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Abstract

Given a graph G and two independent sets of G, the independent set reconfiguration problem asks
whether one independent set can be transformed into the other by moving a single vertex at a time, such
that at each intermediate step we have an independent set of G. We study the complexity of this problem
for H-free graphs under the token sliding and token jumping rule. Our contribution is twofold. First, we
prove a reconfiguration analogue of Alekseev’s theorem, showing that the problem is PSPACE-complete
unless H is a path or a subdivision of the claw. We then show that under the token sliding rule, the
problem admits a polynomial-time algorithm if the input graph is fork-free.

1 Introduction

For some nominal combinatorial problem, such as the satisfiability problem or the independent set problem,
a corresponding reconfiguration problem asks the following question: Given two solutions to some instance of
the nominal problem, can one be transformed into the other by a sequence of allowed modifications, such that
each intermediate solution is feasible? Such problems appear in many domains, such as combinatorial puzzles
(Rubik’s cube, Sokoban), motion planning, or in the context of phylogenetic trees, see [vdH13, Nis18] for an
overview of recent results. The complexity of reconfiguration problems on graphs has received considerable
attention recently, for example the reconfiguration of vertex covers [MNR+17, MNRS18], dominating sets
[HIM+16, SMN16, BDO21], colorings [BP16, BHI+20, DF21, BDK+23], and independent sets [BKW14,
BBD+21]. The natural complexity class of reconfiguration problems is PSPACE and we may ask under
which conditions we can do better, that is, under which conditions a reconfiguration problem admits a
polynomial-time algorithm. We consider this question for the reconfiguration of independent sets in graphs
that are H-free, that is, graphs that do not contain a fixed graph H as an induced subgraph.

Our study of independent set reconfiguration in H-free graphs is largely motivated by a similar line of
research on the nominal problem of finding a maximum independent set (MIS) in H-free graphs. The input
is an H-free graph G and the task is to find an independent set of G of maximum size. Despite roughly 40
years of effort, a complete classification of the complexity is not known. Alekseev showed that the problem
remains NP-hard for a large class of graphs H .

Theorem 1 ([Ale82]). The maximum independent set problem on H-free graphs is NP-hard, unless H is a
path, the claw, or a subdivision of the claw.

Let Pk denote the path graph on k vertices and see Figure 1 for illustrations of P4, the claw and the fork.
Minty [Min80] and Sbihi [Sbi80] showed independently that a maximum independent set of a claw-free graph
can be computed in polynomial time. Twenty years later, Alekseev generalized this result to fork-free graphs
[Ale04]. Noticing that a maximum independent set can be computed in polynomial time P4-free graphs,
the smallest interesting case left open by Theorem 1 is H = P5. The complexity of this problem remained
open for three decades, but recently, polynomial-time algorithms were obtained for H = P5 [LVV14] and
H = P6 [GKPP22]. The complexity remains open for H = Pℓ for ℓ ≥ 7.

∗The authors are supported by ANR project GrR (ANR-18-CE40-0032).
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(a) P4 (b) claw (c) fork

Figure 1: Small graphs of interest.

We follow the line of results above and investigate the complexity of Independent Set Reconfigu-

ration (ISR) in H-free graphs. The ISR problem has been introduced in [IDH+11] and it has been studied
widely since, see e.g., [BKW14, IKO+14b, IKO14a, DDF+15, FHOU15, BB17, BBD+21]. An instance of
ISR is a graph G and two independent sets I and J of G of the same size, which are considered as tokens
placed on the vertices of G. The question is whether I can be transformed into J by a sequence of moves,
such that in each intermediate step the tokens form an independent set. Two main types of moves have been
considered: token jumping, where a token can move to any other vertex of the graph (provided that it is
not adjacent to a token), and token sliding, where a token can slide along an edge to a neighboring vertex.
We denote by Token Jumping and Token Sliding and the corresponding variants of ISR, where the only
allowed moves are token jumping and token sliding, respectively. Both problems are equivalent for maximum
independent sets and are known to be PSPACE-complete, even for planar graphs of maximum degree three
[HD05, IDH+11]. Polynomial-time algorithms are known for example on trees [DDF+15], interval graphs
[BB17], bipartite permutation and bipartite distance hereditary graphs [FHOU15].

We prove the following reconfiguration analogue of Alekseev’s theorem for ISR in H-free graphs.

Theorem 2. Token Sliding and Token Jumping in H-free graphs are PSPACE-complete, unless H is
a path, the claw, or a subdivision of the claw.

It is known that Token Sliding and Token Jumping admit polynomial-time algorithm on P4-free
graphs [Bon16, KMM12] and claw-free graphs [BKW14]. We generalize the results for Token Sliding,
showing that the problem admits a polynomial-time algorithm in fork-free graphs.

Theorem 3. Token Sliding in fork-free graphs admits a polynomial-time algorithm.

Let us note that the complexity of Token Jumping on fork-free graphs remains open. Furthermore, the
smallest graph H for which the complexity of Token Sliding in H-free graphs is open is H = P5.

