similarly a finitely generated group is K∞-minor-free if one
of its Cayley graphs avoids the countable clique as a minor, and planar if one
of its Cayley graphs is planar. Note that planar groups are minor-excluded and
Theorem 1.3 immediately implies that a finitely generated group is minor-excluded
if and only if it is K∞-minor-free.
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Droms [Dro06] proved that finitely generated planar groups are finitely presented,
while Dunwoody [Dun85] proved that finitely presented groups are accessible, which
implies that finitely generated planar groups are accessible. Theorem 1.4 immedi-
ately implies the following, which extends this result to all minor-excluded finitely
generated groups, and equivalently to all finitely generated K∞-minor-free groups.

Corollary 1.5. Every finitely generated K∞-minor-free group is accessible.

In fact, combining Theorem 1.1 with techniques introduced by Hamann [Ham18b,
Ham18a] in the planar case, we prove the following stronger result which also implies
Corollary 1.5 using the result of Dunwoody [Dun85] that all finitely presented groups
are accessible.

Theorem 1.6 (see Corollary 5.7). Every finitely generated K∞-minor-free group is
finitely presented.

1.5. The domino problem. We refer to [ABJ18] for a detailed introduction to
the domino problem. A coloring of a graph G with colors from a set Σ is simply
a map V (G) → Σ. The domino problem for a finitely generated group Γ together
with a finite generating set S is defined as follows. The input is a finite alphabet
Σ and a finite set F = {F1, . . . , Fp} of forbidden patterns, which are colorings with
colors from Σ of the closed neighborhood of the neutral element 1Γ in the Cayley
graph Cay(Γ, S), viewed as an edge-labeled subgraph of Cay(Γ, S) (recall that each
element of S corresponds to a different label). The problem then asks if there is a
coloring of Cay(Γ, S) with colors from Σ, such that for each v ∈ Γ, the coloring of
the closed neighborhood of v in Cay(Γ, S) (viewed as an edge-labeled subgraph of
Cay(Γ, S)), is not isomorphic to any of the colorings F1, . . . , Fp, where we consider
isomorphisms preserving the edge-labels (equivalently, isomorphisms corresponding
to the right multiplication by elements of Γ).

It turns out that the decidability of the domino problem for (Γ, S) is independent
of the choice of the finite generating set S, hence we can talk of the decidability of
the domino problem for a finitely generated group Γ. If we consider Γ= (Z2,+), then
the domino problem corresponds exactly to the well-known Wang tiling problem,
which was shown to be undecidable by Berger in [Ber66]. On the other hand, there is
a simple greedy procedure to solve the domino problem in free groups, which admit
trees as Cayley graphs. More generally, the domino problem is decidable in virtually
free groups, which can equivalently be defined as finitely generated groups having
a locally finite Cayley graph of bounded treewidth [ABJ18, Ant11]. A remarkable
conjecture of Ballier and Stein [BS18] asserts that these groups are the only ones
for which the domino problem is decidable.

Conjecture 1.7 (Domino problem conjecture [BS18]). A finitely generated group
has a decidable domino problem if and only if it is virtually free.

Recall that virtually free groups are precisely the groups having a locally finite
Cayley graph of bounded treewidth. Since having bounded treewidth is a property
that is closed under taking minor, it is natural to ask whether Conjecture 1.7 holds
for minor-excluded groups (or equivalently, using Theorem 1.3, to K∞-minor-free
groups). Using Corollary 1.5, together with classical results on planar groups and
recent results on fundamental groups of surfaces [ABM19], we prove that this is
indeed the case.
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Theorem 1.8 (see Theorem 5.8). A finitely generated K∞-minor-free group has a
decidable domino problem if and only if it is virtually free.

1.6. Overview of the proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. Consider a locally finite
quasi-transitive graph G that excludes the countable clique K∞ as a minor. The
graph G is said to be quasi-4-connected if it is 3-connected and for every set S ⊆
V (G) of size 3 such that G− S is not connected, G− S has exactly two connected
components and one of them consists of a single vertex. Thomassen proved that
if G is quasi-4-connected, then G is planar or has finite treewidth [Tho92], which
implies Theorem 1.2 in this case (with a trivial tree-decomposition consisting of a
single node).

To deal with the more general case, the first step is to obtain a canonical tree-
decomposition of G of adhesion at most 2 in which all torsos are minors of G that are
3-connected graphs, cycles, or complete graphs on at most 2 vertices. The existence
of such a decomposition in the finite case is a well-known result of Tutte [Tut84] and
was proved in the locally finite case in [DSS98]. For our proof we need to go one step
further. Grohe [Gro16a] proved that every finite graph G has a tree-decomposition
of adhesion at most 3 whose torsos are minors of G and are complete graphs on
at most 4 vertices or quasi-4-connected graphs. A crucial step for us would be to
prove a version of this result in which the tree-decomposition would be canonical,
and which would hold for locally finite graphs.

However, as observed by Grohe, even in the finite case the decomposition he ob-
tains is not canonical in general. Our main technical contribution is to extend the
resut of Grohe [Gro16a] mentioned in the previous paragraph to locally finite graphs,
while making sure that most of the construction (except the very end) is canonical.
For this, we proceed in two steps. First, we use a result of [CHM22] to find a canon-
ical tree-decomposition of any 3-connected graph G that distinguishes all its tangles
of order 4. Using this result, we show that we can assume that the graph under con-
sideration admits a unique tangle T of order 4. We then follow the main arguments
from [Gro16a] and show that G has a canonical tree-decomposition of adhesion 3
which is a star and whose torsos are all minors of G and finite, except for the torso H
associated to the center of the star, which has the following property: there exists a
matching M ⊆E(H) which is invariant under the action of the automorphism group
of G and such that the graph H ′ :=H/M obtained after the contraction of the edges
of M is quasi-transitive, locally finite, and quasi-4-connected. In particular, a result
of Thomassen [Tho92] then implies that H ′ is planar or has bounded treewidth. We
then prove that even if H itself is not necessarily quasi-4-connected, it is still planar
or has bounded treewidth, which is enough to conclude the proof of Theorem 1.2.
The final step to prove Theorem 1.1 consists in refining the tree-decomposition to
make sure that torsos of bounded treewidth are replaced by torsos of finite size
(moreover, this refinement has to be done in a canonical way).

1.7. Related work. Independently of our work, Carmesin and Kurkofka [CK23]
recently worked on decompositions of 3-connected graphs with an approach that
differs from Grohe’s approach. They obtained a canonical decomposition into ba-
sic pieces consisting in quasi-4-connected graphs, wheels or thickenings of K3,m for
m > 0. It is possible that their approach could also imply some of the applications
we describe. However it is not clear to us whether this work directly implies the
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existence of canonical tree-decompositions with the properties described in Theo-
rems 1.1 and 1.2, as they consider mixed separations, i.e. separations containing both
vertices and edges, while we focus on vertex-separations. Vertex-separations yield
tree-decompositions, while mixed separations do not yield tree-decompositions in a
traditional sense.

1.8. Organization of the paper. We start with some preliminary definitions and
results about graphs and groups in Section 2. Section 3 is dedicated to the study
of canonical tree-decompositions. It contains the main technical contribution of the
paper, a partial extension of results of Grohe [Gro16a] to infinite graphs. Section 4
contains the proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. Section 5 is dedicated to the main
applications of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. We conclude with a number of open problems
in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries

For every n ∈ N, we let [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}.

2.1. Graphs. In what follows, we will consider undirected graphsG= (V (G), E(G))
which are simple (i.e. without loops and multi-edges), unless specifically stated oth-
erwise. The set of vertices V (G) will always be finite or infinite countable, and we
will always assume our graphs to be connected. Most of the time G will be locally
finite, meaning that every vertex has finite degree (the only graphs that will not
satisfy this additional requirement will be trees of the tree-decompositions). We
equip a graph G with its shortest-path metric dG. For any set of vertices X ⊆ V (G),
the neighborhood of X in G is denoted by

NG(X) := {u ∈ V (G) \X : ∃v ∈ X, uv ∈ E(G)}.

When the graph G is clear from the context we will drop the subscript and write
N(X) instead of NG(X). For each v ∈ V (G), we set NG(v) := NG({v}). For every
graph G and every subset of vertices X ⊆ V (G), we denote by G[X ] the subgraph
of G induced by X, which is the graph with vertex set X whose edge set consists of
all the pairs uv such that uv ∈ E(G). We let G − X := G[V (G) \ X ]. We denote
by GJXK the graph with vertex set X whose edge set consists of all the pairs uv
such that uv ∈ E(G) or there exists a connected component C of G−X such that
{u, v} ⊆ N(C). The graphs GJXK are called the torsos of G.

For each n ∈ N, we let Kn denote the complete graph with vertex set [n]. We
let K∞ be the countable clique, that is the infinite complete graph with vertex set
N. This graph is sometimes also denoted by Kℵ0 , which is less ambiguous, but we
prefer to keep the notation K∞ as used by Thomassen in [Tho92], since we reuse a
number of results proved in his paper.

Minors and models. Given two graphs G,H , we say that H is a minor of G if it
can be obtained from G after removing some vertices and edges, and contracting
edges. A model of H in G is a family (Vv)v∈V (H) of pairwise disjoint vertex subsets
of G such that each Vv induces a connected subgraph of G, and for each uv ∈ E(H),
there exists u′ ∈ Vu, v

′ ∈ Vv such that u′v′ ∈ E(G). Note that H is a minor of G if
and only if there is a model of H in G. When V (H) ⊆ V (G), a model (Vv)v∈V (H) of
H in G is said to be faithful if for each v ∈ V (H), v ∈ Vv. H is a faithful minor of
G if it admits a faithful model in G. Consider for instance a graph G with a subset



THE STRUCTURE OF QUASI-TRANSITIVE GRAPHS AVOIDING A MINOR 7

of vertices X ⊂ V (G) such that G−X is connected and only two vertices of X (call
them x and y) have a neighbor in G−X. Then the torso GJXK (as defined above),
is a faithful minor of G and it consists of the graph G[X ] with the addition of the
edge xy (if it is not already present in G).

Connectedness. For every k > 0, a graph G is k-connected if it has at least k + 1
vertices and for every subset S ⊆ V (G) of at most k−1 vertices, the graph G−S is
connected. We recall that a graph is said to be quasi-4-connected if it is 3-connected
and for every set S ⊆ V (G) of size 3 such that G− S is not connected, G− S has
exactly two connected components and one of them consists of a single vertex.

Rays and ends. A ray in a graphG is an infinite simple one-way path P = (v1, v2, . . .).
A subray P ′ of P is a ray of the form P ′ = (vi, vi+1, . . .) for some i > 1. We say that
a ray lives in a set X ⊆ V (G) if one of its subrays is included in X. We define an
equivalence relation ∼ over the set of rays R(G) by letting P ∼ P ′ if and only if for
every finite set of vertices S ⊆ V (G), there is a component of G − S that contains
infinitely many vertices from both P and P ′. When G is infinite, this is equivalent to
saying that for any finite set S ⊆ V (G), P and P ′ are living in the same component
of G − S. The ends of G are the elements of R(G)/ ∼, the equivalence classes of
rays under ∼. For every X ⊆ V (G), we say that an end ω lives in X if one of its
rays lives in X.

When there is a set X of vertices of G, two distinct components C1, C2 of G−X,
and two distinct ends ω1, ω2 of G such that for each i= 1, 2, ωi lives in Ci, we say that
X separates ω1 and ω2. A graph G is vertex-accessible if there is an integer k such
that for any two distinct ends ω1, ω2 in G, there is a set of at most k vertices that
separates ω1 and ω2. The degree of an end ω is the supremum number k ∈N∪{∞} of
pairwise disjoint rays that belong to ω. By a result of Halin [Hal65], this supremum
is a maximum i.e. if an end ω has infinite degree, then there exists an infinite
countable family of pairwise disjoint rays belonging to ω. An end is thin if it has
finite degree, and thick otherwise. It is an easy exercise to check that for every
end ω of finite degree k and every end ω′ 6= ω, there is a set of size at most k that
separates ω from ω′.

The interested reader is referred to Chapter 8 in [Die17] for more background and
important results in infinite graph theory.

2.2. Groups and Cayley graphs. An automorphism of a graph G is a graph
isomorphism from G to itself (i.e., a bijection from V (G) to V (G) that maps edges
to edges and non-edges to non-edges). The set of automorphisms of G has a natural
group structure (as a subgroup of the symmetric group over V (G)); the group of
automorphisms of G is denoted by Aut(G).

For a graph G and a group Γ, we will say that Γ acts by automorphisms on
G (or simply that Γ acts on G when the context is clear) if every element of Γ
induces an automorphism g of G, such that the induced application Γ → Aut(G)
is a group morphism. We will usually use the right multiplicative notation x · g
instead of g(x) for g ∈ Γ, x ∈ V (G). For every X ⊆ V (G),Γ′ ⊆ Γ and g ∈ Γ, we let
X · g := g(X) = {x · g : x ∈X} and X ·Γ′ :=

⋃
g∈Γ′ X · g. We denote the set of orbits

of V (G) under the action of Γ by G/Γ (Γ naturally induces an equivalence relation
on V (G), relating elements in the same orbit of Γ). For every subset X ⊆ V (G) we
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let StabΓ(X) := {g ∈ Γ : X · g = X} denote the stabilizer of X, which is always a
subgroup of Γ. For each x ∈ X, we let Γx := StabΓ({x}).

Quasi-transitive graphs. The action of a group Γ on a graph G is said to be vertex-
transitive (or simply transitive) when there is only one orbit in G/Γ, i.e. when for
every two vertices u, v ∈ V (G) there exists an element g ∈ Γ such that u · g = v.
The action of Γ on G is said to be quasi-transitive if there is only a finite number
of orbits in G/Γ. We say that G is transitive (resp. quasi-transitive) if it admits a
transitive (resp. quasi-transitive) group action.

It was proved, first for finitely generated groups and then in the more general
graph-theoretic context, that the number of ends of a quasi-transitive graph is either
0, 1, 2 or ∞ [Fre44, Hop44, DJM93]. A graph with a single end is said to be one-
ended.

Finitely presented groups. A group presentation is a pair 〈S|R〉 where S is a set
of letters called generators and R a set of finite words over the alphabet S called
relators. We will always assume that S is finite and closed under taking inverse, i.e.
that every generator a ∈ S comes with an associated inverse a−1 ∈ S (which may be
equal to a) such that (a−1)−1 = a, and we assume that aa−1 ∈ R. We say that 〈S|R〉
is finite when both S and R are finite. The group associated to 〈S|R〉 is the group
F (S)/N(R), where F (S) is the free group over S and N(R) is the normal closure of
R in F (S), i.e. the set of elements of F (S) of the form (w1 · r1 ·w

−1
1 ) · · · (wℓ · rℓ ·w

−1
ℓ )

for any ℓ ∈ N, r1, . . . , rℓ ∈ R and w1, . . . , wℓ ∈ F (S). For simplicity, we will also
denote this group with 〈S|R〉. Note that by definition of 〈S|R〉, since aa−1 ∈ R for
every element a ∈ S, the (formal) inverse a−1 of a in S is indeed the inverse of a in
the group 〈S|R〉.

Cayley graphs. The Cayley graph of a finitely generated group Γ with respect to
the finite set of generators S is the edge-labeled graph Cay(Γ, S) whose vertex set
is the set of elements of Γ and where for every two g, h ∈ Γ we add an arc (g, h)
labeled with a ∈ S when h = a ·g. Note that Cay(Γ, S) is always locally finite (as we
assumed S to be finite), connected and that the group Γ acts transitively by right
multiplication on Cay(Γ, S). As mentioned above we will always assume that the set
S of generators is symmetric, so whenever there is an arc (u, v) labeled with a ∈ S,
the graph also contained the arc (v, u) labeled a−1. It this case we can consider the
non-labeled version of Cay(Γ, S) as an undirected simple graph, with a single edge
uv instead of each pair of arcs (u, v) and (v, u).

We say that a finitely generated group Γ is planar (resp. minor-excluded) if it
admits a finite generating set S such that Cay(Γ, S) is planar (resp. does not contain
every finite graph as a minor). Similarly, we say that Γ is K∞-minor-free if it admits
a finite generating set S such that Cay(Γ, S) is K∞-minor-free.

Accessibility. In order to give a precise definition of accessibility in groups (without
using to Stallings theorem and the notions of free product with amalgamation and
HNN-extension explicitly as we did in the introduction), we first need to define the
notion of a graph of groups. The reader is referred to [Ser80, Chapter 1] for more
details on graphs of groups and Bass-Serre theory.

A graph of groups consists of a pair (G,G) such thatG= (V,E) is a graph (possibly
having loops and multi-edges), and G is a family of vertex-groups Γv for each v ∈ V ,
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edge-groups Γuv,Γvu for each edge uv∈E, and of group isomorphisms φu,v : Γuv→Γvu
for each uv ∈ E(G), such that Γuv and Γvu are respectively subgroups of Γu and Γv
for each uv ∈ E.

Let T be a spanning tree of G and 〈Sv|Rv〉 be a presentation of Γv for each v ∈ V .
The fundamental group Γ := π1(G,G) of the graph of groups (G,G) is defined as the
group having as generators the set:

S := (⊔v∈V Sv) ⊔
(
⊔e∈E\E(T ){te}

)

and as relations:

• the relations of each Rv;
• for every edge uv ∈ E(T ) and every g ∈ Γuv ⊆ Γu, the relation φuv(g) = g;
• for every edge e= uv ∈E\E(T ) and every g ∈ Γuv, the relation teφuv(g)t

−1
e =

g.

It can be shown that for a given graph of groups (G,G), the definition of its funda-
mental group does not depend of the choice of the spanning tree T (see for example
[Ser80, Section I.5.1]).

Remark 2.1. At the beginning of this section we have defined Γv as the stabilizer
of {v} by the action of Γ on a graph G and the reader might be worried about a
possible confusion with the notation Γv of vertex-groups above. On the one hand
the vertex-group Γv has a close connection with the stabilizer of {v} in this context,
so the objects are not completely unrelated, and on the other hand vertex-groups
will only be used at the very end (in Subsection 5.4, where stabilizers will not be
used at all), so hopefully there should not be any risk of confusion.