Overview of the proofs. In order to prove Theorem 2, we use similar ideas to those that Alekseev used
to prove Theorem 1. Let Gt be the graph obtained from a graph G = (V,E) by subdividing each edge of G
exactly t times. The main idea is to relate maximum independent sets of a graph G with those of Gt. In
[Ale82] Alekseev showed that α(G2t) = α(G)+ t|E|, where α(G) denotes the size of a maximum independent
set of G. We may therefore assume that the input graph has arbitrarily large girth and that vertices of
degree at least three are arbitrarily far apart. Theorem 1 then follows from the fact that MIS is NP-hard on
graph of maximum degree three. To prove Theorem 2, we associate each maximum independent set of G in
a canonical way with a maximum independent set of G2t. Let I and J be two maximum independent sets
of G and let I ′ and J ′ be the corresponding canonical independent sets of G2t. We show that there exists a
transformation from I to J if and only if there exists a transformation from I ′ to J ′. Combining this with
the fact that Token Sliding and Token Jumping are PSPACE-complete on graphs of maximum degree
three [HD05, IDH+11] yields Theorem 2.

We then show that Token Sliding in H-free admits a polynomial-time algorithm (Theorem 3). Let G
be a fork-free graph and I and J be independent sets of G of the same size. We notice that a vertex v of G is
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irrelevant for Token Sliding if no independent set reachable from I contains v. Throughout the algorithm,
we reduce the graph by deleting irrelevant vertices. For instance, any vertex with at least three tokens in its
neighborhood is irrelevant. In general, we distinguish two cases, depending on whether I and J are maximum
or not. In the first case, we provide a simple reduction to Token Sliding in claw-free graphs. We show
that if I is maximum then any induced claw of G contains precisely one token on a degree-one vertex of the
claw. This means that the center of any claw is irrelevant and may be removed from the graph. We thus
obtain an equivalent instance on a claw-free graph. Notice that by the equivalence of Token Sliding and
Token Jumping for maximum independent sets, this also yields a polynomial-time algorithm for Token

Jumping in claw-free graphs if the independent sets are maximum.
The case that I and J are not maximum is more involved. We observe that, after removing irrelevant

vertices, each connected component the graph induced by the vertices I and J is either a path or a cycle.
Sliding tokens on induced paths is easy, so it remains to deal with the cycles and isolated vertices. Similar
obstructions occur for alternating cycles in Matching Reconfiguration [IDH+11] and cycles induced by
the symmetric difference of independent sets of claw-free graphs [BKW14]). We show that by sliding tokens
along an I-augmenting path (I is not maximum), we may assume that G contains an I-free vertex, that is, a
vertex f , such that I + f is an independent set. We then show that, for any vertex c of a cycle in the graph
induced by the symmetric difference of the two independent sets, either we can transform I into I − c + f
or find an irrelevant vertex, which can be removed (Theorem 14). In the former case, this allows us to move
the remaining tokens on the cycle to their target positions in J . To prove Theorem 14, we first show that
we may assume that every connected component of G is prime with respect to the modular decomposition.
Notice that the modular decomposition was used “in disguise” in the form of a cotree in the polynomial-time
algorithm for ISR in cographs (P4-free graphs) in [Bon16]. In order to move the token on c to the free vertex
f , we imagine sliding it on a shortest path P from c to f . Then c may be blocked by other tokens on P
or in the neighborhood of P . Using a structural characterization of claws in fork-free prime graphs due to
Brandstädt et al. [BHV04], we show we may move c and every vertex that is blocking c forward on the path,
one by one in reverse order, or find an irrelevant vertex (see in particular Lemma 18).

Related work. The complexity of independent set reconfiguration has been widely studied in the litera-
ture, for example in particular graph classes [DDF+15, BB17, FHOU15] and in the context of parameterized
complexity [Nis18, IKO+20]. For H-free graphs we are aware of only two results: Bonsma [Bon16] showed
that Token Sliding is solvable in polynomial on in P4-free graphs. In [BKW14], Bonsma et al. showed that
Token Sliding and Token Jumping admit a polynomial-time algorithm on claw-free graphs [BKW14]. In
the case that more than one graph is forbidden (as induced subgraph), Kamiński et al. [KMM12] showed that
Token Jumping admits a polynomial-time algorithm on even-hole free graphs. Interestingly, the complexity
of MIS is open for this graph class. The complexity of Token Sliding and Token Jumping can be very
different, for example, Lokshtanov and Mouawad [LM19] showed that Token Jumping is NP-complete on
bipartite graphs (which are odd-hole free), whereas Token Sliding remains PSPACE-complete. Similarly,
Token Jumping admits a linear-time algorithm on split graphs, while Token Sliding is PSPACE-complete
on this graph class [BKL+21]. The reader is referred to [Bar21] for a complete and recent bibliography on the
topic. ISR has also been studied from the point of view of parameterized complexity, where the parameter
is for example the size of the independent sets or the length of the reconfiguration sequence. The reader is
referred to [BMNS22] for an overview of results in this direction. Many other reconfiguration problems have
been studied when an induced subgraph is forbidden, especially from a structural point of view. For single
vertex recoloring for instance, a complete dichotomy theorem was recently obtained by Belavadi, Cameron,
Merkel in [BCM23], who characterized exactly for which graphs H , G(G,χ(G) + 1) is connected for every
H-free graph G (where χ(G) is the chromatic number of G).

Organization. Section 2 contains userful notation and definitions. In Section 3, we prove the reconfig-
uration analogue of Alekseev’s theorem (Theorem 2). We discuss irrelevant vertices of fork-free graphs in
Section 4. We propose a polynomial-time algorithm for Token Sliding for maximum independent sets in
fork-free graphs in Section 5 and for non-maximum independent sets in Section 6. Section 7 concludes the
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paper with a discussion of open questions.