A group Γ is said to be accessible if it is the fundamental group of a finite graph
of groups G with finite vertex set V (G) such that:

• the vertex-groups have at most one end, and
• the edge-groups are finite.

By Bass-Serre theory [Ser80, DD89], accessible groups are exactly those groups
acting on trees without edge-inversion, such that the vertex-stabilizers have at most
one end and the edge-stabilizers of the action are finite.

As mentioned in the introduction, Thomassen and Woess [TW93] obtained the fol-
lowing connection between accessibility in groups and vertex-accessibility in graphs.

Theorem 2.2 ([TW93]). A finitely generated group is accessible if and only if it
admits a Cayley graph which is vertex-accessible.

It was open for a long time whether there exist finitely generated groups which
are not accessible, and Dunwoody answered this question negatively in [Dun93]. On
the other hand he also proved the following result.

Theorem 2.3 ([Dun85]). Every finitely presented group is accessible.

In particular, planar groups form a proper subclass of accessible groups.

Theorem 2.4 ([Dro06]). Every finitely generated planar group is finitely presented,
and thus accessible.
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Virtually free groups. A group is virtually free if it contains a finitely generated free
group as a subgroup of finite index. For graphs of groups, this property can be
related to the structure of the vertex groups as follows.

Theorem 2.5 ([KPS73]). A finitely generated group is virtually free if and only if
it is the fundamental group of a finite graph of groups in which all vertex-groups are
finite.

3. Tree-decompositions and tangles

3.1. Separations and canonical tree-decompositions. As we will be heavily
relying on results of Grohe [Gro16a], we use his notation for all objects related to
separations and tangles. A separation in a graph G = (V,E) is a triple (Y, S, Z)
such that Y, S, Z are pairwise disjoint, V = Y ∪S ∪Z and there is no edge between
vertices of Y and Z. A separation (Y, S, Z) is proper if Y and Z are nonempty. In
this case, S is a separator of G.

The separation (Y, S, Z) is said to be tight if there are some components CY , CZ
respectively of G[Y ], G[Z] such that NG(CY ) = NG(CZ) = S. The order of a sepa-
ration (Y, S, Z) is |S| and the order of a family N of separations is the supremum
of the orders of its separations. In what follows, we will always consider sets of
separations of finite order. We will denote Sepk(G) (respectively Sep<k(G)) the set
of all separations of G of order k (respectively less than k).

The following lemma was originally stated in [TW93] for transitive graphs, but
the same proof immediately implies that the result also holds for quasi-transitive
graphs.

Lemma 3.1 (Corollary 4.3 in [TW93]). Let G be a locally finite graph. Then for
every v ∈ V (G) and k > 1, there is only a finite number of tight separations (Y, S, Z)
of order k in G such that v ∈ S. Moreover, for any group Γ acting quasi-transitively
on G and any k > 1, there is only a finite number of Γ-orbits of tight separations of
order at most k in G.

Canonical tree-decompositions. A tree-decomposition of a graph G is a pair (T,V)
where T is a tree and V = (Vt)t∈V (T ) is a family of subsets Vt of V (G) such that:

• V (G) =
⋃
t∈V (T ) Vt;

• for every nodes t, t′, t′′ such that t′ is on the unique path of T from t to t′′,
Vt ∩ Vt′′ ⊆ Vt′ ;

• every edge e ∈ E(G) is contained in an induced subgraph G[Vt] for some
t ∈ V (T ).

Note that in our definition of tree-decomposition, we allow T to have vertices of
infinite degree. The sets Vt for every t ∈ V (T ) are called the bags of (T,V), and the
induced subgraphs G[Vt] the parts of (T,V). The width of (T,V) is the supremum of
|Vt| − 1, for t ∈ V (T ). Note that the width of a tree-decomposition can be infinite.
The sets Vt ∩ Vt′ for every tt′ ∈ E(T ) are called the adhesion sets of (T,V) and
the adhesion of (T,V) is the supremum of the sizes of its adhesion sets (possibly
infinite). We also let V∞(T ) ⊆ V (T ) denote the set of nodes t ∈ V (T ) such that Vt
is infinite.

For a group Γ acting (by automorphisms) on a graph G, we say that a tree-
decomposition (T,V) of G is canonical with respect to Γ, or simply Γ-canonical, if Γ
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induces a group action on T such that for every γ ∈ Γ and t ∈ V (T ), Vt · γ = Vt·γ.
By definition of a group action on a graph, t 7→ t · γ is an automorphism of T for
any γ ∈ Γ. In particular, for every γ ∈ Γ, note that γ sends bags of (T,V) to bags,
and adhesion sets to adhesion sets. When (T,V) is Aut(G)-canonical, we simply say
that it is canonical.

Remark 3.2. If (T,V) is a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition of a graph G, then Γ
acts both on G and T , so there are two different notions of a stabilizer of a node
t ∈ V (T ): Γt = StabΓ(t) (where we consider the action of Γ on T ), and StabΓ(Vt)
(where we consider the action of Γ on G). Observe that for any t ∈ V (T ) we have
Γt ⊆ StabΓ(Vt). The reverse inclusion does not hold in general (when there are
adjacent nodes s, t ∈ V (T ) with Vs = Vt, automorphisms of T exchanging s and
t stabilize Vs = Vt without stabilizing s or t). However, if t ∈ V (T ) is such that
{t′ ∈ V (T ) : Vt′ = Vt} = {t}, then Γt = StabΓ(Vt). In particular, if (T,V) has finite
adhesion, then every bag Vt with t ∈ V∞(T ) appears only once in the decomposition,
and thus for each such node t ∈ V∞(T ) we have Γt = StabΓ(Vt). The property that
the two notions of stabilizers coincide for infinite bags when the canonical tree-
decomposition has finite adhesion will be used repeatedly in the remainder of the
paper.

Edge-separations and torsos. Consider a tree-decomposition (T,V) of a graph G,
with V = (Vt)t∈V (T ). Let A be an orientation of the edges of E(T ), i.e. a choice of
either (t1, t2) or (t2, t1) for every edge t1t2 of T . For an arbitrary pair (t1, t2) ∈ A,
and for each i ∈ {1, 2}, let Ti denote the component of T − {t1t2} containing ti.
Then the edge-separation of G associated to (t1, t2) is (Y1, S, Y2) with S := Vt1 ∩ Vt2
and Yi :=

⋃
s∈V (Ti)

Vs \ S for i ∈ {1, 2}.

Given a separation (Y, S, Z) and an automorphism γ of a graph G, let (Y, S, Z) ·
γ := (Y · γ, S · γ, Z · γ). If Γ ⊆ Aut(G) and N is a family of separations of G, we say
that N is Γ-invariant if for every (Y, S, Z) ∈ N and γ ∈ Γ, we have (Y, S, Z) ·γ ∈N .
Note that if (T,V) is Γ-canonical, then the associated set of edge-separations is
Γ-invariant.

The torsos of (T,V) are the graphs with vertex set Vt and edge set E(G[Vt])
together with the edges xy such that x and y belong to a common adhesion set
of (T,V). Note that this definition coincides with the general definition of torso
GJVtK we gave in Subsection 2.1 when the edge-separations of (T,V) are tight. To
prevent any ambiguity between these definitions, we will always ensure that the
tree-decompositions we work with have this property (i.e., all the associated edge-
separations are tight).

Remark 3.3. If (T,V) is a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition of a locally finite graph G
whose edge-separations are tight, then by Lemma 3.1 the action of Γ on E(T ) must
induce a finite number of orbits. In particular, Γ must also act quasi-transitively on
V (T ).

The treewidth of a graph G is the infimum of the width of (T,V), among all tree-
decompositions (T,V) of G. Note that adding to a tree-decomposition of bounded
width the restriction that it must be canonical can be very costly in the finite case:
while it is well known that every cycle graph Cn on n vertices has treewidth 2,
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the example below shows that in any canonical tree-decomposition of Cn, some bag
contains all the nodes of Cn.

Example 3.4. Let Cn be the cycle graph on n elements. Note that the additive
group Zn acts transitively by rotation on Cn. We let a be a generator of Zn of order
n. Let (T, (Vt)t∈V (T )) be a Zn-canonical tree-decomposition of Cn. Without loss of
generality we may assume that T is finite, by contracting every edge tt′ ∈ E(T ) such
that Vt = Vt′ . We may also assume that no edge tt′ of T is inverted by a, i.e. such
that (t, t′) · a = (t′, t), as if it was the case we could subdivide the edge tt′ (i.e. add
a new vertex t∗ between t and t′) and let Vt∗ := Vt ∩ Vt′ . If we let T ′ be the tree of
the tree-decomposition obtained after performing such a subdivision, note that the
obtained tree-decomposition is still Zn-canonical as a induces an automorphism of
T ′ that stabilizes the vertex t∗ and acts on V (T ) the same way that it did before
the subdivision. After this operation none of the edges tt∗, t∗t′ is inverted by a.
It is an easy exercise to prove that if no edge of T is inverted by a, there exists a
vertex t ∈ V (T ) stabilized by a, and hence by all the elements of Zn. Then as Zn
acts transitively on G, we must have Vt = V (Cn) for such a t ∈ V (T ).

It turns out that in the quasi-transitive locally-finite case, if a graph has bounded
treewidth then adding the restriction that the tree-decomposition must be canonical
is fairly inexpensive if we only care about having finite bags.

Theorem 3.5 (Theorem 7.5 in [HLMR22], [MS83], [Woe89], [TW93]). Let G be a
connected quasi-transitive locally finite graph. Then the following are equivalent:

• G has finite treewidth;
• all the ends of G are thin;
• there exists k > 1 such that every end of G has degree at most k;
• there exists a canonical tree-decomposition of G with tight edge-separations

and finite width.

Note that the final item above is not stated explicitly in Theorem 7.5 in [HLMR22],
but it can be easily deduced from this result (see also Theorem 2.4 in [Ham25], which
uses the result of [HLMR22] together with our Lemmas 3.1 and 3.13).

Separations of order at most 3. If G is not connected, then the tree-decomposition
(T,V) where T is a star whose central bag is empty and where we put a bag for each
connected component of G can easily be seen to be a canonical tree-decomposition
with adhesion 0, as every automorphism of G acts on T by permuting some branches.
If we start from a connected graph G, it is well-known that the block cut-tree of
G is a canonical tree-decomposition (T, (Vt)t∈V (T )) of G whose adhesion sets have
size 1 and such that for each t ∈ V (T ), G[Vt] = GJVtK has either size at most 2 or
is 2-connected. A similar result holds for separations of order 2 (this was proved by
Tutte [Tut84] in the finite case, and generalized to infinite graphs in [DSS98]).

Theorem 3.6 ([DSS98]). Every locally finite graph G has a canonical tree-decompo-
sition of adhesion at most 2, whose torsos are minors of G and are complete graphs
of order at most 2, cycles, or 3-connected graphs.

For separations of order 3, a similar result was obtained by Grohe for finite graphs
[Gro16a].
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Theorem 3.7 ([Gro16a]). Every finite graph G has a tree-decomposition of adhesion
at most 3 whose torsos are minors of G and are complete graphs on at most 4 vertices
or quasi-4-connected graphs.

Our main technical contribution will be to extend Theorem 3.7 to locally finite
graphs, while making sure that most of the construction (except the very end) is
canonical. More precisely, we reproduce in Subsections 3.5 and 3.6 the main steps
of the work of [Gro16a] and give the additional arguments to extend them to locally
finite graphs. A consequence is that Theorem 3.7 extends to locally finite graphs.
However in our case, the main difficulty we face is that the decomposition of Grohe
is not canonical (although some parts of the construction are canonical, which will
be crucial for our purposes). To give a rough idea of the bulk of the problem it
is helpful to consider Example 3.8 below, which was introduced in [Gro16a] in the
finite case.

Figure 1. Left: a finite section of the 3-connected infinite graph
obtained by replacing in the infinite hexagonal planar grid each vertex
by a triangle with three vertices of degree 3. Right: a finite section
of the quasi-4-connected torso GJVz0K of (T,V). Note that it does not
depend of the choice of Vz0 .

Example 3.8. Consider the 3-connected infinite planar graph H obtained from the
infinite hexagonal planar grid by replacing each vertex by a triangle with three
vertices of degree 3 (see Figure 1 (left) for a finite part of this graph). We letM be the
set of edges connecting pairs of triangles, or equivalently the set of edges that do not
belong to any triangle (note that M is a perfect matching). The tree-decomposition
(T,V) of H obtained by extending the ideas in [Gro16a] to the infinite case has
an infinite bag Vz0 obtained by selecting one endpoint of each edge of M (which is
equivalent to fixing an orientation of each of these edges). The tree T is a subdivision
of a star with center z0, and its other bags are finite. While there are many different
choices for Vz0, none of them gives a canonical tree-decomposition. Indeed one can
check more generally that no tree-decomposition of H satisfying the properties of
Theorem 3.7 can be canonical. To see this, assume for the sake of contradiction
that such a decomposition (T,V) exists. Then one of its edge-separations should
be proper of order 3. Note that the only such separations separate a subgraph of
a triangle from the rest of the graph. Let (Y, S, Z) be such a separation, such that
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Z is finite. Then there exists an edge e from M with one endpoint in Z and the
other in S. Note that there exists an automorphism γ ∈Aut(H) exchanging the two
endpoints of e. In particular, as (T,V) is canonical, both (Y, S, Z) · γ and (Y, S, Z)
must be edge-separations of (T,V), which can be seen to be impossible.

This example illustrates the fact that in general it is impossible to obtain a canon-
ical tree-decomposition having exactly the properties described in Theorem 3.7.
However note that here, if we want a canonical tree-decomposition whose torsos are
either planar or finite, it is sufficient to take the trivial tree-decomposition with a
single bag containing all the vertices. This is exactly what our proof will do when
applied to this graph. More precisely, we note that on this example, the set M
of edges is invariant under the action of Aut(H). Based on this observation, our
solution to obtain a canonical tree-decomposition will be to start with the same
decomposition as that of [Gro16a], but to keep the two endpoints of each edge of M
instead of choosing only one of its endpoints as above.

Combining canonical tree-decompositions. Let (T,V) and (T ′,V ′) be tree-decomposi-
tions of two graphs G,G′, respectively. We say that (T,V) and (T ′,V ′) are isomor-
phic if there exists an isomorphism ϕ from G to G′, and an isomorphism ψ from T
to T ′ such that for each t ∈ V (T ), we have: V ′

ψ(t) = ϕ(Vt).

Let G be a graph and let Γ be a group acting onG. Let (T,V), with V = (Vt)t∈V (T ),
be a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition of G, and recall that for any t ∈ V (T ), Γt =
StabΓ(t) denotes the stabilizer of the node t in the action of Γ on the tree T . For
each t ∈ V (T ), let (Tt,Vt) be a Γt-canonical tree-decomposition of GJVtK. Our goal
will be to refine (T,V) by combining it with the tree-decompositions (Tt,Vt)t∈V (T ). If
we want the resulting refined tree-decomposition of G to be Γ-canonical, we need to
impose a condition on the tree-decompositions (Tt,Vt)t∈V (T ) (namely that they are
consistent with the action of Γ on G). This is captured by the following definition.
For g ∈ Γ and t∈ V (T ), we define (Tt,Vt)·g := (Tt,Vt ·g) as the tree-decomposition of
GJVt · gK = GJVt·gK with underlying tree Tt and bags Vt · g := (Vs · g)s∈V (Tt). Observe
that (Tt,Vt) · g is Γt·g-canonical. We say that the construction t 7→ (Tt,Vt) is Γ-
canonical if for each g ∈ Γ and t ∈ V (T ), the tree-decompositions (Tt,Vt) · g and
(Tt·g,Vt·g) are isomorphic. We emphasize here that the first tree-decomposition is
indexed by Tt, while the second is indexed by Tt·g.

The trivial tree-decomposition of a graph G consists of a tree T with a single node,
whose bag is V (G). Note that the trivial tree-decomposition is canonical.

Lemma 3.9. Assume that G is locally finite, Γ is a group acting on G, and (T,V)
is a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition of G with finitely bounded adhesion. Let {ti :
i ∈ I∞} be a set of representatives of the Γ-orbits of V∞(T ), indexed by some set
I∞. Assume that for every i ∈ I∞ there exists a Γti-canonical tree-decomposition
(Tti ,Vti) of the torso GJVtiK of finitely bounded adhesion. Then we can find some
family (Tt,Vt)t∈V (T ) extending the family (Tti ,Vti)i∈I∞ such that each (Tt,Vt) is a Γt-
canonical tree-decomposition of GJVtK, the construction t 7→ (Tt,Vt) is Γ-canonical,
and for each t ∈ V (T ) \ V∞(T ), (Tt,Vt) is the trivial tree-decomposition of GJVtK.

Proof. First we check that for each g ∈ Γ and every t ∈ V∞(T ), g−1 · Γt · g = Γt·g.
For this we claim that we only need to prove the inclusion g−1 · Γt · g ⊆ Γt·g, as the
converse then follows from replacing (g, t) by (g−1, t · g). Let y ∈ Vt·g = Vt · g (where
the equality follows from the assumption that (T,V) is Γ-canonical) and let h ∈ Γt.
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Then y = x · g for some x ∈ Vt and we have:

y · (g−1 · h · g) = x · g · (g−1 · h · g) = (x · h) · g.

Since h ∈ Γt, we have x · h ∈ Vt, we thus get that y · (g−1 · h · g) ∈ Vt · g = Vt·g, so we
just proved that every element of g−1 · Γt · g stabilizes Vt·g. Since t ∈ V∞(T ), Vt and
Vt·g are infinite and it follows from Remark 3.2 that StabΓ(Vt·g) = Γt·g. This implies
that every element of g−1 · Γt · g lies in Γt·g, and thus g−1 · Γt · g ⊆ Γt·g, as desired.

We complete I∞ into a set I of representatives of the Γ-orbits of V (T ), and for each
i ∈ I \ I∞ we let (Tti ,Vti) denote the trivial tree-decomposition of GJVtiK. For each
t ∈ V (T ), we let g ∈ Γ and i ∈ I be such that t = ti · g and let (Tt,Vt) := (Tti ,Vti) · g.
We check that (Tt,Vt) is well-defined: for any two g, g′ ∈ Γ such that ti ·g = ti ·g′ = t,
we have g′ · g−1 ∈ Γti . As (Tti ,Vti) is Γti-canonical, (Tti ,Vti) · g

′ · g−1 = (Tti ,Vti) so
we have (Tti ,Vti) ·g = (Tti ,Vti) ·g

′ and (Tt,Vt) is well-defined for each t ∈ V (T ). The
fact that the construction t 7→ (Tt,Vt) is Γ-canonical immediately follows from the
definition. Finally, the tree-decomposition (Tt,Vt) is Γt-canonical because if it is not
trivial, and i ∈ I∞ and g ∈ Γ are such that ti · g = t, then Γt = g−1 · Γti · g and thus
Γt induces a group action on (Tt,Vt) = (Tti ,Vti) · g. �

Given two tree-decompositions (T,V), (T ′,V ′) of a graph G, with V = (Vt)t∈V (T )

and V ′ = (V ′
t )t∈V (T ′), we say that (T ′,V ′) refines (T,V) with respect to some family

(Tt,Vt)t∈V (T ) of tree-decompositions if for every t ∈ V (T ), Tt is a subtree of T ′

such that Vt =
⋃
s∈V (Tt)

V ′
s and the trees (Tt)t∈V (T ) are pairwise vertex-disjoint, cover

V (T ′) and for every edge uv ∈ E(T ), there exist u′ ∈ V (Tu), v
′ ∈ V (Tv) such that

u′v′ ∈ E(T ′).
We say that (T ′,V ′) is a subdivision of (T,V) if T ′ is obtained from T after

considering a subset E ′ ⊆ E(T ) and doing the following for every edge tt′ ∈ E ′: we
subdivide the edge tt′ (by adding a new vertex t∗ between t and t′), and we add a
corresponding bag Vt∗ := Vt∩Vt′ in the tree-decomposition. Note that if (T ′,V ′) is a
subdivision of (T,V), the two tree-decompositions have the same edge-separations.

The following result from [CHM22] will allow us to construct canonical tree-
decompositions inductively:

Proposition 3.10 (Proposition 7.2 in [CHM22]). Assume that G is locally finite,
Γ is a group acting on G and (T,V) is a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition of G with
finitely bounded adhesion, with V = (Vt)t∈V (T ). Assume that for every t ∈ V (T ),
there exists a Γt-canonical tree-decomposition (Tt,Vt) of the torso GJVtK of finitely
bounded adhesion such that the edge-separations induced by (Tt,Vt) in GJVtK are tight
and pairwise distinct, and the construction t 7→ (Tt,Vt) is Γ-canonical. Then there
exists a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition (T ′,V ′) of G that refines (T,V) with respect
to a family (T ′

t ,V
′
t)t∈V (T ) such that for each t ∈ V (T ), (T ′

t ,V
′
t) is a Γt-canonical

tree-decomposition of GJVtK which is a subdivision of (Tt,Vt), and such that every
adhesion set of (T ′,V ′) is either an adhesion set of (T,V) or an adhesion set of some
(Tt,Vt) for some t ∈ V (T ). Moreover, the construction t 7→ (T ′

t ,V
′
t) is Γ-canonical.

Remark 3.11. In the original statement of [CHM22, Proposition 7.2], the fact that
each tree-decomposition (T ′

t ,V
′
t) is Γt-canonical and that the construction t 7→ (T ′

t ,V
′
t)

is also Γ-canonical is not stated explicitly, however the authors show it explicitly in
the proof.

Hence putting Lemma 3.9 together with Proposition 3.10, we immediately get:
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Corollary 3.12. Assume that G is locally finite, Γ is a group acting on G, and
(T,V) a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition of G of finitely bounded adhesion, with V =
(Vt)t∈V (T ). Let {ti : i ∈ I∞} denote a set of representatives of the orbits V∞(T )/Γ
such that for each i ∈ I∞, there exists a Γti-canonical tree-decomposition (Tti ,Vti) of
GJVtiK with finitely bounded adhesion, such that the edge-separations induced by each
(Tti ,Vti) in GJVtiK are tight and pairwise distinct. Then there exists a Γ-canonical
tree-decomposition of G that refines (T,V) with respect to some family (T ′

t ,V
′
t)t∈V (T )

of Γt-canonical tree-decompositions of GJVtK such that for each i ∈ I∞, (T ′
ti
,V ′

ti
) is

a subdivision of (Tti ,Vti), and for every t ∈ V (T ) \ V∞(T ), (T ′
t ,V

′
t) is the trivial

tree-decomposition of GJVtK. Moreover, the construction t 7→ (T ′
t ,V

′
t) is Γ-canonical.

The main objects of study of this paper are canonical tree-decompositions of
quasi-transitive graphs. A crucial property is that the torsos or parts of the tree-
decomposition are themselves quasi-transitive. This is proved in [HLMR22, Propo-
sition 4.5] in the special case where Γ acts transitively on E(T ). We give here a
more general proof, which is self-contained.

Lemma 3.13. Let k ∈ N, let G be a locally finite graph, and let Γ be a group
acting quasi-transitively on G. Let (T,V), with V = (Vt)t∈V (T ), be a Γ-canonical
tree-decomposition of G whose edge-separations are tight and have order at most k.
Then, for any t ∈ V (T ), the group Γt := StabΓ(t) induces a quasi-transitive action
on G[Vt], and thus also on GJVtK.

Proof. LetG,Γ, (T,V) be as described above. By Lemma 3.1, as the edge-separations
are tight and of bounded size, there are only finitely many Γ-orbits of E(T ). We
fix an orientation A of E(T ). Let e1, . . . , em ∈ A be representatives of each of the
Γ-orbits of A, and let e1, . . . , em denote their inverse pairs. Fix any node t ∈ V (T ).

We consider an arbitrary vertex z ∈ V (G), and let t0 ∈ V (T ) be such that z ∈ Vt0 .
Let Ωz := z · Γ denote the Γ-orbit of z. We define the following subset of Vt ∩ Ωz.

Θz := {y ∈ Vt ∩ Ωz : y = z · γ for some γ such that t0 · γ = t}.

We first show that Γt acts transitively on Θz. Let y, y′ ∈ Θz and γ, γ′ ∈ Γ be such
that y = z · γ, y′ = z · γ′ and t0 · γ = t0 · γ′ = t. Then if we set α := γ′−1 · γ, we have

t · α = t · γ′−1 · γ = t0 · γ = t,

and thus α ∈ Γt. As y′ · α = y, this shows that Γt acts transitively on Θz.

For i ∈ [m], we define:

Ψi := {y ∈ Vt ∩ Vt′ : there exists γ ∈ Γ such that (t, t′) = ei · γ}

Ψi+m := {y ∈ Vt ∩ Vt′ : there exists γ ∈ Γ such that (t, t′) = ei · γ}.

We observe that if a vertex of Vt ∩ Ωz does not lie in Θz, it has to lie in one of sets
Ψi for i ∈ [2m]. To see this, let y ∈ Vt ∩ Ωz, and γ ∈ Γ be such that y = z · γ. If
y /∈ Θz, then t0 · γ 6= t. In this case the unique path in T from t to t0 · γ contains at
least one edge. Let t′ be the neighbor of t on this path. As Vt0·γ = Vt0 ·γ and z ∈ Vt0 ,
we have y ∈ Vt ∩ Vt0·γ. Hence as (T,V) is a tree-decomposition, y ∈ Vt ∩ Vt′ . Thus if
we let i be such that (t, t′) = ei · β or (t, t′) = ei · β for some β ∈ Γ, we obtain that
y ∈ Ψi ∪Ψi+m. This shows that Vt is covered by the union of the sets Θz, z ∈ V (G)
(there are at most |V (G)/Γ| such sets), and the sets Ψi, i ∈ [2m].
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We now show that Γt acts quasi-transitively on each Ψi, i ∈ [2m]. Let i ∈ [m],
y1, y2 ∈ Ψi, t1, t2 ∈ V (T ) and β1, β2 ∈ Γ such that (t, t1), (t, t2) ∈ E(T ), (t, t1) = ei ·β1
and (t, t2) = ei ·β2. We set α := β−1

1 ·β2 and note that α sends the directed edge ei ·β1
to ei · β2. Let Si be the separator of G associated to the edge-separation induced
by the edge ei in (T,V). The previous remark implies that α sends Si · β1 to Si · β2
and that α ∈ Γt. As for every i ∈ [m], Si has size at most k, we just proved that the
action of Γt on Ψi induces at most k orbits. The case i ∈ {m+1, . . . , 2m} is exactly
the same.

As Vt is covered by the union of the sets Θz, z ∈ V (G) (there are at most |V (G)/Γ|
such sets, and Γt acts transitively on each of these sets), and the sets Ψi, i ∈ [2m]
(and the action of Γt on each of these sets induces at most k orbits), we have
|Vt/Γt| 6 2km + |V (G)/Γ|, which implies that Γt acts quasi-transitively on G[Vt].
As (T,V) is Γ-canonical, for each g ∈ Γ and each edge e lying inside some adhesion
set of the tree-decomposition, g sends e to a pair of vertices in another adhesion set
of the tree-decomposition (and this pair of vertices must thus be joined by an edge
in the corresponding torso). It follows that any automorphism g ∈ Γt of G[Vt] is
also an automorphism of the torso GJVtK. Hence, Γt also acts quasi-transitively on
GJVtK. �

Note that Lemma 3.13 still holds if we only require E(T )/Γ to be finite (instead
of requiring the edge-separations of (T,V) to be tight).

3.2. Tangles. Tangles were introduced by Robertson and Seymour [RS91] and play
a fundamental role in their proof of the Graph Minor Structure Theorem. We will
consider here the equivalent definition used by Grohe [Gro16a]. A tangle of order k
in G is a subset T of Sep<k(G) such that

(T 1) For all separations (Y, S, Z)∈ Sep<k(G), either (Y, S, Z)∈T or (Z, S, Y )∈T ;
(T 2) For all separations (Y1, S1, Z1), (Y2, S2, Z2), (Y3, S3, Z3) ∈ T , either Z1 ∩Z2 ∩

Z3 6= ∅ or there exists an edge with an endpoint in each Zi.

Note that (T 2) with (Yi, Si, Zi) = (Y, S, Z) for each i ∈ [3] implies in particular that
for every separation (Y, S, Z) ∈ T , Z 6= ∅. A tangle in G will be called a G-tangle,
for brevity. Intuitively, a G-tangle is a consistent orientation of the separations
of G, pointing towards a highly connected region of G. We refer the reader to
[RS91, Gro16a] for background on tangles. In general when G is finite there is
a one-to-one correspondence between the G-tangles of order 1 and the connected
components of G, between the G-tangles of order 2 and the biconnected components
of G, and between the G-tangles of order 3 and the triconnected components of G
(we omit the definitions as these notions will not be needed in the remainder of the
paper, and instead refer the interested reader to [RS91] and [Gro16b]).

In infinite graphs, tangles can also be seen as a notion generalizing the notion of
ends: for each end ω of a graph G and every k > 2, we define the G-tangle T k

ω of
order k induced by ω by:

T k
ω := {(Y, S, Z) ∈ Sep<k(G) : ω lives in a component of Z}.

The fact that T k
ω is indeed a tangle is a folklore result. One of the basic properties

of tangles is that for any fixed model of a graph H in a graph G, any H-tangle of
order k induces a G-tangle of order k. More precisely, if M= (Mv)v∈V (H) is a model
of H in G and (Y, S, Z) is a separation of order less than k in G, then its projection
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with respect to M is the separation πM(Y, S, Z) = (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) of H of order less
than k defined by: Y ′ := {v ∈ V (H) :Mv ⊆ Y }, S ′ := {v ∈ V (H) :Mv ∩S 6= ∅} and
Z ′ := {v ∈ V (H) :Mv ⊆ Z}.

A proof of the following result can be found in [RS91, (6.1)] or in a more similar
version in [Gro16a, Lemma 3.11]. Its proof extends to the locally finite case.

Lemma 3.14 (Lemma 3.11 in [Gro16a]). Let G be a locally finite graph. Let M =
(Mv)v∈V (H) be a model of a graph H in G and T ′ be an H-tangle of order k > 2.
Then the set

T := {(Y, S, Z) ∈ Sep<k(G) : πM(Y, S, Z) ∈ T ′}

is a G-tangle of order k, called the lifting of T ′ in G with respect to M.

Remark 3.15. Assume that M is a faithful model of H in G with the property that
for each (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ Sep<k(H), there exists some (Y, S, Z) ∈ Sep<k(G) such that
πM(Y, S, Z) = (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) and S ′ = S. Then the function that maps every tangle
of order k in H to its lifting in G with respect to M is injective. To see this,
consider two distinct tangles T ′

1 6= T ′
2 of order k in H . Then there exists some

(Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ T ′
1 such that (Z ′, S ′, Y ′) ∈ T ′

2 . If we consider (Y, S, Z) ∈ Sep<k(G) such
that πM(Y, S, Z) = (Y ′, S ′, Z ′), we have (Y, S, Z) ∈ T1 and (Z, S, Y ) ∈ T2, where for
each i ∈ {1, 2}, Ti denotes the lifting of T ′

i with respect to M. It then follows that
T1 6= T2, as desired. Note that if (T,V) is a tree-decomposition with finitely bounded
adhesion and t ∈ V (T ) is such that GJVtK is a faithful minor of G, then any faithful
model M of GJVtK has the property we just described.

If M = (Mv)v∈V (H) is a model of H in G, and T is a tangle of G, then T ′ :=
{πM(Y, S, Z) : (Y, S, Z) ∈ T } is called the projection of T . Note that T ′ is not a
tangle in general. Projecting is the converse operation of lifting in the sense that if
M is faithful, and T and T ′ are tangles of G and H , then T is the lifting of T ′ if
and only if T ′ is the projection of T .

We define a partial order ≺ over the set of separations of a graph G by letting for
every two separations (Y, S, Z), (Y ′, S ′, Z ′), (Y, S, Z) � (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) if and only if S ∪
Z ( S ′∪Z ′ or (S∪Z = S ′∪Z ′ and S ⊆ S ′). Intuitively, (Y, S, Z)� (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) means
that (Y, S, Z) points towards a direction in a more accurate way than (Y ′, S ′, Z ′)
does. Note that our definition of � is the same as in [Gro16a, Subsection 3.2] and
slightly differs from the more conventional one of [RS91, CHM22].

A partially ordered set (X,<) is said to be well-founded if every strictly decreasing
sequence of elements of X is finite. In particular, if (X,<) is well-founded then for
every x ∈ X, there exists y ∈ X which is minimal with respect to < and such that
y 6 x. In the remainder of the paper, whenever we consider a minimal separation or
a well-founded family of separations, we always implicitly refer to the partial order
≺ defined in the paragraph above.

We will distinguish two types of tangles in infinite graphs:

• the region tangles, defined as those which are well-founded (with respect to
the order ≺), and

• the evasive tangles, which contain some infinite decreasing sequence of sep-
arations (with respect to the order ≺).

The tangles we consider in this work will always have order at most 4. Note that
if G is 3-connected, an evasive tangle T of order 4 is exactly a tangle T 4

ω induced
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by an end ω of degree 3. On the other hand, a region tangle is either a tangle of
order 4 induced by some end ω of degree at least 4, or a tangle which is not induced
by an end. For example, one can check that both graphs in Figure 1 have a unique
tangle of order 4 which is the tangle induced by their unique end (which is thick),
and this tangle is a region tangle in both cases.

We say that a separation (Y, S, Z) distinguishes two tangles T , T ′ if (Y, S, Z) ∈ T
and (Z, S, Y ) ∈ T ′, or vice versa. We say that (Y, S, Z) distinguishes T and T ′

efficiently if there is no separation of smaller order distinguishing T and T ′. A
tree-decomposition (T,V) distinguishes a set of tangles A if for every two distinct
tangles T , T ′ ∈ A there exists an edge-separation of (T,V) distinguishing T and
T ′. A separation is called relevant with respect to A if it distinguishes at least
two tangles of A. A tree-decomposition is nice (with respect to A) if all its edge-
separations are relevant (with respect to A).

We will need the following result, which extends earlier results of [RS91, DHL18],
and which is a canonical version of one of the main results of the grid-minor series
in the locally finite case. We will only use it with k = 4, but we nevertheless state
the result in its most general form.

Theorem 3.16 (Theorem 7.3 in [CHM22]). Let k > 1 and let G be a locally finite
graph. Then there exists a canonical tree-decomposition (T,V) of G that efficiently
distinguishes the set Ak of tangles of order at most k and that is nice with respect
to Ak.

Remark 3.17. The fact that (T,V) is nice in Theorem 3.16 is not explicit in the
original statement, however it directly follows from the proof. Moreover, the proof
also ensures that the edge-separations of (T,V) are pairwise distinct.

3.3. An example. We give here an example of a one-ended graph that excludes
some minor and has infinitely many region tangles of order 4. We show how to
distinguish them on this example with a canonical tree-decomposition. As the ap-
plication of Theorem 3.16 allowing to distinguish all tangles of order 4 is the very
first step of our proof of Theorems 4.1 and 4.3, this example may also be useful to
have some intuition on it.