2 Preliminaries

For two sets U,W we denote by U △W their symmetric difference (U \W )∪ (W \U). Graphs in this paper
are undirected and finite. Let G = (V,E) be a graph. A set I ⊆ V is independent in G if the vertices in
I are pairwise non-adjacent in G. We denote by α(G) the maximal size of an independent set of G. For a
vertex v ∈ V we denote by N(v) the neighborhood of v, that is, the set of vertices that are adjacent to v in
G. For t ≥ 1 we denote by Pt the path graph on t vertices. A vertex of degree one of Pt is called endvertex
and a vertex of degree two of Pt is called internal vertex. Given graph G, the graph G is the complement
graph of G and is obtained by replacing every edge of G by a non-edge en vice-versa.

A claw is a graph on four vertices that has one vertex of degree three (the center) and three vertices
of degree one (the leaves). A fork is a graph obtained from a claw by subdividing one edge, that is, by
replacing an edge by a path on three vertices. The center of a fork F is the vertex of F of degree 3. For
t ≥ 1, the t-subdivision of G is the graph obtained from G by replacing each edge uv of G with a copy of
Pt+2 and identifying its endvertices with u and v. We say that a t-subdivision of G is even if t is even.

Modular decomposition. A set U ⊆ V of vertices is called module if for each vertex v ∈ V \ U , the
vertex v is either adjacent to every vertex in U or v is non-adjacent to every vertex in U . A module U ⊆ V
is non-trivial if U 6= ∅ and U 6= V . By recursively dividing a connected graph into maximal modules we may
compute in linear time its modular decomposition [MS99]. The modular decomposition of a graph has been
introduced by Gallai in [Gal67]. Using this decomposition, many graph problems that are hard in general can
be solved efficiently on certain classes of graphs [Möh85, MR84]. For instance, the modular decomposition
is used in the polynomial-time algorithm for computing a maximum-weight independent set in a fork-free
graph [LM08]. In the context of reconfiguration, the modular decomposition of cographs (that are P4-free
graphs) has been used (implicitly) in order to obtain a polynomial-time algorithm for Token Jumping on
cographs [Bon16] 1.

Independent Set Reconfiguration. In the following we define two adjacency relations on the indepen-
dent sets of G that correspond to three natural reconfiguration steps on independent sets: token sliding (TS)
and token jumping (TJ). Let I, J ⊆ V be two independent sets of G. We say that I and J are TJ-adjacent
(I ↔TJ J) if there is precisely one vertex in I that is not in J and vice versa. Furthermore, we say that I and
J are TS-adjacent (I ↔TS J) if I ↔TJ J and the vertex u in I \J and the vertex v in J \I are adjacent in G.
For each rule R ∈ {TS,TJ, } we say that I and J admit a R-reconfiguration sequence I0, I1, . . . , Iℓ and write
I !R J if I = I0, J = Iℓ and for 0 ≤ i < ℓ we have Ii ↔R Ii+1. If it is clear from the context we may omit
the rule R. Given a graph G and two independent sets I, J ⊆ V (G), the problem Token Sliding (resp.,
Token Jumping) asks whether I and J admit a TS-reconfiguration sequence (resp., TJ-reconfiguration
sequence).

Note that Token Sliding and Token Jumping are equivalent on maximum independent sets since, if
a vertex can jump on a non-adjacent vertex, the independent set is indeed not maximum.

3 A reconfiguration analogue of Alekseev’s theorem

In this section we prove Theorem 2, a reconfiguration analogue of Alekseev’s Theorem 1). In the following,
let G = (V,E) be a graph and Gt be the t-subdivision of G for some even t ≥ 1. For any independent set
I of G, we can construct in a canonical way an independent set I ′ of Gt by placing for each edge uv of G
on the internal vertices of the copy of Pt+2 in Gt that corresponds to uv exactly t/2 additional tokens. The
independent set I ′ is called the extension of I. Alekseev proved the following:

1Note that the algorithm is given in the TAR-model which is proven to be equivalent to the TJ-model for independent set
reconfiguration.
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Theorem 4 ([Ale82]). The graph G has a maximum independent set of size k if and only if Gt has maximum
independent set of size k + t · |E(G)|/2.

Theorem 4 implies immediately that for any maximum independent set I of G, the extension I ′ of I in G
is also maximum. Our goal in this section is to adapt Theorem 4 to Token Sliding and Token Jumping

as follows.

Theorem 5. Let I and J be two maximum independent sets of G and let R ∈ {TS,TJ}. Then I !R J
with respect to G if and only if I ′ !R J ′ with respect to Gt.

The rest of this section is devoted to prove Theorem 5. Recall that Token Sliding and Token Jumping

are PSPACE-complete in graphs of maximum degree three [IDH+11, HD05]. By considering subdivisions of
G, we may assume that G has arbitrarily high girth. Therefore, just as Alekseev’s Theorem 4 implies
Theorem 1, it suffices to prove Theorem 5 to obtain Theorem 2. The remainder of this section is devoted
to the proof of Theorem 5. Observe that by Theorem 4 the independent sets I ′ and J ′ of Theorem 5 are
maximum independent sets of Gt. Recall that for maximum independent sets, Token Sliding and Token

Jumping are equivalent2, so it suffices to consider the TS version.
For an edge uv of G let Suv = {s1uv, s

2
uv, . . . , s

t
uv} be the set of internal vertices of the copy of Pt+2 that

replaces the edge uv in the construction of Gt. We assume that s1 is adjacent to u and st is adjacent to v
and that for 1 < i < t, the vertex si is adjacent to si+1 and si−1. A left-move on Suv (assuming that we
have an order between u and v) is a move of a token on si with i > 1 to si−1, provided that si−1 is not
adjacent to a token.