We consider the infinite graph G (a finite section of which is illustrated in Fig-
ure 2), which is obtained from the infinite triangular grid by adding in each triangular
face f = v1v2v3 three vertices {w1, w2, w3} inducing a K3,3 with the vertices of the
triangle, and another vertex z connected to each of the wi’s. G has two types of
tangles of order 4: one is the tangle T 4

ω induced by the unique end ω of G, and
all the others are the tangles T 4

f pointing towards each face f = v1v2v3 of the tri-

angular grid; more precisely, T 4
f has the same set of separations as T 4

ω except for

(G−A, {v1, v2, v3}, {w1, w2, w3, z}) ∈ T 4
f , where A := {v1, v2, v3, w1, w2, w3, z}. Note

that with respect to our definition, all the tangles of order 4 of G are region tangles.
We represented with red arrows the two separations of T 4

f that are minimal with re-

spect to the order ≺ but which are not minimal separations of T k
ω (for one fixed face

f). The three red arrows crossing the red triangle correspond to the minimal sepa-
ration (G− A, {v1, v2, v3}, {w1, w2, w3, z}) of T 4

f that points towards the triangular
face v1v2v3, while the three arrows directed away from z correspond to the minimal
separation ({z}, {w1, w2, w3}, {v1, v2, v3} ∪ (G− A)) of T 4

f . The tree-decomposition
(T,V) of Theorem 3.16 distinguishing all the tangles of order 4 is such that T is a
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v1

v2v3

w1

w2w3

z

v1

v2v3

Figure 2. A useful example.

star with center t0 ∈ V (T ) such that GJVt0K is the infinite planar triangular grid.
Then T has one vertex tf for each face f = v1v2v3 of GJVt0K and the bag Vtf is finite
and contains the 7 vertices {v1, v2, v3, w1, w2, w3, z} associated to f . Note that such
a tree-decomposition enjoys the properties of Theorems 4.1 and 4.3. However, this is
not always the case and we need in general to decompose further some torsos of the
tree-decomposition given by Theorem 3.16 in order to obtain such a decomposition.

3.4. Tangles of order 4: orthogonality and crossing-lemma. In this section
we introduce some notions from [Gro16a] and briefly explain how to extend them
in the locally finite case. Unless specified otherwise, we assume in the whole section
that the graphs we consider are locally finite and 3-connected.

A separation (Y, S, Z) ∈ Sep<4(G) is said to be degenerate if

• (Y, S, Z) has order 3,
• G[S] is an independent set, and
• |Y | = 1.

The following result from [Gro16a] immediately generalizes to locally finite graphs:

Lemma 3.18 (Lemma 4.13 and Remark 4.14 in [Gro16a]). Let G be a locally finite
3-connected graph, and (Y, S, Z) be a proper separation of order 3. Then GJZ ∪ SK
is a faithful minor of G if and only if (Y, S, Z) is non-degenerate.

We say that the edge-separations of a tree-decomposition (T,V) are non-degenerate
if for every e∈E(T ), none of the two edge-separations associated to e are degenerate.

Lemma 3.19. Let G be a locally finite 3-connected graph and let (T,V), with V =
(Vt)t∈V (T ), be a tree-decomposition of G whose edge-separations have order 3 and are
non-degenerate. Then GJVtK is a faithful minor of G for each t ∈ V (T ).
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Proof. Let t ∈ V (T ), and t′ be a neighbor of t in T . Let (Yt′, St′ , Zt′) be the edge-
separation of G associated to the (oriented) edge (t′, t) ∈ E(T ), that is St′ = Vt ∩
Vt′ , Vt′ ⊆ Yt′ ∪ St′ , and Vt ⊆ Zt′ ∪ St′ . By Lemma 3.18, there is a faithful model
(M t′

v )v∈(Zt′∪St′)
of GJZt′ ∪ St′K in G. As the only edges of GJZt′ ∪ St′K that are not

edges of G must be between pairs of vertices of St′ , we may assume that every M t′

v

has size 1, except possibly when v ∈ St′ , in which case the only vertices distinct from
v that M t′

v can have must lie in Yt′. For every v ∈ Vt, we let:

Mv :=
⋃

t′∈V (T ),
tt′∈E(T )

M t′

v .

We show that (Mv)v∈Vt is a faithful model of GJVtK in G. As (T,V) is a tree-
decomposition, for every two distinct neighbors t′, t′′ of t in T , Yt′ ∩ Yt′′ = ∅ so we
must have M t′

v ∩M t′′

v = {v} and M t′

v ∩M t′′

u = ∅ for each distinct vertices u, v ∈ Vt.
As (M t′

v )v∈(Zt′∪St′ )
is a model, we have M t′

u ∩M t′

v = ∅ for each u 6= v ∈ Vt. It follows
that Mu ∩Mv = ∅ for each distinct u, v ∈ Vt. Now if uv ∈ E(GJVtK) and uv /∈ E(G),
there must exist some edge-separation (Yt′, St′ , Zt′) such that u, v ∈ St′ and there
exists a path from u to v in G[St′ ∪Yt′ ]. In particular, there must exist u′ ∈M t′

u and
v′ ∈M t′

v such that u′v′ ∈ E(G). As u′ ∈ Mu and v′ ∈Mv, we proved that (Mv)v∈Vt
is a faithful model of GJVtK in G. �

For every tangle T of a graph G, we denote by Tmin its set of minimal separations
(here and in the remainder, minimality of separations is always with respect to the
partial order � defined above). If T has order 4, then we let Tnd be its set of
non-degenerate minimal separations.

Remark 3.20. Let G be locally finite, let T be a G-tangle of order 4, and let (Y, S, Z)
be a degenerate separation of G. Then (Y, S, Z) ∈ T . This is a direct consequence
of [Gro16a, Lemma 3.3], which states that if T is a tangle of order k then for every
separation (Y, S, Z) of order k−1 such that |Y ∪S|6 3

2
(k−1) we have (Y, S, Z) ∈ T .

For every tangle T of order 4, we let:

XT :=
⋂

(Y,S,Z)∈T ,
(Y,S,Z) is non-degenerate

(Z ∪ S).

Note that if T is an evasive tangle, then XT is empty. In this case, and because
G is 3-connected, there exists a unique end ω of degree 3 such that for any finite
subset S of T , the end ω lies in

⋂

(Y,S,Z)∈S,
(Y,S,Z) is non-degenerate

(Z ∪ S).

Remark 3.21. If (Y, S, Z), (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ T are such that (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) � (Y, S, Z) and
(Y, S, Z) is non-degenerate, then it is easy to see that (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) is also non-
degenerate (recall that G is 3-connected). Also if T is a region tangle, for every
(Y, S, Z) ∈ T , there exists a separation (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ Tmin such that (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) �
(Y, S, Z). These observations imply that if T is a region tangle of order 4 and G is
3-connected and locally finite, then:
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XT =
⋂

(Y,S,Z)∈Tnd

(Z ∪ S).

Two separations (Y1, S1, Z1), (Y2, S2, Z2) are orthogonal if (Y1 ∪ S1) ∩ (Y2 ∪ S2) ⊆
S1 ∩ S2 (see Figure 3a). A set N of separations is said to be orthogonal if its
separations are pairwise orthogonal. One can easily show that the set of minimal
separations of a (region) tangle of order at most 3 is orthogonal. This does not
hold for tangles of order 4, but Grohe [Gro16a] proved that for tangles of order 4,
minimal separations can only cross in a restricted way. Two separations (Y1, S1, Z1)
and (Y2, S2, Z2) are crossing if Y1∩Y2 = S1∩S2 = ∅ and there is an edge s1s2 ∈E(G),
with S1∩Y2 = {s1} and S2∩Y1 = {s2} (see Figure 3b). In this case, we call s1s2 the
crossedge of (Y1, S1, Z1) and (Y2, S2, Z2). We denote by E×

nd(T ) the set of crossedges
of Tnd. Lemma 4.16 from [Gro16a] generalizes to region tangles of order 4 of locally
finite graphs:

Lemma 3.22 (Lemma 4.16 and Corollary 4.20 in [Gro16a]). Let G be a locally finite
3-connected graph. Let T be a region G-tangle of order 4. Then every two distinct
minimal separations of T are either crossing or orthogonal. Moreover, E×

nd(T ) forms
a matching in G.

Y1 S1 Z1

Y2

S2

Z2

(a) Orthogonal separations

Y1 S1 Z1

Y2

S2

Z2

(b) Crossing separations

Figure 3. Interaction between minimal separations. The white zones
represent empty sets while the grey represent potentially non-empty
sets.

In [Gro16a], orthogonal sets of separations are presented as the nice case, as
they allow to efficiently find quasi-4-connected regions. We show that, up to some
additional assumptions, this observation still holds in the locally finite case. We
recall that for a tangle T of order 4, Tnd denote its set of minimal non-degenerate
separations.

Lemma 3.23. Let G be a locally finite 3-connected graph. Let T be a region G-
tangle of order 4. Assume that Tnd is orthogonal. Then XT 6= ∅ and the torso GJXT K
has size 3 or is a quasi-4-connected minor of G.

Proof. If every separation of order 3 in G is degenerate, then G is quasi-4-connected
and all the separations of Tnd are non-proper. It follows that G = GJXT K and the
desired properties hold.

Assume now that G has a proper non-degenerate separation (Y, S, Z) of order
3. As T is a region tangle, there is a separation (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ Tmin such that
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(Y ′, S ′, Z ′) � (Y, S, Z). As observed in Remark 3.21, (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ Tnd. We claim
that S ′ ⊆ XT so XT 6= ∅: let (Y0, S0, Z0) ∈ Tnd \ {(Y ′, S ′, Z ′)}. As (Y0, S0, Z0) and
(Y ′, S ′, Z ′) are orthogonal, we must have: S ′ ∩ Y0 = ∅ so S ′ ⊆ Z0 ∪ S0. As T is a
region tangle, the equality XT =

⋂
(Y,S,Z)∈Tnd

(Z ∪S) holds, and thus we proved that

S ′ ⊆ XT , and so XT 6= ∅. Moreover, as G is 3-connected, the separations of Tmin

have order 3 so |XT | > |S ′| > 3.
We now assume that |XT | > 4 and show that GJXT K is quasi-4-connected. Since

G is 3-connected and |XT | > 4, GJXT K is 3-connected (any proper separation of
order at most 2 in GJXT K would induce a proper separation of order at most 2 in
G). If |XT |= 4, then GJXT K is clearly also quasi-4-connected so we can assume that
|XT | > 5. Suppose that GJXT K is not 4-connected and let (Y0, S0, Z0) be a proper
separation of GJXT K of order at most 3. We will prove that |Y0| = 1 or |Z0| = 1,
which will immediately imply that GJXT K is quasi-4-connected. We let Y1 be the
union of all connected components of G − S0 that intersect Y0 or have a neighbor
in Y0. Let S1 := S0 and Z1 := V (G) \ (S0 ∪ Y1). By definition of the torso GJXT K,
(Y1, S1, Z1) is a proper separation of order at most 3 in G, hence we must have
|S0| = 3 as G is 3-connected. Assume first that (Y1, S1, Z1) ∈ T . If (Y1, S1, Z1) is
non-degenerate, then XT ∩ Y0 ⊆ XT ∩ Y1 = ∅ by definition of XT . It follows that
Y0 = ∅, which contradicts the assumption that (Y0, S0, Z0) is proper. If (Y1, S1, Z1)
is degenerate, then |Y0| 6 |Y1| = 1 so as (Y0, S0, Z0) is proper we must have |Y0| = 1.
The case (Z1, S1, Z1) ∈ T is symmetric. Hence we proved that every separation
(Y, S, Z) of GJXT K of order at most 3 satisfies |Y | 6 1 or |Z| 6 1 so we are done.

Finally the fact that GJXT K is a minor of G easily follows from Lemma 3.19: we
consider the tree-decomposition (T,V) where T is a star with a central vertex z0
and one edge z0zi for each (Yi, Si, Zi) ∈ Tnd. We let Vz0 := XT and Vzi := Yi ∪ Si for
each (Yi, Si, Zi) ∈ Tnd. The fact that (T,V) is a tree-decomposition follows from the
orthogonality of Tnd. Hence by Lemma 3.19, GJXT K is a minor of G. �

Whenever Tnd is not orthogonal, Lemma 3.23 does not hold anymore and if we
want to obtain a canonical tree-decomposition, we will need to consider a larger set,
whose torso is not necessarily quasi-4-connected, but can be defined uniquely from
the structural properties of T , which will ensure that the resulting decomposition is
canonical. For every region tangle T of order 4 we let:

RT :=




⋃

(Y,S,Z)∈Tnd

S


 ∪




⋂

(Y,S,Z)∈Tnd

Z


 .

The set RT corresponds to the set called R(0) in [Gro16a, Section 4.5]. Note that we
always have XT ⊆ RT and that equality holds when Tnd is orthogonal. To illustrate
the definition of RT , it is helpful to go back to the graph G on Figure 1 (left). Then
G has a unique tangle T of order 4, the set Tnd is the set of separations (Y, S, Z)
of order 3 where Y is a triangular face of G, S = N(Y ) and Z = V (G) \ (Y ∪ S).
Hence on this example, the set of crossedges E×

nd(G) is the set of edges joining two
triangular faces, and RT = V (G).

While the proof of the following result was originally written for finite graphs, it
immediately generalizes to locally finite graphs.

Lemma 3.24 (Lemma 4.32 in [Gro16a]). If G is a locally finite 3-connected graph
and if T is a region tangle of order 4 in G, then GJRT K is a faithful minor of G.
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For each (Y, S, Z) ∈ Tnd, the fence fc(S) of S in G is the union of

• the subset of vertices of S that are not the endpoint of some crossedge of T ,
and

• the subset of vertices s′ such that ss′ is a crossedge of T and s ∈ S.

In particular, as the crossedges form a matching in G (Lemma 3.22), |fc(S)|= |S|= 3
for each (Y, S, Z) ∈ Tnd. A consequence of Lemma 3.22 is the following:

Lemma 3.25. Let G be a locally finite 3-connected graph and T be a region G-
tangle of order 4. Then G has a tree-decomposition (T,V) of adhesion 3 where
V = (Vt)t∈V (T ) and T is a star with central vertex z0 such that Vz0 =RT . If moreover,
T is the unique G-tangle of order 4, then (T,V) is canonical and every bag except
possibly Vz0 is finite.

Proof. We let:

V (T ) := {z0} ∪ {zC : C connected component of G−RT }

where we choose the zC ’s to be pairwise distinct nodes. We let T be the star
with vertex set V (T ) and central vertex z0, and we define V = (Vt)t∈V (T ) by setting
Vz0 := RT , and for each connected component C of G−RT : VzC := C ∪N(C). It is
not hard to check that (T,V) is a tree-decomposition of G. By [Gro16a, Lemma 4.31]
(whose proof extends to the locally finite case), for each component C ofG−RT there
exists a unique separator S such that (Y, S, Z) ∈ Tnd for some separation (Y, S, Z),
N(C) = fc(S) and C ⊆ Y . This implies that (T,V) has adhesion 3, so in particular
its edge-separations are tight.

We now prove the second part of Lemma 3.25 and assume that T is the unique
tangle of order 4 of G. Then T is Aut(G)-invariant, and (T,V) is clearly canonical.
If some VzC is infinite for some zC 6= z0, then as G is locally finite, G[VzC ] has at
least one infinite connected component, and hence there exists some end ω living in
G[VzC ]. In particular, ω induces some G-tangle Tω of order 4. We let (Y, S, Z) ∈ Tnd

be the separation given by [Gro16a, Lemma 4.31] such thatN(C) = fc(S) and C ⊆ Y .
Then (Y, S, Z) distinguishes Tω from T , which contradicts the uniqueness of T in
G. �

Note that in the non-orthogonal case, the tree-decomposition from Lemma 3.25 is
not the same as the one from [Gro16a], as the torso GJRT K associated to the center of
the star might not be quasi-4-connected. However, we will prove in Subsection 3.7
that GJRT K still enjoys the same useful properties as a quasi-transitive quasi-4-
connected graph, namely it is either planar or has bounded treewidth. We note that
the crucial ingredient that allows us to obtain a canonical tree-decomposition in the
second part of Lemma 3.25 (contrary to Grohe’s decomposition) is the assumption
that T is the unique G-tangle of order 4. So one of the most important steps in the
proof of our main results will be a reduction to the case where graphs have a single
tangle of order 4.

3.5. Contracting a single crossedge. In what follows, we let G be a locally
finite 3-connected graph, and T be a region tangle of order 4 in G. Recall that
by Lemma 3.22 the set E×

nd(T ) of the crossedges forms a matching. We will see
that contracting a crossedge results in a 3-connected graph G′ that has a tangle T ′

of order 4 induced by T [Gro16a, Subsection 4.5]. More precisely, T ′ contains as
a subset the projection of T with respect to the minor G′ of G. We give here an
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overview of the lemmas stated in [Gro16a, Subsection 4.5] which all hold when G is
locally finite instead of finite, by using the exact same proofs. The only additional
property that we need in the locally finite case is that T ′ is still a region tangle,
which is proved in Lemma 3.29 below.

In the remainder of this subsection, we let (Y1, S1, Z1) and (Y2, S2, Z2) be two
crossing separations of Tnd with crossedge s1s2. Contracting s1s2 consists in deleting
s1 and s2 and adding a new vertex s′ whose neighborhood is equal to NG(s1) ∪
NG(s2) \ {s1, s2}. We denote by G′ the graph obtained after contracting s1s2. The
projection (referred to as contraction in [Gro16a]) of a set X of vertices of G is
defined as

X∨ :=

{
X if X ∩ {s1, s2} = ∅
X \ {s1, s2} ∪ {s′} if X ∩ {s1, s2} 6= ∅.

Given a set X ′ of vertices of G′, the expansion X ′
∧ of X ′ is defined as

X ′
∧ :=

{
X ′ if s′ /∈ X ′

X ′ \ {s′} ∪ {s1, s2} if s′ ∈ X ′.

Observe that for all X ′ ⊆ V (G′), we have (X ′
∧)

∨ = X ′ and for all X ⊆ V (G), we
have X ⊆ (X∨)∧ (where the inclusion might be strict). We also define for every
(Y, S, Z) ∈ Sep<4(G):

(Y, S, Z)∨ :=

{
(Y ∨ \ {s′}, S∨, Z∨ \ {s′}) if S ∩ {s1, s2} 6= ∅
(Y ∨, S∨, Z∨) if S ∩ {s1, s2} = ∅.