Claim 1. Let uv be an edge of G and let I ′ be a maximum independent set of Gt. If {u, v} ⊆ I ′ then
|I ′ ∩ Suv| = (t− 2)/2 and |I ′ ∩ Suv| = t/2 otherwise.

Proof. Starting from I ′, apply left-moves to Suv until no longer possible and let I ′′ be the resulting inde-
pendent set. Since no left-move can be applied to Suv, if {u, v} ⊆ I ′′ we have that for 1 ≤ i < t even, there
is a token of I ′′ on si. Since t is even and I ′ is maximum, there are precisely (t − 2)/2 tokens in Suv ∩ I ′′.
Since we only moved tokens on Suv to obtain I ′′, the same must hold for I ′. On the other hand, suppose
that {u, v} * I ′′ and (without loss of generality) that u /∈ I ′′. Since no left-move can be applied to Suv, any
token of I ′′ is on some si with 1 ≤ i ≤ t odd. Since t is even and I ′′ is maximum, there must be a token on
each si for 1 ≤ i < t odd and thus there are exactly t/2 tokens of I ′′ on Suv, and the same holds for I ′.

Let Gt be the t-extension of G = (V,E). By abuse of notation, we will denote by V the subset of vertices
of Gt corresponding to vertices of G.

Using Claim 1, we show that any two maximum independent sets of Gt that agree on V admit a TS-
reconfiguration sequence, and hence also a TJ-reconfiguration sequence.

Claim 2. Let I ′ and J ′ be two maximum independent sets of Gt such that I ′∩V = J ′∩V . Then I ′ !TS J ′.

Proof. Let uv be an edge of G and let T := I ′ ∩ V = J ′ ∩ V . If {u, v} ⊆ T we have I ′ ∩ Suv = J ′ ∩ Suv =
{s2uv, s

4
uv, . . . , s

t−2
uv } by Claim 1. If |{u, v} ∩ T | = 1, suppose without loss of generality that u /∈ T . Then

Claim 1 ensures that I ′∩Suv = J ′∩Suv = {s1uv, s
3
uv . . . , s

t−1
uv }. Finally, if {u, v}∩T = ∅, Claim 1 ensures that

|T | = t/2. By applying any possible valid left-move on Suv for both I ′ and J ′ we obtain independent sets I ′′

and J ′′, respectively, such that I ′′∩Suv = J ′′∩Suv = {s1uv, s
3
uv, . . . , s

t−1
uv }. Notice that T = I ′′∩V = J ′′∩V .

It is then sufficient to repeat this process for any edge of G that satisfies {u, v} ∩ T = ∅ to obtain a TS-
reconfiguration sequence from I ′ to J ′.

The following claim, which ensures that a single reconfiguration step in G can be adapted in Gt, will
immediately imply the “if”-direction of Theorem 5. Indeed, it suffices to apply the following claim to each
step of the transformation to get the conclusion.

2If a token can jump to a non-neighbor, then the independent set is indeed not maximum.
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Claim 3. Let I1, I2 be two maximum independent sets of G such that I1 ↔TS I2 and let I ′1 and I ′2 be the
extensions of I1 and I2 in Gt. Then I ′1 !TS I ′2.

Proof. Since I1 ↔TS I2 let e = uv be the edge such that I1 △ I2 = {u, v} with u ∈ I1 and v ∈ I2. We show
that the exists a reconfiguration sequence I ′1 !TS I ′2 in Gt.

First note that, except for u, there is no token on w in I ′1 for every neighbor w of v distinct from u (since
I2 = I1 + v − u is an independent set). So by Claim 2, I ′′ = (I ′1 \ Svw) ∪ {s2vw, s

4
vw, . . . s

t
vw} is a maximum

independent set of Gt that can be reached from I ′1. So, for every w ∈ N(v) \ u, we can assume that there is
no token on s1vw. Let us denote by I ′′1 the resulting independent set. We can slide in I ′′1 the token stuv of I ′′1
to v. Finally, it suffices to slide the token from siuv to si+1

uv for every i such that siuv ∈ I ′1 (in decreasing order)
and then slide the token from u to s1uv in order to obtain I ′2 from I ′1. We conclude that I ′1 !TS I ′2.

Let us now prove the converse direction of Theorem 5. We start with the following lemma:

Claim 4. Let I ′ be a maximum independent set of Gt. Then there are no three vertices u, v, w ∈ I ′ ∩ V ,
such that uv, vw ∈ E(G).

Proof. Assume for a contradiction that there are three vertices u, v, w ∈ I ′ ∩ V such that uv, vw ∈ E(G).
By Claim 1 and 2, we can transform I ′ into an independent J such that J ∩ Suv = {s2uv, s

4
uv, . . . , s

t−2
uv } and

J ∩ Svw = {s3vw, s
5
vw, . . . , s

t−1
vw }. But then we can slide the token on v to stuv and obtain an independent I ′′

such that s1vw has no token in its neighborhood in Gt, which contradicts the maximality of I ′.

A graph G′ is an induced subgraph of G if there exists a subset of vertices V ′ ⊆ V such that the graph
with vertex V ′ where uv is an edge if and only if uv is an edge of G. Let I ′ be a maximum independent set
of Gt. By the previous claim, the graph G[I ′ ∩ V ] consists of isolated vertices and edges. Let v(I ′) (resp,
e(I ′)) denote the number of isolated vertices (resp., isolated edges) of G[I ′ ∩ V ].

Claim 5. v(I ′) + e(I ′) = α(G).