Note that (Y, S, Z)∨ is exactly the projection πM(Y, S, Z) with respect to the
model M = ({v}∧)v∈V (G′) of G′ in G.

In the context of finite graphs, [Gro16a] proves the following lemmas that extend
directly to the locally finite case:

Lemma 3.26 (Corollary 4.24 in [Gro16a]). The graph G′ resulting from the con-
traction of s1s2 is 3-connected.

Lemma 3.27 (Lemmas 4.26 and 4.27 in [Gro16a]). There exists a tangle T ′ of order
4 in G′ containing the projection of T with respect to the model M = ({v}∧)v∈V (G′).

Note that the projection of T with respect to M is exactly the set {(Y, S, Z)∨ :
(Y, S, Z) ∈ T }. In the remainder of this subsection, we let T ′ be the tangle given by
Lemma 3.27. In [Gro16a], the author gives an explicit definition of T ′, but for the
sake of clarity we only summarize here the properties of T ′ that will be of interest
for our purposes.

Note that the inclusion {(Y, S, Z)∨ : (Y, S, Z)∈T }⊆T ′ is strict in general, as some
separations from Sep<4(G

′) might not be projections of separations from Sep<4(G).
The next lemma intuitively states that every separation of T ′ is close to an element
from {(Y, S, Z)∨ : (Y, S, Z) ∈ T } ⊆ T ′.

Lemma 3.28 (Definition of T ′ and Lemmas 4.23 and 4.25 in [Gro16a]). For every
separation (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ T ′ such that s′ ∈ S ′ and G′[Z ′] is connected, there exists a
separation (Y, S, Z) ∈ T such that S∨ = S ′ and Z \ S∨ = Z \ {s1, s2} = Z ′.

As Lemma 3.28 is not exactly stated this way in [Gro16a], we briefly sketch how
to obtain it. If (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ T ′ is such that s′ ∈ S ′, then by [Gro16a, Lemma 4.25]
there exists a (unique) connected component C of G \ S ′

∨ such that the separations
(Y ′′, S ′′, Z ′′) of T ′ such that S ′′ = S ′ are exactly the ones such that C ⊆ Z ′′, and for
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which every separation (Y, S, Z) ∈ T such that S∨ = S ′ satisfies C ⊆ Z. [Gro16a,
Lemmas 4.23, 4.25] and the fact that T is a tangle ensure the existence of a separa-
tion (Y, S, Z) ∈ T such that S∨ = S ′ and C = Z \ {s1, s2} = Z \ S. In particular by
Lemma 3.27 the projection (Y, S, Z)∨ = (Y \ S ′, S ′, C) is in T ′ so if we assume that
G′[Z ′] is connected, the choice of C imposes C ⊆ Z ′, thus Z ′ = C. It implies that
(Y, S, Z) satisfies the property described in Lemma 3.28.

Lemma 3.29. T ′ is a region tangle.

Proof. Assume for the sake of contradiction that T ′ contains an infinite strictly de-
creasing sequence of separations (Y ′

n, S
′
n, Z

′
n)n∈N. By Lemma 3.26, G′ is 3-connected,

so the only possible non-proper separation (Yn, Sn, Zn) is for n = 0, thus we may
assume that all the separations (Yn, Sn, Zn) are tight. By Lemma 3.1, there are
finitely many integers n for which s′ ∈ S ′

n. Up to extracting an infinite subsequence,
one can assume that for all n, either s′ ∈ Y ′

n or s′ ∈ Z ′
n. If there exists N such that

s′ ∈ Y ′
N then for all n>N we must have s′ ∈ Yn by definition of �. Up to extracting

another infinite subsequence, we can assume that either s′ ∈ Y ′
n for all n or s′ ∈ Z ′

n

for all n. As a result, and because T ′ contains the projection of T with respect to
M, ((Y ′

n)∧, S
′
n, (Z

′
n)∧)n∈N is an infinite decreasing sequence of separations of order 3

in T , contradicting the fact that T is well-founded. �

We conclude this subsection with the following result relating the degeneracy
of minimal separations in G and G′. Its proof is the same as the proof of [Gro16a,
Lemma 4.28], which directly translates to the locally finite case. To be more precise,
we also need the additional assumption that T ′ is a region tangle to make the proof
work, which is given by Lemma 3.29.

Lemma 3.30 (Lemma 4.28 and Corollary 4.29 in [Gro16a]). Either G′ is 4-connected
and T ′

min = {(∅, ∅, V (G′))}, or

T ′
min = {(Y, S, Z)∨ : (Y, S, Z) ∈ Tmin and S∨ is a separator of G′}.

In the latter case, for all (Y, S, Z) ∈ Tmin, (Y, S, Z) is non-degenerate if and only
if (Y, S, Z)∨ is non-degenerate. Moreover, E×

nd(T
′) = E×

nd(T ) \ {s1s2}.

3.6. Contracting all the crossedges. In the previous subsection we studied the
consequences of contracting a single crossedge in G. However, in our application we
will need to contract all crossedges of E×

nd(T ) (which form a matching in G). We
now study how this affects G.

Before going further, we will need to introduce some notation, extending the
notation from [Gro16a] to the infinite case. For convenience we write M := E×

nd(T )
(and recall that M is a matching in G). For every subset L ⊆M of crossedges, we
let G\L/ be the graph obtained from G after contracting each edge uv ∈ L into a
new vertex su,v. Note that the order in which the edges are contracted is irrelevant
in the definition of G\L/.

We denote L =M \ L. In this section we will also often use the notation L− L′

instead of L \ L′, to avoid any possible confusion when reading superscripts (for
instance we will write G\L−L′/ instead of G\L\L′/).

For every L ⊆ M , for every vertex x ∈ V (G), we let

x\L/ :=

{
x if x ∈ X \ V (L)
su,v if x is the endpoint of a crossedge uv ∈ L.
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For every subset X ⊆ V (G) of vertices, we let X\L/ := {x\L/ : x ∈ X} be the
projection of X to G\L/.

Remark 3.31. Note that for every disjoint subsets K,L ⊂M and for all X ∈ V (G),
X\K∪L/ = (X\L/)\K/ = (X\K/)\L/.

For everyX ′ ⊆V (G\M/) and L⊆M , letX ′
/L\ denote the maximal setX ⊆V (G\L/)

such that X\L/ = X ′. In other words X ′
/L\ is the set of vertices obtained after

“uncontracting” the edges of L in X. Note that with the notation introduced above
we have G = G\∅/. Given a separation (Y, S, Z) of G, we define

(Y, S, Z)\L/ :=
(
Y \L/ \ S\L/, S\L/, Z\L/ \ S\L/

)
.

Note that when L = {s1s2} consists of a single edge, we recover the notions of the
previous subsection; with our previous notation this gives: x\L/ = x∨, X\L/ = X∨

and (Y, S, Z)\L/ = (Y, S, Z)∨.
For each finite subset of crossedges L ⊆M , and every enumeration (e1, . . . , eℓ) of

the edges of L, we let T \(e1,...,eℓ)/ denote the tangle of G\L/ obtained after iteratively
applying Lemma 3.27 to the graphs G0 := G,G1, . . . , Gℓ with Gi := G\{e1,...,ei}/ for
each i ∈ [ℓ].

Lemma 3.32 (Lemma 4.30 (5) in [Gro16a]). For every enumeration (e1, . . . , eℓ)
of a finite set L ⊆ M of crossedges and every permutation σ of [ℓ], T \(e1,...,eℓ)/ =
T \(eσ(1),...,eσ(ℓ))/.

In the remainder of the subsection, for every finite subset L ⊆M , we will denote
with T \L/ the unique tangle associated to any enumeration of L given by Lemma
3.32.

Intuitively when G is finite, one of the main properties of T \L/ is that separations

of T \L/
nd are in correspondence with separations of Tnd, and that the only crossing

pairs between elements of T \L/ correspond to pairs which were already crossing in
T . Thus after each contraction, we reduce the number of crossedges, hence when

L =M , the family T \L/
nd must be orthogonal and we can apply results from previous

subsections to the graph G\L/. We now show formally how to extend the relevant
proofs of [Gro16a] to the locally finite case.

In [Gro16a], the author proved that ifG is finite and 3-connected, for every L⊆M ,
the graph G\L/ is 3-connected and that T \L/ is a tangle of order 4 induced by T in
G\L/. Using the results from the previous subsection, this immediately extends to
G\L/ and T \L/ when G is locally finite and L is finite, by induction on the size of L.

Theorem 3.33 (Generalization of Lemma 4.30 in [Gro16a]). Let L ⊆M be a finite
set of crossedges. Then we have

(1) G\L/ is 3-connected
(2) T \L/ is a region tangle of order 4 of G\L/ such that

T \L/
min = {(Y, S, Z)\L/ : (Y, S, Z) ∈ Tmin such that S\L/ is a separator of G\L/}

or T \L/
min = {(∅, ∅, V (G′))} if L =M is finite and G\L/ is 4-connected.

(3) E×
nd(T

\L/) = E×
nd(T ) \ L

(4) T \L/ contains the projection {(Y, S, Z)\L/ : (Y, S, Z) ∈ T } of T with respect
to the model M = ({v}/L\)v∈V (G\L/).
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We will now extend Theorem 3.33 to the case where L ⊆ M is infinite. Given a
set X ⊆ V (G\M/), we denote by M(X) ⊆M the subset of edges of G contracted to
a vertex in X.

Lemma 3.34. The graph G\M/ is 3-connected.

Proof. Assume for the sake of contradiction that G\M/ has a separator S of order
at most 2. Then the set L :=M(S) has size at most 2 and S is a separator of order
2 of G\L/. This contradicts Theorem 3.33. �

We now let L ⊆ M be any (not necessarily finite) subset of crossedges and give
a general definition of T \L/ extending the previous one. For every (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈
Sep<4(G

\L/), we let L′ :=M(S ′). Note that L′ is finite, and that (Y ′
/L\
, S ′, Z ′

/L\
) is a

separation of order at most 3 in G\L′/. We define T \L/ as the family of separations
(Y ′, S ′, Z ′) of G\L/ such that (Y ′

/L\
, S ′, Z ′

/L\
) ∈ T \L′/. Note that when L is finite,

(Y ′, S ′, Z ′) = (Y ′
/L\
, S ′, Z ′

/L\
)\L−L

′/ and thus iterative applications of Lemma 3.27

together with Lemma 3.32 imply that our definition of T \L/ coincides with the one
we gave above for finite subsets L ⊆M .

Thanks to Remark 3.31, for all L ⊆M , T \M/ = (T \L/)\L/ and G\M/ = (G\L/)\L/.
We say that a set X ⊆ V (G) hits the edges of L once if for all e ∈ L, |X ∩ e| = 1.

Lemma 3.35. T \M/ is a region tangle of order 4 in G\M/ such that {(Y, S, Z)\M/ :
(Y, S, Z) ∈ T } ⊆ T \M/.

Proof. We first prove that T \M/ is a tangle of order 4. To prove (T 1), let (Y ′, S ′, Z ′)∈
Sep<4(G

\M/) and L :=M(S ′). Then L has size at most 3, so by Theorem 3.33, T \L/

is a region tangle of order 4 of G\L/. As (Y, S, Z) := (Y ′
/L\
, S ′, Z ′

/L\
) is a separa-

tion of order 3 of G\L/ and T \L/ is a tangle of order 4, either (Y, S, Z) ∈ T \L/ or
(Z, S, Y ) ∈ T \L/. By definition of T \M/ we then have either (Z ′, S ′, Y ′) ∈ T \M/ or
(Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ T \M/, implying that T \M/ satisfies (T 1).

To prove (T 2), let (Y ′
1 , S

′
1, Z

′
1), (Y

′
2 , S

′
2, Z

′
2), (Y

′
3 , S

′
3, Z

′
3) ∈ T \M/. Let L :=M(S ′

1 ∪
S ′
2 ∪ S ′

3). Once again L is finite with size at most 9 and for all i ∈ {1, 2, 3},
(Yi, Si, Zi) := ((Y ′

i )/L\, S
′
i, (Z

′
i)/L\) is a separation of order 3 of G\L/.

Claim 3.36. For every i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, (Yi, Si, Zi) ∈ T \L/.

Proof of the Claim: Assume that i=1, the other cases being symmetric. We let L1 :=
M(S ′

1). Then by definition of T \M/, (Y ′′
1 , S

′′
1 , Z

′′
1 ) := ((Y ′

1)/L1\
, S ′

1, (Z
′
1)/L1\

) ∈ T \L1/.

Our goal is to show that (Y1, S1, Z1) = (Y ′′
1 , S

′′
1 , Z

′′
1 )

\L−L1/. As both L and L1 are finite
and L1 ⊆L, iterative applications of Lemmas 3.27 and Lemma 3.32 imply T \L/ must
contain the projection of T \L1/ with respect to the model M= ({v}/(L\L1)\)v∈V (G)\L/ .
Thus if we succeed to prove that

(1) (Y1, S1, Z1) = (Y ′′
1 , S

′′
1 , Z

′′
1 )

\L−L1/,

we immediately obtain that (Y1, S1, Z1) ∈ T \L/, which concludes the claim.

To prove that (1) holds, note first that every edge of M is contracted in G\M/ so
in particular it has its endpoints in exactly one of the three sets (Y ′

1)/M\, (S
′
1)/M\ and

(Z ′
1)/M\. In particular by definition of L1, the edges of L1 are all disjoint from (Y ′

1)/M\

and thus (Y ′
1)/M\ = (Y ′

1)/L1\
. This implies that Y1 = (Y ′

1)/L\ = ((Y ′
1)/L1\

)\L−L1/ =
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(Y ′′
1 )

\L−L1/. As S ′
1 is disjoint from Y ′

1 in G\M/, it is also disjoint from Y1 in G\L/

so we have Y1 = (Y ′′
1 )

\(L\L1)/ \ S ′′
1 . Symmetric arguments give Z1 = (Z ′′

1 )
\L−L1/ \ S ′′

1 ,
and as S ′′

1 = S ′
1 = S1, we get the desired equality. ♦

By Theorem 3.33, T \L/ is a region tangle of order 4 so Claim 3.36 implies that
either Z1 ∩ Z2 ∩ Z3 6= ∅ or there exists an edge of G\L/ with both endpoints in
Z1 ∪ Z2 ∪ Z3. If Z1 ∩ Z2 ∩ Z3 6= ∅, then Z ′

1 ∩ Z ′
2 ∩ Z ′

3 = (Z1 ∩ Z2 ∩ Z3)
\L/ 6= ∅.

Otherwise, there is an edge e ∈ E(G\L/) that has an endpoint in each Zi, in which

case, either Z ′
1 ∩ Z ′

2 ∩ Z ′
3 6= ∅ if e ∈ L, or e\L/ is an edge of G\M/ which has an

endpoint in each Z ′
i. This proves (T 2) and shows that T \M/ is a tangle of order 4.

We now prove the inclusion {(Y, S, Z)\M/ : (Y, S, Z) ∈ T } ⊆ T \M/. Let (Y, S, Z) ∈
T and L := M(S). By Theorem 3.33 (4), (Y, S, Z)\L/ ∈ T \L/. Write (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) =
(Y, S, Z)\M/ and note that (Y ′

/L\
, S ′, Z ′

/L\
) = (Y, S, Z)\L/, thus by definition of T \M/,

(Y, S, Z)\M/ ∈ T \M/.

We now prove that T \M/ is a well-founded set. For the sake of contradiction,
let ((Y ′

n, S
′
n, Z

′
n))n∈N be an infinite decreasing sequence of separations of T \M/. The

contradiction will follow from the next claim

Claim 3.37. There exists an infinite decreasing sequence ((Y ′′
n , S

′′
n, Z

′′
n))n∈N in T \M/

such that for each n > 0, (Y ′′
n , S

′′
n, Z

′′
n) = (Yn, Sn, Zn)

\M/ for some (Yn, Sn, Zn) ∈ T .

Proof of the Claim: By Lemma 3.1 and because G\M/ is 3-connected, for any n ∈ N,
there are finitely many separations (Y ′

m, S
′
m, Z

′
m) such that S ′

n ∩ S
′
m 6= ∅. Therefore,

up to considering a subsequence, we can assume that for all n, S ′
n ⊆ Y ′

n+1 and

S ′
n+1 ⊆ Z ′

n. In particular, as by Lemma 3.34 G\M/ is 3-connected, S ′
n+1 is included

in some connected component Cn of G\M/[Z ′
n]. Then we have

(Y ′
n+1, S

′
n+1, Z

′
n+1) � (V (G\M/) \ (S ′

n ∪ Cn), S
′
n, Cn) � (Y ′

n, S
′
n, Z

′
n),

implying that (V (G\M/) \ (S ′
n ∪ Cn), S

′
n, Cn) ∈ T \M/. Hence we may also assume

up to replacing (Y ′
n, S

′
n, Z

′
n) with (V (G\M/) \ (S ′

n ∪Cn), S
′
n, Cn) that for each n > 0,

G\M/[Z ′
n] is connected.

For each n > 0, we let Ln := M(S ′
n). Connectedness of G\M/[Z ′

n] then implies
that G\Ln/[(Z ′

n)/Ln\
] is connected. Observe that |Ln| 6 3 successive applications

of Lemma 3.28 imply that there exists some separation (Yn, Sn, Zn) ∈ T such that

S
\Ln/
n = S ′

n and Zn \ ((S ′
n)/Ln\) = (Z ′

n)/Ln\
. We let (Y ′′

n , S
′′
n, Z

′′
n) := (Yn, Sn, Zn)

\M/.

By Theorem 3.33 (4), (Yn, Sn, Zn)
\Ln/ ∈ T \Ln/. Moreover,

(Yn, Sn, Zn)
\Ln/ = ((Y ′′

n )/Ln\
, S ′′

n, (Z
′′
n)/Ln\

),

thus by definition of T \M/, we have (Y ′′
n , S

′′
n, Z

′′
n) = ((Yn, Sn, Zn)

\Ln/)\Ln/ ∈ T \M/.