Proof. Notice that since I ′ is a maximum independent set of Gt it has size α(G)+ t · |E(G)|/2 by Theorem 4.
Let uv be an edge of G. By Claim 1, we have |Suv ∩ I ′| = t−2

2 if {u, v} ⊆ I ′ and |Suv ∩ I ′| = t
2 otherwise. It

follows that

α(G) + t · |E(G)|/2 = |I ′|

= v(I ′) +









∑

uv∈E(G) :
|{u,v}∩I′|≤1

t

2









+ 2e(I ′) +









∑

uv∈E(G)
:u,v∈I′

t− 2

2









= v(I ′) + e(I ′) + t · |E(G)|/2

from which we conclude that v(I ′) + e(I ′) = α(G).

To complete the proof of Theorem 4, consider a TS-reconfiguration sequence I ′1 ↔TS I ′2 ↔TS . . . ↔TS I ′ℓ
of maximum independent sets of Gt such that I ′ = I ′1 and J ′ = Iℓ, where I ′ (resp., J ′) is the extension of I
(resp. J) in Gt. Notice that G[I ′ ∩ V ] and G[J ′ ∩ V ] contain no edge. And by Claim 5, we can associate to
each independent set I ′ an induced subgraph consisting of α(G) isolated vertices or edges. We obtain from
I ′ a maximum independent set Ii of G by picking all isolated vertices and exactly one endpoint of each edge
of G[I ′i ∩ V ], say the first vertex with respect to an arbitrary fixed ordering of V . To conclude the proof it
is enough to show that, for every i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ℓ− 1}, we have Ii !TS Ii+1.

Claim 6. |(I ′i ∩ V )△ (I ′i+1 ∩ V )| ≤ 1 .

Proof. Since I ′i ↔TS I ′i+1 there exists an edge xy such that I ′i+1 = (Ii \ x)∪ y. Note that at most one vertex
in x, y ∈ V since no edge of Gt has both endpoints in V . We distinguish three cases:
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1. x, y /∈ V . Then {x, y} ⊆ Svw for some edge vw of G and therefore |(I ′i ∩ V )△ (I ′i+1 ∩ V )| = 0 ≤ 1.

2. x ∈ V . Then y ∈ Svw for some edge vw of G and therefore |(I ′i ∩ V )△ (I ′i+1 ∩ V | = 1.

3. y ∈ V . Then x ∈ Svw for some edge vw of G and therefore |(I ′i ∩ V )△ (I ′i+1 ∩ V | = 1.

By claims 5 and 6, we just have to distinguish the following cases to complete the proof of the converse
direction:

1. e(I ′i) = e(I ′i+1). In this case we have Ii = Ii+1 and we are done.

2. e(I ′i) = e(I ′i+1) + 1. Let uv be the edge of G that is not present in G[I ′i+1 ∩ V ] and assume without
loss of generality that u ∈ Ii+1. It follows that I ′i+1 is obtained from I ′i by sliding a token from v to
Sp
uv. Then either u ∈ Ii, so we have Ii = Ii+1 or v ∈ Ii and we have Ii ↔TS Ii+1.

3. e(I ′i) = e(I ′i+1)− 1. The same argument can be applied by exchanging I ′i and I ′i+1.

So, for every 1 ≤ i < ℓ, we have Ii !TS Ii+1. And then I !TS J which completes the proof.

4 Irrelevant vertices in fork free graphs

In the following, let G = (V,E) be a fork-free graph and I and J be two independent sets of G. We will
identify vertices of G that are irrelevant in any transformation from I to J in the sense that they cannot
contain a token. We show that vertices adjacent to at least two tokens are irrelevant if they satisfy a certain
neighborhood-condition. As a consequence, all vertices adjacent to at least three tokens are useless and can
be safely deleted. We say that a set X ⊆ V of vertices is locally blocked (with respect to I) if any vertex in
X is adjacent to at least two tokens in I. We are interested in locally blocked vertices that remain locally
blocked under any token move. Let X ⊆ V be a locally blocked subset of vertices. We say that the set
BX := N(X)∩I is X-blocking: no token can slide from BX to X , since there is another token in BX blocking
it.

Let u ∈ V and X ⊆ V − u. A vertex v of G − (X + u) is an X-twin of u if uv is an edge and
N(v)∩X = N(u)∩X . A set X ⊆ V of vertices permanently blocked if it is locally blocked (with respect to I)
and for each independent set I ′ such that I !TS I and for each vertex u in the blocking set BX = N(X)∩I ′,
any I ′-free neighbor v of u is an X-twin of u. (It means that if we move, in I ′ a token in the neighborhood
of X from u to another vertex v then the neighborhood in u and v in X are the same). We first introduce
the following reduction rule, which states that permanently blocked vertices can be safely removed from the
graph.

Reduction Rule Z Let X ⊆ V be permanently blocked. Return (G −X, I, J) if X ∩ J = ∅ and a trivial
No-instance otherwise.

A reduction rule is safe if applying it yields an equivalent instance.

Lemma 6. Reduction Rule Z is safe.

Proof. First notice that for any independent set I ′ such that I !TS I ′, the set X is locally blocked with
respect to I ′, since whenever a token u ∈ BX moves to an I ′-free neighbor v then v is an X-neighbor of u.
In particular, no independent set reachable from I contains a token in X .

If J ∩X 6= ∅ then (G, I, J) is a No-instance, since for any independent set reachable from I, the set X is
locally blocked. Suppose that J ∩X = ∅ and that I !TS J with respect to G. Since no independent set I ′

reachable from I in G contains a token in X , we have I !TS J with respect to G if and only if I !TS J
with respect to G−X .
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At this point it is not quite clear how to use Reduction Rule Z algorithmically. We will later prove that
certain subsets of vertices are permanently blocked (and can be found in polynomial time). For now, we
show that any vertex of G adjacent to at least three tokens of I is permanently blocked and can thus be
safely deleted according to Lemma 6.

Lemma 7. Let c ∈ V be a vertex that is adjacent to exactly k ≥ 3 tokens in I and let I ′ be an independent
set such that I ′ !TS I. Then c is adjacent to exactly k tokens of I ′.

Proof. Let J ′ be an independent set such that I !TS J ′. Suppose for a contradiction that c is adjacent to
k′ 6= k tokens of J ′. In a reconfiguration sequence from I to J ′, let I ′ be the first independent set such that c
is adjacent to a number of tokens of I ′ different from k. Suppose first that |N(c) ∩ I ′| < k. Let x ∈ N(c) be
the token that moved to some neighbor x′ to obtain I ′. Since N(c) contains k ≥ 3 tokens in any independent
set preceding I ′ in the sequence, we have that I ′ contains at least two tokens y, z ∈ N(c) different from x.
Since x′, y, z ∈ I ′, we have that x′ must be adjacent to c, otherwise {x′, x, c, y, z} induces a fork. But then
|N(c) ∩ I ′| = k, a contradiction. Now suppose that |N(c) ∩ I ′| > k. Then some token x′ /∈ N(c) moved to a
vertex x ∈ N(c). Let y, z ∈ N(c) ∩ I ′ be two tokens different from x. But then {x′, x, c, y, z} induces a fork,
a contradiction.

Lemma 7 immediately implies the following sufficient condition for a vertex to be permanently blocked.

Observation 1. Let c ∈ V be a vertex that is adjacent to at least three tokens in I. Then c is permanently
blocked.

From the safeness of Reduction Rule Z and the previous observation we conclude that the following
Reduction Rule is safe.

Reduction Rule A. Let c ∈ V such that c is adjacent to at least three tokens in I. Return (G− c, I, J) if
c /∈ J , otherwise return a trivial No-instance.

We say that G is I-reduced if Reduction Rule A is not applicable with respect to G and I. That is, G
contains no vertex that is adjacent to at least three I-tokens. Notice that by applying Reduction Rule A
exhaustively, we may obtain from G in polynomial time a fork-free graph G′ that is I-reduced and J-reduced.
The resulting equivalent instance is either (G′, I, J) or a trivial No-instance. The following observations are
consequences of Lemma 7.

Observation 2. If G is I-reduced then G is I ′-reduced for every independent set I ′ such that I !TS I ′.

Observation 3. Let G be I-reduced and let I ′ be and independent set such that I !TS I ′. Then for any
vertex v of G we have |N(v) ∩ I ′| ≤ 2.

5 Maximum independent set reconfiguration in fork-free graphs

As a warm-up, let us prove the following theorem.

Theorem 8. Token Sliding restricted to maximum independent sets admits a polynomial-time algorithm.

To do so, we provide a simple reduction of Maximum Independent Set Reconfiguration in fork-free graphs
to the same problem in claw-free graphs, which can be decided in polynomial time [BKW14]. In the following,
let G = (V,E) be a fork-free graph and I and J be two maximum independent sets of G. Note that it suffices
to consider the token sliding rule only since I and J are maximum. By Lemma 6 and Observation 1 we may
assume that G is both I-reduced and J-reduced. Therefore, G contains no induced claw that contains three
tokens of I. Since I is maximum, the following stronger property holds.

Lemma 9. Let {c, x, y, z} induce a claw in G with center c. Then |{x, y, z} ∩ I| = 1.
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Proof. Since I is maximum and G is I-reduced, we have 1 ≤ |{c, x, y, z}∩I| ≤ 2. Assume for a contradiction
that |{c, x, y, z} ∩ I| = 2 and let without loss of generality {c, x, y, z} ∩ I = {x, y}.

Since I is maximum, the vertex z must have a neighbor t in I and since c has at most two neighbors in
I, we have t /∈ N(c). It follows that {c, x, y, z, t} induces a fork in G, contradiction.

So it remains to show that c /∈ I. Assume for a contradiction that c ∈ I. Since I is maximum, there are
at least three tokens in the neighborhood of {x, y, z}: otherwise we add {x, y, z} to I and delete N({x, y, z})
from I to obtain a larger independent set. Let u, v ∈ I be distinct from c in the neighborhood of {x, y, z}. If
u (resp., v) is adjacent to only one vertex in {x, y, z} then {c, x, y, z, u} (resp., {c, x, y, z, v}) induces a fork.
Therefore, the vertices u and v have a common neighbor in {x, y, z}, say x. But then x has three neighbors
in I, which contradicts our assumption that G is I-reduced.

By the previous lemma, no maximum independent set of G has a token on the center of any induced
claw of G. Therefore, the following reduction rule is safe.

Reduction Rule MIS. Let {c, x, y, z} induce a claw in G with center c. Return (G− c, I, J).

Proof of Theorem 8. The induced claws of G can be enumerated in polynomial time (by brute-force), so Re-
duction Rule MIS can be applied exhaustively in polynomial time. We obtain an equivalent instance (G′, I, J)
of Token Sliding such that the graph G′ is claw-free. It remains to apply the algorithm from [BKW14]
on (G′, I, J) to decide the initial instance (G, I, J). Notice that any reconfiguration sequence from I to J in
G′ is a reconfiguration sequence from I to J in G′.