Note that S ′′
n = S

\M/
n = S

\Ln/
n = S ′

n and

Z ′′
n = Z\M/

n \ S ′
n = (Zn \ ((S

′
n)/Ln\))

\Ln/ = ((Z ′
n)/Ln\

)\Ln/ = Z ′
n.

We thus deduce that (Y ′
n, S

′
n, Z

′
n) = (Y ′′

n , S
′′
n, Z

′′
n), so ((Y ′

n, S
′
n, Z

′
n))n∈N is an infinite

decreasing sequence in T \M/ satisfying the desired properties. ♦

It remains to show how to derive a contradiction from Claim 3.37. For this let
((Y ′′

n , S
′′
n, Z

′′
n))n∈N and ((Yn, Sn, Zn))n∈N be as in Claim 3.37. Again, up to considering

a subsequence, we can assume that for all n, S ′′
n⊆Y ′′

n+1 and S ′′
n+1⊆Z ′′

n. As S ′′
n∩S

′′
n+1=

∅, the separators Sn and Sn+1 cannot contain two vertices of a common crossedge
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of M . Thus, (S ′′
n)/M\ ⊆ Yn+1 and (S ′′

n+1)/M\ ⊆ Zn and hence (Yn+1, Sn+1, Zn+1) ≺
(Yn, Sn, Zn). This proves that ((Yn, Sn, Zn))n∈N is an infinite decreasing sequence
of separations of G with respect to T , contradicting the fact that T is a region
tangle. �

Lemma 3.38. Either G\M/ is 4-connected and T \M/
min = {(∅, ∅, V (G)\M/)} or

T \M/
min = {(Y, S, Z)\M/ : (Y, S, Z) ∈ Tmin such that S\M/ is a separator of G\M/}.

Finally, we have E×
nd(G

\M/) = ∅.

Proof. Assume thatG\M/ is not 4-connected. We first prove the direct inclusion. Let

(Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ T \M/
min , L :=M(S ′) and (Y0, S0, Z0) := (Y ′

/L\
, S ′, Z ′

/L\
). Then by defini-

tion of T \M/, (Y0, S0, Z0) ∈ T \L/. We prove that (Y0, S0, Z0) is a minimal element of
T \L/. Assume for a contradiction that there exists (Y1, S1, Z1)≺ (Y0, S0, Z0) in T \L/.

Then (Y1, S1, Z1)
\L/ � (Y0, S0, Z0)

\L/ = (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) and (Y1, S1, Z1)
\L/ 6= (Y ′, S ′, Z ′)

because L∩S ′ = ∅. Moreover, by Theorem 3.33 (2), we may assume that (Y ′
1 , S

′
1, Z

′
1)

is minimal and that (Y1, S1, Z1) = (Y ′
1 , S

′
1, Z

′
1)

\L/ for some (Y ′
1 , S

′
1, Z

′
1) ∈ T . Thus as

(Y1, S1, Z1)
\L/ = ((Y ′

1 , S
′
1, Z

′
1)

\L/)\L/ = (Y ′
1 , S

′
1, Z

′
1)

\M/, we must have (Y1, S1, Z1) ∈
T \M/, contradicting the minimality of (Y0, S0, Z0) in T \L/. Hence (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) =

(Y0, S0, Z0)
\L/ for some (Y0, S0, Z0) ∈ T \L/

min . Again we can apply Theorem 3.33 and
write (Y0, S0, Z0) = (Y, S, Z)\L/ for some (Y, S, Z) ∈ Tmin. Thus we have:

(Y ′, S ′, Z ′) = ((Y, S, Z)\L/)\L/ = (Y, S, Z)\M/,

so we are done with the direct inclusion.
Conversely, let (Y1, S1, Z1) ∈ Tmin such that S

\M/
1 is a separator of G\M/. Note

that by previous inclusion and because T \M/ is a region tangle, it is enough to prove
that for any (Y2, S2, Z2) ∈ T such that (Y2, S2, Z2)

\M/ � (Y1, S1, Z1)
\M/, we have

(Y2, S2, Z2)
\M/ = (Y1, S1, Z1)

\M/. Let (Y2, S2, Z2) ∈ T such that (Y2, S2, Z2)
\M/ �

(Y1, S1, Z1)
\M/, L :=M(S1 ∪ S2) and L :=M \ L. For i ∈ {1, 2}, the edges in L are

either contained in Yi or in Zi. Note that for each i and L ⊆M :

S
\L/
i ∪ (Z

\L/
i \ S\L/

i ) = (Zi ∪ Si)
\L/

and
S
\L/
i ∪ (Y

\L/
i \ S\L/

i ) = (Yi ∪ Si)
\L/.

Thus as (Y1, S1, Z1)
\M/ � (Y2, S2, Z2)

\M/, we have (S1∪Z1)
\M/ ⊆ (S2∪Z2)

\M/. By
previous remark that no edge of L is contained in Zi, this implies that (S1∪Z1)

\L/ ⊆
(S2 ∪ Z2)

\L/. Likewise (S1 ∪ Y1)
\L/ ⊆ (S2 ∪ Y2)

\L/. As a result, (Y1, S1, Z1)
\L/ �

(Y2, S2, Z2)
\L/. By Theorem 3.33 (2), (Y1, S1, Z1)

\L/ ∈T \L/
min , thus we have (Y1, S1, Z1)

\L/=
(Y2, S2, Z2)

\L/ and (Y1, S1, Z1)
\M/ = (Y2, S2, Z2)

\M/, showing that (Y1, S1, Z1)
\M/ ∈

T \M/
min .
We now prove that E×

nd(G
\M/) = ∅. Assume that there are two crossing non-

degenerate minimal 3-separations (Y ′′
1 , S

′′
1 , Z

′′
1 ) and (Y ′′

2 , S
′′
2 , Z

′′
2 ) in T \M/, let L =

M(S ′′
1 ∪ S ′′

2 ). For i ∈ {1, 2}, all crossedges of G\L/ lie in Y ′′
i or in Z ′′

i , hence
(Y ′

i , S
′
i, Z

′
i) = ((Y ′′

i )/L\, S
′′
i , (Z

′′
i )/L\) is the only 3-separation of Sep<4(G

\L/) such that

(Y ′
i , S

′
i, Z

′
i)

\L/ = (Y ′′
i , S

′′
i , Z

′′
i ). Since (Y ′′

i , S
′′
i , Z

′′
i ) ∈ T \M/

min , from what we just proved,

we must have (Y ′
i , S

′
i, Z

′
i) ∈ T \M/

min . Note that the separations (Y ′
i , S

′
i, Z

′
i) are non-

degenerate in G\L/. Furthermore, as L = M(S ′′
1 ∪ S ′′

2 ), (Y
′
1 , S

′
1, Z

′
1) and (Y ′

2 , S
′
2, Z

′
2)
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must be also crossing in G\L/, but this contradicts E×
nd(T

\L/) = E×
nd(T ) \ L (third

item of Theorem 3.33). �

For each L⊆M , we let R\L/ :=R
\L/
T . Note that for each L⊆M , (RT \L/)/L\ =RT .

Thus together with Lemma 3.23, this immediately gives the following, which is the
locally finite extension of one of the main results from [Gro16a]:

Theorem 3.39. Let G be a locally finite 3-connected graph, and let T be a region
tangle of order 4 in G. Let M := E×

nd(T ) be the set of crossedges between non-
degenerate minimal separations of T . Then the graph G\M/JR\M/K is a quasi-4-
connected minor of G.

In order to obtain a proof of Theorem 3.7 in the locally finite case, one can either
reuse the arguments from [Gro16a, Section 5], or equivalently adapt our proof from
Subsection 4.3.

3.7. Planarity after uncontracting crossedges. The difficulty is that in general,
nice properties of G\M/JR\M/K are not satisfied anymore by GJRT K. To circumvent
this and find a quasi-4-connected region in G, it is proved in [Gro16a] that for every
subset X ′ of RT obtained by deleting one endpoint of each edge of M , the graph
GJX ′K is isomorphic to G\M/JR\M/K. However we cannot choose such a subset
X ′ canonically in general, as illustrated in Example 3.8. Despite the fact that
uncontracting the edges of M does not preserve the quasi-4-connectivity of torsos,
we now prove that at least planarity is preserved by this operation.

Proposition 3.40. If G\M/JR\M/K is planar, then so is GJRT K.

This is obtained by combining the following two lemmas:

Lemma 3.41. For every subset L ⊆ M , we denote L := M \ L. Assume that for

every finite subset L ⊆M , G\L/JR
\L/
T K is planar. Then GJRT K is also planar.

Proof. Assume for the sake of contradiction that G enjoys the properties described
above but that GJRT K is not planar. Then by Wagner’s theorem [Wag37], GJRT K
admits F as a minor, for some F ∈ {K5, K3,3}. Note that we can find a model
(Vv)v∈V (F ) of F such that each set Vv is finite. Then X :=

⋃
v∈V (F ) Vv is a finite subset

of V (G) and as G is locally finite, there are only finitely many edges in M
(
X\M/

)

(recall that for each subset X ′ ⊆ V (G\M/), M(X ′) is the set of crossedges of M that
contract to a vertex in X ′). We let L := M

(
X\M/

)
denote this finite set of edges

and note that the sets Vv are also subsets of V (G\L/). It follows that (Vv)v∈V (F ) is

also a model of F in G\L/JR\L/K, a contradiction. �

Lemma 3.42 (Planar contraction of a single crossedge). Let G be locally finite
and 3-connected, and T be a region tangle of order 4 in G. Let (Y1, S1, Z1) and
(Y2, S2, Z2) be two minimal non-degenerate crossing separations of T . Let s1s2 be
the corresponding crossedge and G′ be the graph obtained from G after contracting
s1s2. Let (Y ′

i , S
′
i, Z

′
i) := (Yi, Si, Zi)

∨ be the projection of (Yi, Si, Zi) to G′ for each
i ∈ {1, 2}. Let R := RT ⊆ V (G) and R′ := R∨. If G′JR′K is planar, then so is GJRK.

Proof. We let H :=GJRK and H ′ :=G′JR′K and for i∈ {1, 2}, we write Si = {si, ti, ri}
such that s1s2 is the crossedge between (Y1, S1, Z1) and (Y2, S2, Z2). Since (Y1, S1, Z1)
and (Y2, S2, Z2) are crossing, the edge s1s2 belongs to E(G[R]) ⊆ E(H). Note that
in particular we have 6 = |S1 ∪ S2| 6 |R|.
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Claim 3.43. The neighborhood of s1 in H is:

NH(s1) = {s2} ∪ (fc(S2) \ {s1}),

and fc(S2) is a triangle in H.

Proof of the Claim: Note that by definition of the torso, the projection (Yi ∩R, Si ∩
R,Zi∩R) of (Yi, Si, Zi) to H is a separation of H . Hence the only possible neighbors
of s1 in H must lie in (R ∩ Z1 ∩ Y2) ∪ {t2, r2} (see Figure 3b).

Note that as G is 3-connected, H must also be 3-connected: this comes from the
fact that |V (H)| > 6 and from the observation that any separator S ⊆ R = V (H)
of H is also a separator of G. Thus in particular every vertex of H has degree at
least 3.

Then, as |{s2} ∪ (fc(S2) \ {s1})| = 3, it is enough to prove that NH(s1) ⊆ {s2} ∪
(fc(S2) \ {s1}) as equality will be immediately implied as dH(s1) > 3. For this we
let t ∈ NH(s1) \ {s2}. We distinguish two cases:

• If t ∈ S2, then without loss of generality let t = t2. First note that if t is
not an endpoint of some crossedge then t ∈ S2 ∩ fc(S2) and there is nothing
to prove (see Figure 4). Thus we assume that there exists a crossedge t2s3
incident to t2 for some s3 and we prove that this case implies a contradiction,
which will imply the desired inclusion. As t2 6= s2 and E×

nd(T ) is a matching,
we have s3 6= s1 and there exists (Y3, S3, Z3) ∈ Tnd that crosses (Y2, S2, Z2)
via the crossedge t2s3. As (Y1, S1, Z1) and (Y2, S2, Z2) cross, we have s1 ∈ Y2.
As (Y2, S2, Z2) and (Y3, S3, Z3) cross, we have t2 ∈ Y3 and S3 \ {s3} ⊆ Z2. As
we assumed that s1t2 ∈ E(H), s1 6= s3 and as t2 ∈ Y3, we must have s1 ∈ Y3∪
(S3\{s3}). This implies a contradiction as Y2∩Y3 = ∅ and Y2∩(S3\{s3}) = ∅.

• If t /∈ S2, then we must have: t ∈ R ∩ Y2 ∩ Z1 and by definition of R,
as t /∈

⋂
(Y,S,Z)∈Tnd

Z, this means that t ∈ S3 for some (Y3, S3, Z3) ∈ Tnd \

{(Y1, S1, Z1), (Y2, S2, Z2)}. By Lemma 3.22, (Y2, S2, Z2) and (Y3, S3, Z3) are
either orthogonal or crossing. If we were in the former case, then we should
have S3 ∩ Y2 = ∅, which is impossible as t ∈ S3 ∩ Y2. Hence (Y2, S2, Z2) and
(Y3, S3, Z3) are crossing, and if s3 denotes the endpoint of the crossedge be-
tween S2 and S3, as S3 ∩ Y2 = {s3} we must have t = s3 so we are done as
s3 ∈ fc(S2) \ {s1}.

The fact that fc(S2) forms a clique follows from [Gro16a, Lemma 4.33]. ♦

Note that by symmetry, Claim 3.43 also implies that we have NH(s2) = {s1} ∪
(fc(S1) \ {s2}) and that fc(S1) is a clique.

Recall that by Wagner’s theorem [Wag37], a graph is planar if and only if it is K5

and K3,3-minor free. Hence, it is enough to prove that if H contains K5 or K3,3 as a
minor, then so does H ′. We write fc(Si) = {s3−i, ui, vi} for i ∈ {1, 2}, and we recall
that the vertex of H ′ resulting from the contraction of s1 and s2 is denoted by s′.

Claim 3.44. If H contains a K5-minor, then so does H ′.

Proof of the Claim: Let (V1, . . . V5) be a model of K5 in H . Let V ′
1 , . . . V

′
5 be the

projection of the sets Vi to H ′. If s1 and s2 are in the same set Vi, then (V ′
1 , . . . V

′
5)

is also a model of K5 in H ′, so we can assume that the vertices s1 and s2 belong to
distinct sets Vi, say s1 ∈ V1 and s2 ∈ V2. As by Claim 3.43, s1 has degree 3 in H ,
we have V1 6= {s1}, so V1 contains one neighbor of s1 distinct of s2, say u2. Since
u2 and v2 are adjacent in H , the edge u2s

′ in H ′ has an endpoint in V ′
1 \ {s

′} and
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s2 t2 r2

s1

t1

r1

s3

Y1 S1 Z1

Y2

S2

Z2

S3

s′ t2 r2

t1

r1

s3

Y ′
1 S ′

1 Z1

Y ′
2

S ′
2

Z2

S3

Figure 4. Left: The graph G when S2 is incident to exactly 2
crossedges. Here t2 is part of no crossedge and S2 and S3 are crossing
via the crossedge r2s3. Hence, fc(S2) = {s1, t2, s3}.
Right: The graph G′ obtained after contracting the crossedge s1s2.
The dashed edges are edges that appear in H and H ′ respectively.
The situation is identical when S2 is incident to 3 crossedges, but
harder to illustrate in 2 dimensions.

an endpoint in V ′
2 . Moreover as u2v2 ∈ E(H ′), the set V ′

1 \ {s
′} is connected in H ′.

Thus (V ′
1 \ {s

′}, V ′
2 , V

′
3 , V

′
4 , V

′
5) is a model of K5 in H ′, as desired. ♦

Claim 3.45. If H contains a K3,3-minor, then H ′ contains a K3,3-minor or a K5-
minor.

Proof of the Claim: Let (V1, . . . V6) be a model of K3,3 in H , such that Vi is adjacent
to Vj if i and j have different parities. Let V ′

1 , . . . V
′
6 be their projection to H ′. If s1

and s2 are in the same set Vi, then (V ′
1 , . . . V

′
6) is also a model of K3,3 in H ′, so we

can assume that the vertices s1 and s2 belong to distinct sets Vi, say s1 ∈ V1 and
s2 /∈ V1.

If u2 ∈ V1, then the edges s′u2 and u2v2 in H ′ ensure that V ′
1 \ {s′} remains

connected and that (V ′
1 \ {s′}, V ′

2 , . . . V
′
6) is a model of K3,3 in H ′. Thus we can

assume that u2 /∈ V1 and similarly v2 /∈ V1. Since V1 is connected, we must have
V1 = {s1}.

As s1 has degree three and V1 is adjacent to V2, V4 and V6, this implies that s2,
u2 and v2 must belong to different sets V2i, say s2 ∈ V2, u2 ∈ V4 and v2 ∈ V6. By
applying the same reasoning as for s2, we obtain V2 = {s2}, u1 ∈ V3 and v1 ∈ V5.
But then ({s′}, V ′

3 , V
′
4 , V

′
5 , V

′
6) is a model of K5 in H ′. ♦

This concludes the proof of Lemma 3.42. �

Proof of Proposition 3.40. Assume that G\M/JR\M/K is planar and for every L⊆M ,
set L := M \ L. Then, using Lemma 3.42, we can easily prove by induction on

|L| ∈ N that for any finite set L ⊆M , G\L/JR
\L/
T K is planar. In order to be able to

use induction, we also need to observe that for the contraction of a single crossedge,
the equality RT ′ = R∨

T holds. This is proved in [Gro16a, Section 4.5] and can be
deduced from item (2) of Theorem 3.33. We thus conclude by Lemma 3.41 that
GJRT K is also planar. �
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4. The structure of quasi-transitive graphs avoiding a minor

4.1. Main results. Our main result in this section is the following more precise
version of Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 4.1. Let G be a locally finite graph excluding K∞ as a minor and let Γ
be a group with a quasi-transitive action on G. Then there is an integer k such
that G admits a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition (T,V), with V = (Vt)t∈V (T ), whose
torsos GJVtK either have size at most k or are Γt-quasi-transitive 3-connected planar
minors of G. Moreover, the edge-separations of (T,V) are tight.