6 Non-maximum Token Sliding in fork-free graphs

We provide a polynomial-time algorithm for Token Sliding on fork-free graphs, generalizing the algorithm
for claw-free graphs given in [BKW14]. In the following, let G = (V,E) be a fork-free graph and let I, J ⊆ V
be two independent sets of G of the same size. If I and J are maximum, we may apply Theorem 8 and are
done. Otherwise, we show that we may assume that each connected component of G is prime (Section 6.1).
The algorithm then proceeds as follows. We consider the symmetric difference of the two independent sets
and notice that each connected component of G[I △ J ] is a path or an (even) cycle, each of which is can be
treated separately. Paths are easy to deal with while cycles require more work. In order to deal with the
cycles we use an idea that has been used for Matching Reconfiguration in [IDH+11]: we push tokens
along a path from the cycle to a vertex that is I-free (that is, it has no neighbor in I), which allows us to
move the remaining tokens on the cycle to their target positions. Showing that pushing the tokens along
such a path is possible is non-trivial and is discussed in Section 6.2. It turns out that if we get stuck at
any point then there is a permanently blocked vertex that can be removed from the graph. The complete
algorithm is presented in Section 6.3.

6.1 Reduction to prime graphs

We show that we may assume without loss of generality that the input graph G is prime with respect to the
modular decomposition. First, we observe that if a module of a graph contains at least two tokens then the
instance induced by the vertices of this module can be treated independently since no token will be able to
leave the module at any step.

Observation 4. Let M be a module of G such that ℓ := |M ∩ I| and I ′ be such that I !TS I ′. If ℓ ≥ 2, we
have |M ∩ I ′| = ℓ and if ℓ ≤ 1 we have |M ∩ I ′| ≤ 1.

By Observation 4, if a non-trivial module M contains at least two tokens of I and J , respectively, then all
the vertices in the neighborhood of M can be deleted. Otherwise, if G[M ] is connected and contains at most
one token of I and J , respectively, then all vertices of M are equivalent with respect to token sliding, so the
vertices of M can be identified. However, the situation is slightly more complicated if M is not connected
since a token might have to leave the module to reach its target position. In that case we show that either
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a token in M can move to a different connected component of G[M ] in exactly two moves, or it can never
leave its connected component.

Lemma 10. Assume that G is I-reduced, let M be a non-trivial module of G, and let C1, C2, . . . , Cℓ be the
connected components of G[M ]. Suppose that ℓ ≥ 2 and M ∩ I = {v} ⊆ V (C1). Then exactly one of the
following holds:

• The vertex v has a neighbor c ∈ V \M such that N(c) ∩ I = {v}.

• N(M) \M is permanently blocked. In particular, we have |I ′ ∩ V (C1)| = 1 for every independent set
I ′ of G such that I !TS I ′.

Proof. If v has a neighbor c ∈ V (G) \M such that N(c) ∩ I = {v} then we can slide the token on v to c to
obtain an independent set I ′ ↔TS I that satisfies |I ′ ∩C1| = 0.

If v has no such neighbor, let us prove that N(M) \M is permanently blocked. Since G is I-reduced and
by the assumptions on v, each vertex u of N(M) has exactly two neighbors in I and in any independent set
reachable from I contains at most two neighbors of u. Assume for a contradiction that there exists a vertex
u ∈ N(M) and an independent set I ′ such that such that I !TS I ′ and |N(u) ∩ I ′| = 1. Chose I ′ such
that the reconfiguration sequence from I to I ′ is shortest and let J ′ be the independent set before I ′ in the
sequence. By Observation 4, we have |J ′ ∩N(u)| = 1. Let z ∈ (N(u) ∩ J ′) \M . To obtain I ′ from J ′, the
token on z slides to z′ /∈ N(u). Let a, b ∈ N(u) ∩M such that a and b are in different components of M .
But then {u, a, b, z, z′} induces a fork, a contradiction.

Suppose that M is a module of G such that that M ∩ I and M ∩ J have size at most one. We denote
by (G, I, J)/M the instance of Token Sliding where M has been replaced by a single vertex m and the
independent set I (resp., J) contains m if I ∩M (resp., J ∩M) has size one3. We say that an instance of
(G, I, J) of Token Sliding is balanced if for every non-trivial moduleM ofG satisfying |M∩I| = |M∩J | = 1,
the unique vertex in M∩I and the unique vertex in M∩J are in the same connected component of G[M ]. By
applying the next reduction rule exhaustively, we obtain either a trivial No-instance or a balanced instance.

Reduction Rule B. Assume there is a non-trivial module M of G such that M∩I = {u}, M∩J = {v} and
u and v are in two distinct components of G[M ]. If there is a vertex c ∈ V \M such that N(c)∩I = {u},
return (G, I, J)/M . Otherwise, return a trivial No-instance.

Lemma 11. Reduction Rule B is safe.

Proof. Let M be non-trivial module of G such that M ∩ I = {u}, M ∩ J = {v} and u and v are in two
distinct components of G[M ]. If there is a vertex c ∈ V \M such that N(c) ∩ I = {u}, we may move the
token on u to c and then to v, to obtain an independent set I ′ !TS I. Since any vertex of M has the same
neighborhood in V \M , the module M can contain at most one token in any independent set reachable from
I. Since v ∈ I ′ ∩ J , we may safely identify all vertices in M .

On the other hand, assume that there is no vertex c ∈ V \M such that N(c) ∩ I = {u}. Let C be the
vertex set of the connected component of G[M ] containing u. By Lemma 10, for any independent set I ′ such
that I ′ !TS I, we have |I ′ ∩ C| = 1, but |J ∩ C| = 0. Therefore (G, I, J) is a No-instance.