Remark 4.2. A natural question is whether we can bound the maximum size k of
a finite bag in Theorem 4.1 by a function of the forbidden minor, when G excludes
some finite minor instead of the countable clique K∞. By taking the free product
of the cyclic groups Zk and Z, with their natural sets of generators, we obtain a
4-regular Cayley graph consisting of cycles of length k arranged in a tree-like way.
This graph has no K4 minor, but in any canonical tree-decomposition, each cycle
Ck has to be entirely contained in a bag, and thus there is no bound on the size of
a bag as a function of the forbidden minor in Theorem 4.1. We can replace Zk in
this construction by the toroidal grid Zk × Zk, and obtain a Cayley graph with no
K8-minor, such that the bags in any (non-necessarily canonical) tree-decomposition
of finitely bounded adhesion are arbitrarily large.

We will also prove the following version of Theorem 1.2 at the same time.

Theorem 4.3. Let G be a locally finite graph excluding K∞ as a minor and let Γ
be a group with a quasi-transitive action on G. Then there is an integer k such that
G admits a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition (T,V), with V = (Vt)t∈V (T ), of adhesion
at most 3, and whose torsos GJVtK are Γt-quasi-transitive minors of G which are
either planar or have treewidth at most k. The edge-separations of (T,V) are all
non-degenerate.

Remark 4.4. If we carefully consider the proof of Theorem 4.3, we can check that
if G has only one end (as in the example of Figure 2), then the tree-decomposition
we obtain has adhesion 3 and consists of a star with one infinite bag associated to
its central vertex z0, and finite bags on its branches. In particular, GJVz0K cannot
have bounded treewidth, as otherwise it would have more than one end, hence it
must be planar. Thus, Theorem 4.3 implies that every one-ended locally finite
quasi-transitive graph that excludes a minor can be obtained from a one-ended
quasi-transitive planar graph by attaching some finite graphs on it along separators
of order at most 3.

4.2. Tools. Our proof of Theorems 4.1 and 4.3 mainly consists in an application of
Theorem 3.39 together with the following result of Thomassen:

Theorem 4.5 (Theorem 4.1 in [Tho92]). Let G be a locally finite, quasi-transitive,
quasi-4-connected graph G. If G has a thick end, then G is either planar or admits
the countable clique K∞ as a minor.

A direct consequence of Theorem 4.5 is the following, which will be our base case
in what follows.

Corollary 4.6. Let G be a quasi-transitive, quasi-4-connected, locally finite graph
which excludes the countable clique K∞ as a minor. Then G is planar or has finite
treewidth.
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Proof. Assume that G is non-planar. As G is K∞-minor free, by Theorem 4.5, all
its ends have have finite degree. Then by Theorem 3.5, G has finite treewidth. �

Thomassen proved that if a quasi-transitive graph has only one end, then this
end must be thick [Tho92, Proposition 5.6]. We prove the following generalization,
which might be of independent interest.

Proposition 4.7. Let k > 1 be an integer, and let G be a locally finite quasi-
transitive graph. Then G cannot have exactly one end of degree exactly k.

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that G is connected, since otherwise each
component of G is also quasi-transitive locally finite, and we can restrict ourselves to
a single component containing an end of degree exactly k. Let Γ be a group acting
quasi-transitively on G. Assume that G has an end ω of degree exactly k for some
integer k > 1. As explained in [TW93, Section 4], there exists an infinite sequence
of sets S0, S1, . . . of size k such that for each i > 0, Si+1 belongs to the component
Gi of Gi−1 − Si where ω lives (where we set G0 := G), and such that there exist
k vertex-disjoint paths P1,i, . . . , Pk,i from the k vertices of Si to the k vertices of
Si+1. By concatenating these paths, we obtain k vertex-disjoint rays in G living in
ω. As G is connected and locally finite, note that up to extracting a subsequence
of (Si)i>0, we may assume that the k paths P1,i, . . . , Pk,i are in the same component
of G − (Si ∪ Si+1). Hence if we set (Yi, Si, Zi) := (G − (Gi ∪ Si), Si, Gi) for each
i > 1, (Yi, Si, Zi) is a tight separation such that for each i > 1, (Yi+1, Si+1, Zi+1) ≺
(Yi, Si, Zi). Hence by Lemma 3.1, as there are only finitely many Γ-orbits of tight
separations of size k, there exist i < j and g ∈ Γ such that (Yi, Si, Zi)·g = (Yj, Sj, Zj).
Assume without loss of generality that (i, j) = (0, 1). Note that by definition of ≺,
the action of g preserves the order ≺, i.e. for each (Y, S, Z) ≺ (Y ′, S ′, Z ′), we must
have (Y, S, Z) · g ≺ (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) · g. We now consider the sequence of separations
(Y ′

i , S
′
i, Z

′
i)i>0 defined for each i > 0 by: (Y ′

i , S
′
i, Z

′
i) := (Y0, S0, Z0) · gi. Then the

sequence (Y ′
i , S

′
i, Z

′
i)i>0 is strictly decreasing according to ≺. Recall that there exist

k vertex-disjoint paths from S0 to S1 that extend to k disjoint rays belonging to
ω. Then for each i > 0, there exist k vertex-disjoint paths from S ′

i to S ′
i+1 such

that their concatenations consists in k vertex-disjoint rays that belong to some end
ω′ of degree exactly k (the fact that the end has degree at most k follows from
the fact that all the sets S ′

i are separators of size k in G). If ω′ 6= ω then we are
done, so we assume that ω′ = ω. Now, observe that the sequence (Y ′′

i , S
′′
i , Z

′′
i )i>0

defined for each i > 0 by (Y ′′
i , S

′′
i , Z

′′
i ) := (Y0, S0, Z0) · g−i also satisfies that for each

i > 0, there exists k vertex-disjoint paths P ′′
j,i := Pj,0 · g−i for j ∈ [k] from S ′′

i+1 to
S ′′
i . If we consider the k vertex-disjoint rays obtained from the concatenation of

the paths P ′′
j,k, these rays must belong to the same end ω′′ as for each i, the paths

P ′′
j,k are in the same component of G − (S ′′

i ∪ S
′′
i+1). The end ω′′ must have degree

exactly k as each (Y ′′
i , S

′′
i , Z

′′
i ) is a separation of order k. Moreover the sequence

(Y ′′
i , S

′′
i , Z

′′
i )i>0 is strictly increasing according to ≺, hence ω and ω′′ cannot live in

the same component of G− S0. Thus we found an end ω′′ distinct from ω of degree
k. �

Proposition 4.7 and its proof are reminiscent of Halin’s classification of the differ-
ent types of action an automorphism of a quasi-transitive locally finite graph G can
have on the ends of G [Hal73, Theorem 9]. However it is not clear for us whether
Proposition 4.7 can be seen as an immediate corollary of Halin’s work.
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4.3. Proof of Theorems 4.1 and 4.3. Let G be a locally-finite quasi-transitive
graph excluding K∞ as a minor and let Γ be a group inducing a quasi-transitive
action on G. Let (T,V), with V = (Vt)t∈V (T ), be a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition
of adhesion at most 2 obtained by applying Theorem 3.6 to G. By Lemma 3.13, for
each t ∈ Vt, Γt acts quasi-transitively on Gt := GJVtK. Moreover, as Gt is a minor of
G, it must also exclude K∞ as a minor.

We let t1, . . . , tm be representatives of the orbits of V (T )/Γ. For each finite torso

Gti of (T,V), we define (T̃ti , Ṽti) as the trivial tree-decomposition of Gti (in which

the tree T̃ti contains a single node). For each infinite, 3-connected torso Gti of (T,V),

we let (T̃ti , Ṽti) be a Γti-canonical tree-decomposition of Gti obtained by applying

Theorem 3.16 to Gti , i.e. (T̃ti , Ṽti) distinguishes efficiently all the tangles of Gti of

order 4. By Remark 3.17, the edge-separations of (T̃ti , Ṽti) in Gti are all distinct. By

Remark 3.20, the edge-separations of (T̃ti , Ṽti) in Gti are non-degenerate. Hence by

Lemma 3.19, the torsos of (T̃ti , Ṽti) are minors of Gti . We now use Corollary 3.12 and
find a refinement (T1,V1) of (T,V) with respect to some family (Tt,Vt)t∈V (T ) of Γt-
canonical tree-decompositions ofGt such that the construction t 7→ (Tt,Vt)t∈V (T ) is Γ-

canonical and such that for each i∈ I, (Tti ,Vti) is a subdivision of (T̃ti , Ṽti). Since the
construction t 7→ (Tt,Vt)t∈V (T ) is Γ-canonical, for each t ∈ V (T1) the decomposition
(Tt,Vt) is Γt-canonical and efficiently distinguishes the tangles of order 4 of Gt (by a
slight abuse of notation, we keep denoting by Gt the torso of the tree-decomposition
(T1,V1) associated to the node t ∈ V (T1)). Note that by construction, the adhesion
sets of (T1,V1) have size at most 3 and all the edge-separations are tight. Moreover,
the torsos of each tree-decomposition (Tt,Vt) are minors of Gt for each t ∈ V (T ),
and as the torsos of (T,V) are minors of G, we also have that the torsos of (T1,V1)
are minors of G. In particular, they also exclude K∞ as a minor. Moreover, by
Lemma 3.13, for each t ∈ V (T1), Γt acts quasi-transitively on Gt. By Lemma 3.1,
since all edge-separations of (T1,V1) are tight and have order at most 3, the graph
Gt is locally finite for each t ∈ V (T1).

Claim 4.8. For each t ∈ V (T1) such that Gt is infinite, Gt is 3-connected and has
a unique tangle Tt of order 4. Moreover Tt is a Γt-invariant region tangle and every
end of Gt has degree at least 4.

Proof of the Claim: Consider a node t ∈ V (T1) such that Gt is infinite. As all torsos
are cycles, subgraphs of complete graphs of size at most 3, or 3-connected, Gt itself
is 3-connected. Since Gt is connected and infinite, it contains some end ω. Let
Tt := {(Y, S, Z), |S| 6 3 and ω lives in Z} be defined in Gt. Note that Tt is a tangle
of order 4 in Gt. As Gt is a minor of G, by Lemma 3.14 every tangle T ′ of order 4 in
Gt induces a tangle T of order 4 in G, and by Remark 3.15 this mapping is injective.
Moreover, note that if (Y, S, Z) is an edge-separation of (T1,V1) such that Vt ⊆ Z∪S,
then if M is any faithful model of Gt in G, the projection (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) := πM(Y, S, Z)
is such that Y ′ = ∅. Thus (Y ′, S ′, Z ′) ∈ T ′, hence (Y, S, Z) ∈ T . This means that
every edge-separation of (T1,V1) is oriented toward t by T . Hence if Gt admits
two distinct tangles T ′

1 , T
′
2 of order 4, the two associated tangles T1, T2 given by

Lemma 3.14 must be distinct and not distinguished by (T1,V1), a contradiction.
This proves the existence and uniqueness of a tangle Tt of order 4 in Gt.

Note that as Γt acts on Gt and Tt is the unique tangle of order 4 in Gt, the tangle
Tt is Γt-invariant (as a family of separations).
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We can also observe that if the end ω in Gt has degree at most 3, then by Propo-
sition 4.7, Gt has another end ω′ of degree at most 3 and the construction of Tt
using the end ω′ instead of ω yields a different tangle of order 4, which contradicts
the uniqueness of Tt. So every end of Gt has degree at least 4.

It remains to prove that Tt is a region tangle. If not we can find an infinite
decreasing sequence of separations of order 3 in Gt, and this sequence defines an end
of degree 3 in Gt, which contradicts the fact that every end of Gt has degree at least
4. ♦

We will need to decompose further the infinite torsos of the tree-decomposition
(T1,V1). Let t ∈ V (T1) be such that Gt is infinite, and let Tt be the region tangle of
order 4 in Gt given by Claim 4.8. We let Mt := E×

nd(Tt) denote the set of crossedges
of Tt, (T ′

t ,V
′
t) be the Γt-canonical tree-decomposition of Gt given by Lemma 3.25,

and z0 ∈ V (Tt) be the center of the star T ′
t . By Lemmas 3.13 and 3.24, the graph

H := GtJV
′
z0K is a Γt-quasi-transitive faithful minor of Gt, thus it must also exclude

K∞ as a minor.
Now we observe that Γt induces a quasi-transitive group action on H\Mt/: for

each w ∈ V (H\Mt/) and every γ ∈ Γt, we set:

w · γ :=

{
su·γ,v·γ if w = su,v, for some {u, v} ∈Mt, and

w · γ otherwise,

where we recall that the notation su,v, for {u, v} ∈Mt, is introduced at the beginning
of Subsection 3.6. As Mt is Γt-invariant, we easily see that the mapping γ defines a
bijection over V (H\Mt/). We let the reader check that it gives a graph isomorphism
of H\Mt/. Note that the number of Γt-orbits of V (H\Mt/) is at most the number of
Γt-orbits of V (H), hence it must be finite.

As H\Mt/ is a minor of H , it also excludes the countable clique K∞ as a minor. It
follows from Theorem 3.39 that H\Mt/ is quasi-4-connected. Hence, by Corollary 4.6,
H\Mt/ either has finite treewidth or it is planar. It is not hard to observe that the
treewidth ofH is at most twice the treewidth ofH\Mt/ so in particular if we are in the
first case, H has also bounded treewidth. In the second case, Proposition 3.40 implies
that H is also planar. In both cases, we obtain that (T ′

t ,V
′
t) is a Γt-canonical tree-

decomposition of Gt with non-degenerate edge-separations, adhesion 3 and where
each torso is a minor of Gt and has either bounded treewidth or is planar. Eventually
we can use Proposition 3.10 together with Lemma 3.9 as we did before to find a tree-
decomposition (T ∗,V∗) of G with the properties of Theorem 4.3.

We now explain how to derive Theorem 4.1: every torso GJVtK of (T ∗,V∗) which
is neither finite nor planar must have bounded treewidth, hence by Theorem 3.5 it
must admit a Γt-canonical tree-decomposition where each torso has bounded width.
Exactly as before we can apply Corollary 3.12 to find a refinement of (T ∗,V∗) with
the properties of Theorem 4.1. �

5. Applications

5.1. The Hadwiger number of quasi-transitive graphs. We say that a graph
H is singly-crossing if H can be embedded in the plane with a single edge-crossing.
It was observed by Paul Seymour that Theorem 4.3 bears striking similarities with
a structure theorem of Robertson and Seymour [RS93] related to the exclusion of a
singly-crossing graph as a minor. Their theorem states that if H is singly-crossing,
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then there is a constant kH such that any graph excluding H as a minor has a
tree-decomposition with adhesion at most 3 in which all torsos are planar or have
treewidth at most kH . On the other hand, for any integer k there is a finite singly-
crossing graph Hk such that any graph with a tree-decomposition with adhesion at
most 3 in which all torsos are planar or have treewidth at most k must exclude Hk

as a minor (this can be seen by taking Hk to be a 4-connected triangulation of a
sufficiently large grid, and adding an edge between two non-adjacent vertices lying on
incident faces). Using this observation, the following strengthening of Theorem 1.3
is now an immediate consequence of Theorem 4.3.

Theorem 5.1. For every locally finite quasi-transitive graph G avoiding the count-
able clique K∞ as a minor, there is a finite singly-crossing graph H such that G is
H-minor-free. In particular there is an integer k such that G is Kk-minor-free.

Note that in this application we have not used explicitly the property that the
underlying tree-decomposition was canonical, but it is used implicitly in the sense
that this is what garantees that the treewidth of the torsos is uniformly bounded in
Theorem 4.3.

5.2. Accessibility in quasi-transitive graphs avoiding a minor. We now prove
Theorem 1.4, which we restate here for convenience.

Theorem 5.2. Every locally finite quasi-transitive graph avoiding the countable
clique K∞ as a minor is vertex-accessible.

Proof. Let G be a locally finite graph avoiding the countable clique K∞ as a minor,
with a group Γ acting quasi-transitively on G. Let (T,V), with V = (Vt)t∈V (T ), be
a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition of G of adhesion at most 3 obtained by applying
Theorem 4.3 to G. In particular all torsos are quasi-transitive minors of G, and
all non-planar torsos have bounded treewidth. Observe that any two ends living in
different parts of the tree-decomposition are separated by the separator of size at
most 3 of an edge-separation of the tree-decomposition. Consider any node t∈ V (T ).
If GJVtK is planar then since it is quasi-transitive (by Lemma 3.13) and locally finite,
GJVtK is vertex-accessible [Dun07, Theorem 3.8] and thus there is an integer kt such
that all pairs of ends lying in GJVtK can be separated by a set of at most kt vertices.
If GJVtK has bounded treewidth then by Theorem 3.5 there is a integer kt such that
all ends of GJVtK have degree at most kt, and thus all pairs of ends lying in GJVtK can
be separated by a set of at most kt vertices. As V (T )/Γ is finite; there is only a finite
number of possible values for the integers kt, t ∈ V (T ), and thus their maximum k
is well-defined. We have proved that every pair of ends in G can be separated by a
set of at most max{k, 3} vertices, which concludes the proof. �

5.3. Finite presentability of minor-excluded groups. A walk in a graph G is
a finite sequence of vertices W = (v1, . . . , vk) where for each i ∈ [k− 1], vi = vi+1 or
vivi+1 ∈ E(G). We call W a closed walk when v1 = vk or v1vk ∈ E(G). We let W(G)
denote the set of closed walks of G. If W is a closed walk that contains a spur, i.e. if
there is some i such that vi−1 = vi+1, then we say that W ′ = (v1, . . . , vi−1, vi+1, . . . , vk)
is obtained from W by deleting the spur. The inverse operation of adding a spur
consists in adding a neighbor of v between vi and vi+1 in the walk W if vi = vi+1 = v.
Similarly, by deleting a repetition we mean replacing W by (v1, . . . , vi−1, vi+1, . . . , vk)
if vi = vi+1, and the inverse operation of adding a repetition consists in replacing
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W by (v1, . . . , vi−1, vi, vi, vi+1, . . . , vk), for some 1 6 i 6 k. The rotation of W is the
walk (v2, v3 . . . , vk, v1), and the reflection of W is the walk (vk, vk−1 . . . , v2, v1).

If W = (v1, . . . , vk) and W ′ = (v′1, . . . , v
′
ℓ) are two walks such that vk = v′1, then

their sum is the walk W ·W ′ := (v1, . . . , vk = v′1, . . . , v
′
ℓ). We will say that a set of

closed walks W generates another set of closed walks W ′ if every element of W ′ can
be obtained from elements of W by adding and deleting spurs and repetitions, and
performing sums, reflections and rotations.

The following result was proved in [Ham18b, Theorem 5.12] when G is a quasi-
transitive locally finite planar graph. We reuse some of the arguments of the proof of
[Ham18b, Proposition 5.9] and combine them with our structure theorem to extend
the result to graphs excluding the countable clique K∞ as a minor.

Theorem 5.3. Let G be a locally finite graph excluding the countable clique K∞ as
a minor and let Γ be a group acting quasi-transitively on G. Then the set of closed
walks of G admits a Γ-invariant generating set with finitely many Γ-orbits.

Proof. We consider a Γ-canonical tree-decomposition (T,V), with V = (Vt)t∈V (T ),
given by Theorem 4.1. We let A denote the set of pairs {x, y} of vertices of G
for which there exists an edge-separation (Y, S, Z) of (T,V) such that x, y ∈ S and
xy /∈ E(G). By Remark 3.3, as the edge-separations associated to (T,V) are tight,
E(T )/Γ is finite. As (T,V) has finitely bounded adhesion, this implies that there
is a finite number of Γ-orbits of A. We let {x1, y1}, . . . , {xℓ, yℓ} be representatives
of these orbits. For each j ∈ [ℓ] we let Pj be a path from xj to yj (which always
exists, since the edge-separations are tight). For each {x, y} ∈ A, we consider the
representative {xj , yj} in the Γ-orbit of {x, y}, and we define f(x, y) as the image of
the path Pj under an automorphism that maps {xj, yj} to {x, y}. Note that f(x, y)
is an (x, y)-path in G.

We let G+ be the graph obtained from G by adding all possible edges xy such
that xy ∈ E(GJVtK) for some t ∈ V (T ). In other words the edge-set of G+ is exactly
E(G)⊎A. For each walkW inG+, we define the walk f(W ) inG as the walk obtained
from W by replacing every edge (x, y) of W such that {x, y} ∈ A by f(x, y) (this
definition extends the definition of f above, which applied to walks (x, y) of length 1
in G+). For each set of walks S ⊆W(G+), we let f(S) := {f(W ) ∈ W(G),W ∈ S}.

Claim 5.4. For every W ∈W(G+), if W1, . . . ,Wk ∈W(G+) generate W in W(G+),
then f(W ) is generated by f(W1), . . . , f(Wk) in W(G).

Proof of the Claim: Let W ∈ W(G+) be generated by W1, . . . ,Wk ∈ W(G+). We
prove by induction on the number of operations needed to generateW fromW1, . . . ,Wk

that f(W ) is generated by the closed walks f(W1), . . . , f(Wk).
If W = Wi for some i ∈ [k], then the result is immediate. Assume that W is

obtained from some closed walk W ′ after performing a rotation on W ′, and that W ′

is generated by W1, . . . ,Wk. We write W = (v1, . . . , vr). If v1 = v2 or v1v2 ∈ E(G),
then f(W ) is obtained after performing a single rotation on f(W ′). If v1v2 ∈E(G+)\
E(G) = A, then f(W ) is obtained after performing |f(v1, v2)| rotations to f(W ′).
In any case if we assume by the induction hypothesis that f(W ′) is generated by
f(W1), . . . , f(Wk), we are immediately done. The case where W is obtained after
performing a reflection on W ′ or adding/removing a repetition on a walk W ′ is even
simpler.
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Now assume that W is the concatenation of two walks W ′,W ′′ ∈ W(G+) for
which the induction hypothesis holds. Then we observe by definition of f that
f(W ) = f(W ′) · f(W ′′). Then again we conclude by the induction hypothesis that
f(W ) is generated by f(W1), . . . , f(Wk).

Assume now thatW = (v1, . . . , vi−1, vi, vi+1, . . . , vr) is obtained fromW ′ = (v1, . . . ,
vi−1, vi+1, . . . , vr) after adding the spur v between vi−1 and vi+1 with vi−1 = vi+1. We
let x := vi−1 and y := vi and distinguish two cases:

• If xy ∈ E(G), then we observe that by definition of f , f(W ) is obtained
from f(W ′) after adding the same spur so we are done using the induction
hypothesis on W ′.

• If xy ∈ A, then f(W ) must be of the form U1 · f(x, y) · f(x, y)−1 · U2, where
U1 ·U2 = f(W ′). This means that f(W ) can be obtained from f(W ′) = U1 ·U2

by adding |f(x, y)| spurs, hence the induction hypothesis on W ′ implies that
f(W ) is generated by f(W1), . . . , f(Wk).

Finally assume that W = (v1, . . . , vi−1, vi+1, . . . , vr) is obtained from W ′ = (v1, . . . ,
vi−1, vi, vi+1, . . . , vr) after deleting the spur vi. Again we let x := vi−1 = vi+1 and
y := vi and distinguish two cases:

• If xy ∈ E(G), then as above, f(W ) is obtained from f(W ′) after the removal
of a spur and we are immediately done by applying the induction hypothesis
on W ′.

• If xy ∈A, then we claim that f(W ) is generated by f(W ′) as f(W ) = U1 ·U2,
with U1 := f((v1, . . . , x)) and U2 := f((x, . . . , vr)), and f(W ′) = U1 · f(x, y) ·
f(x, y)−1 · U2. This shows that f(W ) is obtained from f(W ′) after deleting
|f(x, y)| spurs and we can conclude by the induction hypothesis applied to
W ′ that f(W ) is generated by f(W1), . . . , f(Wk).

This concludes the proof of Claim 5.4. ♦

Claim 5.5. W(G) is generated by
⋃
t∈V (T ) f(W(GJVtK)).

Proof of the Claim: Let W ∈ W(G). First, note that W can be generated in G+ by
closed walks of

⋃
t∈V (T )W(GJVtK). This comes from the following observation: fix

any edge t1t2 in T , with associated separation (Y, S, Z) in G. Then any closed walk
W in G can be written as the sum of closed walks in G+[Y ∪ S] and G+[S ∪ Z],
followed by the removal of spurs corresponding to the edges of the adhesion S. Thus
we proved that W(G) is generated by

⋃
t∈V (T )W(GJVtK) in G+.

Now observe that as for each W ∈ W(G), f(W ) = W , Claim 5.4 implies that
W(G) is generated by

⋃
t∈V (T ) f(W(GJVtK)) in G. ♦

As G is locally finite, note that for every pair {x, y} ∈ A, there are only finitely
many paths of the form Pj · γ for some (j, γ) ∈ [ℓ]× Γ having x and y as endpoints.
For each {x, y} ∈ A, we let Px,y denote the set of all such paths and Cx,y denote the
set of all closed walks of the form P · P ′−1 with P, P ′ ∈ Px,y. Then Cx,y is finite for
each {x, y} ∈ A and the set

C :=
⋃

{x,y}∈A

Cx,y

is a Γ-invariant subset of W(G) with a finite number of Γ-orbits. We also consider
the set of closed walks C′ of W(G+) of the form xPy for each {x, y} ∈A and P ∈Px,y.
Note that f(C′) ⊆ C.



THE STRUCTURE OF QUASI-TRANSITIVE GRAPHS AVOIDING A MINOR 41

By Remark 3.3, V (T )/Γ is finite. As for every t ∈ V (T ), GJVtK is either finite
or Γt-quasi-transitive planar, by [Ham18b, Theorem 25] the set W(GJVtK) of closed
walks of GJVtK = G+[Vt] has a generating set of cycles with finitely many Γt-orbits.
We consider representatives t1, . . . , tm of each of the finitely many orbits V (T )/Γ,
and for each i ∈ [m], we let Wi be a finite set of closed walks of GJVtiK = G+[Vti ]
such that Wi · Γti generates W(GJVtiK).

Claim 5.6. The set (
m⋃

i=1

f(Wi)

)
· Γ ∪ C

generates
⋃
t∈V (T ) f(W(GJVtK)) in W(G).

Proof of the Claim: First, note that for each i∈ [m], Claim 5.4 implies that f(Wi·Γti)
generates f(W(GJVtiK)).

We first let i ∈ [m] and show that f(Wi) · Γti ∪ C generates f(Wi · Γti). We let
Wi ∈ Wi and γ ∈ Γti . One has to be careful as in general the walks f(Wi · γ) and
f(Wi) · γ are not the same. Nevertheless we show that f(Wi · γ) is generated by
f(Wi) · γ and by the walks of C, which is enough to conclude. Indeed, it is not hard
to see that f(Wi · γ) is generated in W(G+) by f(Wi) · γ and by the walks xPy ∈ C′

for each pair {x, y} ∈ A of consecutive vertices of Wi, where P ∈ Px,y. Thus by
Claim 5.4, f(Wi · γ) = f(f(Wi · γ)) is generated by f(Wi) · γ = f(f(Wi) · γ) and by
the walks of f(C′) ⊆ C.

To conclude with the proof of the claim we let t∈ V (T ), and (i, γ)∈ [m]×Γ be such
that t = ti · γ. We let W ∈ W(GJVtK). Then there exist γ ∈ Γ and W ′ ∈ W(GJVtiK)
such that W = W ′ · γ. The exact same arguments as in previous paragraph also
apply to prove that f(W ) is generated by f(W ′) · γ together with the walks of C.
As we just proved above that f(W ′) can be generated by finitely elements from
f(Wi) · Γti ∪ C, we conclude that f(W ) can be generated by finitely elements from

(f(Wi) · Γti ∪ C) · γ ∪ C ⊆ (f(Wi) · Γ) ∪ C,

as desired. ♦

Combining Claims 5.5 and 5.6, we obtain that W(G) is generated by (
⋃m
i=1 f(Wi))·

Γ ∪ C in W(G). As C has a finite number of Γ-orbits, this concludes the proof of
Theorem 5.3. �

We obtain the following consequence of Theorem 5.3 in the group setting, which
is a restatement of Theorem 1.6.

Corollary 5.7. Let Γ be a finitely generated K∞-minor-free group. Then Γ is finitely
presented.

Proof. We let G := Cay(Γ, S) be a locally finite Cayley graph of Γ which is K∞-
minor-free, and consider the right action of Γ on G. Let W denote a finite set of
representative of the Γ-orbits of the Γ-invariant generating set of closed walks of G
obtained by applying Theorem 5.3 to G. Note that for every W ∈ W, if rW denotes
the sequence of labels of W with respect to S, the set of closed walks of G labeled by
rW is exactly the orbit W ·Γ of W . Thus it is not hard to check that 〈S | rW ,W ∈W〉
is a finite presentation of Γ. �
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Note that Corollary 1.5 can now be deduced either from Corollary 5.7, combined
with the result of Dunwoody [Dun85] stating that every finitely presented group
is accessible, or from Theorem 1.4, combined with the result of Thomassen and
Woess [TW93] stating that groups admitting a vertex-accessible Cayley graphs are
accessible.

5.4. The domino problem in minor-excluded groups. In this section we prove
the following version of Theorem 1.8.

Theorem 5.8. Let Γ be a finitely generated group excluding the countable clique
K∞ as a minor. Then the domino problem is undecidable on Γ if and only if

• Γ is one-ended, or
• Γ has an infinite number of ends and has a one-ended planar subgroup which

is finitely generated.

In particular, these situations correspond exactly to the cases where Γ is not virtually
free.

We will need the following results on one-ended planar groups. One-ended planar
groups are exactly infinite planar discontinuous groups, i.e. groups that act properly
discontinuously on simplicial complexes homeomorphic to R2 where every nontrivial
automorphism fixes neither a face nor maps an edge (u, v) to its inverse (v, u) (see
[ZVC80, Section 4] for a complete survey on these groups).

Theorem 5.9 ([BN46, Fox52]). Every planar discontinuous group contains the fun-
damental group of a closed orientable surface as a subgroup of finite index.

It follows that every one-ended planar group contains the fundamental group of
a closed orientable surface of genus g > 1 as a subgroup (if g = 0 the fundamental
group is trivial and cannot be a subgroup of finite index). We will use Theorem 5.9
in combination with the following result of Aubrun et al. [ABM19] on the domino
problem in surface groups (note that the case g= 1 corresponds to the undecidability
of the domino problem in Z2).

Theorem 5.10 ([ABM19]). For any g > 1, the domino problem in the fundamental
group of the closed orientable surface of genus g is undecidable.

For groups with infinitely many ends we will use the existence of finite graphs
of groups (which follows from the accessibility of the groups we consider). The
following result of Babai [Bab77] will be crucial.

Theorem 5.11 ([Bab77]). If Γ′ is a finitely generated subgroup of Γ, then there exists
some finite generating set S ′ of Γ′ such that Cay(Γ′, S ′) is a minor of Cay(Γ, S).

Finally we will need the following result of Thomassen, which is tightly related
to Theorem 4.5, and which will allow us to reduce the K∞-minor-free case to the
planar case.

Theorem 5.12 (Theorem 5.7 in [Tho92]). Let G be a locally finite, transitive, non-
planar, one-ended graph. Then G contains the countable clique K∞ as a minor.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 5.8.

Proof. Assume that Γ has a Cayley graph G = Cay(Γ, S) excluding K∞ as a minor.
If Γ has 0 end, then it is finite and the domino problem is decidable. If Γ has 2
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ends then Γ is virtually Z and the domino problem is also decidable. If Γ is one-
ended, then since G is transitive and excludes the countable clique K∞ as a minor,
it follows from Theorem 5.12 that G is (one-ended) planar. By Theorem 5.9, Γ
contains the fundamental group Γ′ of a closed surface of genus g > 1 as a subgroup.
By Theorem 5.10, the domino problem is undecidable for Γ′. It was proved that for
every finitely generated subgroup Γ′ of a finitely generated group Γ, if the domino
problem is undecidable for Γ′ then it is also undecidable for Γ [ABJ18, Proposition
9.3.30]. This implies that if Γ is one-ended, the domino problem is undecidable for
Γ.

Assume now that Γ has an infinite number of ends. By Corollary 1.5, Γ is accessi-
ble and by Theorem 2.5, if Γ is not virtually free then one of the (finitely presented)
vertex-groups Γu (which is a subgroup of Γ) in its associated finite graph of groups
is one-ended. By Theorem 5.11, Γu must also have a locally finite Cayley graph that
excludes K∞ as a minor. By the paragraph above, the domino problem is undecid-
able for Γu, and since Γu is a subgroup of Γ, the domino problem is also undecidable
for Γ. �

6. Open problems

The first problem we consider is related to Conjecture 1.7, which states that a
group has a decidable domino problem if and only if it is virtually free (or equiv-
alently, it has bounded treewidth). Using the planar case of Theorem 5.8, this
conjecture would be a direct consequence of a positive answer to the following prob-
lem.

Problem 6.1. Is it true that every finitely generated group which is not virtually
free has a finitely generated one-ended planar subgroup?

It was pointed out to us by Agelos Georgakopoulos (personal communication) that
the lamplighter group L = Z2 ≀ Z provides a negative answer to Problem 6.1. This
follows from a characterization of all subgroups of L by Grigorchuk and Kravchenko
[GK14], which implies that every finitely generated subgroup of L is either finite or
isomorphic to another lamplighter group (and the latter cannot be planar).

A related problem on the graph theory side is the following.

Problem 6.2. Is it true that every locally finite quasi-transitive graph of unbounded
treewidth contains a quasi-transitive planar graph of unbounded treewidth as a sub-
graph?

It could be the case that Cayley graphs of lamplighter groups also provide a
negative answer to Problem 6.2, but this is not clear (the assumption of being quasi-
transitive and subgraph containment are both much weaker than being a Cayley
graph and subgroup containment).

A crucial component of our result is the strategy of Grohe [Gro16a] to obtain a
canonical tree-decomposition up to the contraction of a matching (see also Theo-
rem 3.39). At one point we tried to figure out whether the following was true (in
the end it turned out that we did not need to answer these questions, but we believe
they might be of independent interest).
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Problem 6.3. Let G be a locally finite quasi-transitive graph. Is there a proper
coloring of G with a finite number of colors such that the colored graph G itself is
quasi-transitive (where automorphisms have to preserve the colors of the vertices)?

Problem 6.4. Let G be a locally finite quasi-transitive graph. Is there an orientation
of the edges of G such that the oriented graph G itself is quasi-transitive (where
automorphisms have to preserve the orientation of the edges)?

Note that Problem 6.4 has a positive answer for Cayley graphs whose generating
set does not contain any element of order 2. An example showing that Problem
6.3 has a negative answer was recently constructed by Hamann and Möller. It was
then observed by Abrishami, Esperet and Giocanti, and independently by Norin and
Przytycki, that a variant of this example could be used to provide a negative answer
to Problem 6.4 as well.

Finally, we started the introduction of the paper by mentioning the following
natural question: do graphs avoiding a fixed minor have a tree-decomposition in the
spirit of the Graph Minor Structure Theorem of Robertson and Seymour [RS03],
but with the additional constraint that the decomposition is canonical ? We gave
a positive answer to this question for quasi-transitive graphs but the general case
is still open (although Example 3.4 and Remark 4.2 give natural limitations to the
properties of such a canonical tree-decomposition).
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