Assume that the instance (G, I, J) of Token Sliding is balanced. Then Observation 4 tells us that if the
input graph contains a non-trivial module the graph can be either reduced or split into connected components
that can be treated independently. We now formalize this observation by introducing further reduction rules
that are then applied exhaustively under the assumption that Reduction Rule B is not applicable. Each
connected component of the resulting graph will be prime.

Reduction Rule D Let M be a non-trivial module of G such that |M ∩ I| ≤ 1. If |M ∩J | ≤ 1 then return
(G, I, J)/M , otherwise return a trivial No-instance.

3We still denote by I and J the independent sets by abuse of notations

10



Reduction Rule E Let M be a non-trivial module of G such that |M ∩ I| ≥ 2. If |M ∩J | 6= |M ∩ I| return
a trivial No-instance, otherwise return (G−N(M), I, J).

Observe that if G is prime then none of the reduction rules B, D, E are applicable.

Lemma 12. Suppose that Reduction Rule B is not applicable. Then reduction rules D and E are safe.

Proof. Suppose first that Reduction Rule D is applicable and let {u} = M ∩ I. By Observation 4 and
Lemma 10, if |M ∩ J | > 1 then (G, I, J) is a No-instance; so assume that {v} = M ∩ J . Given that
Reduction Rule B is not applicable, the tokens on u and v are in the same connected component of M , so
we may slide the token on u to v. Notice that in any independent set reachable from I and J , the module
M contains at most one token. Therefore, we may contract the module M to a single vertex to obtain the
instance (G, I, J)/M which is equivalent to (I, J,M).

Now suppose that Reduction Rule E is applicable. By Observation 4 and Lemma 10, if I ∩ M and
J ∩M do not have the same size then I and J do not admit a TS-reconfiguration sequence. Otherwise, by
Lemma 10, no token of M can leave the module, so we can treat G[M ] and G[V \N [M ]] independently.

We now prove we may consider without loss of generality instances of Token Sliding on fork-free graphs
that are prime.

Theorem 13. Let (G, I, J) be an instance of Token Sliding such that G is fork-free. We may compute
in polynomial from (G, I, J) an equivalent instance (G′, I ′, J ′) of Token Sliding on a fork-free graph G′

that is I ′-reduced and J ′-reduced, such that each connected component of G′ is prime.

Proof. We apply Reductions Rules A,B,D,E as long as we can (in this order) to obtain in polynomial time the
instance (G′, I ′, J ′) of Token Sliding. Assume for contradiction that there is some connected component
C of G′ contains a non-trivial module M . If M contains more than one token then Reduction Rule E can
be applied. Otherwise, Reduction Rule D can be applied, a contradiction. Furthermore, (G′, I ′, J ′) and
(G, I, J) are equivalent by the safeness of the reduction rules (see Observation 1 and Lemmas 11 and 12).
Finally, G′ is fork-free, since fork-free graphs are closed under taking induced subgraphs and contracting
modules.

6.2 Reaching I-free vertices

In the following, let G = (V,E) be a fork-free graph and let I be an independent set of G such that G is
I-reduced (Reduction Rule A is not applicable). Our goal in this section is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 14. Let v ∈ I and let u be an I-free vertex of G. Then J := I − v+u is an independent set of G.
If G is prime then there is a polynomial-time algorithm that computes a reconfiguration sequence I !TS J
or finds a permanently blocked vertex of G.

First, we provide the intuition behind the proof. Consider a shortest path P from u to v in G: Either we
can directly slide step by step a token along the path from v to u, or some other tokens a1, a2, . . . , at ∈ I are
in the (closed) neighborhood of the path P and therefore prevent v from moving to u. Let a1, a2, . . . , at be
ordered by increasing distance to v. The idea is to move at to v and then for i for t− 1 down to 1, move ai
to ai+1. Finally, u may move to a1. The resulting independent set is precisely J = I − v + u, so I !TS J .
However, two tokens in {a1, . . . , at} might block each other (if both have the same neighbors on the path).
We first prove that if P has length at least three then this is impossible. We use a characterization of claws
in prime graphs due to Brandstädt et al. [BHV04] in order to handle the case where P has length two. In
this case we may not be able to directly reach J , but then some vertex of G is permanently blocked and can
therefore be deleted safely by Lemma 6.

Let u, v ∈ V and let P = u1, . . . uℓ be a u − v path in G. The leftmost (resp. rightmost) neighbor of
x ∈ N(V (P )) on P is the vertex of V (P ) ∩N(x) with the lowest (resp. highest) index.

Lemma 15. Let u be an I-free vertex of G and let v ∈ I. Let P be a shortest path from u to v in G. If P
has length at least three then the neighbor of u in P has at most one neighbor in I.
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Figure 2: An illustration in the two cases of the proof of Lemma 15. The dashed lines on the left indicate
non-edges and the red squares indicate tokens.

Proof. Let P = u1, . . . , uℓ be a shortest u− v path in G such that ℓ ≥ 4. Suppose for a contradiction that u2

has two neighbors in I (it cannot have more than two since G is I-reduced). There are two cases to consider.

Case 1: u3 ∈ I and u2 has a neighbor w ∈ N(V (P )) in I (see Figure 2 (left)). Notice that u, u3, and
w are pairwise non-adjacent since u is I-free and u3, w ∈ I. Since ℓ ≥ 4, the edge wu4 exists, otherwise
{u2, u1, u3, w, u4} induces a fork. Since v, w ∈ I, we have u4 6= v, so ℓ ≥ 5. If u5 = v, then u4 has three
neighbors in I, a contradiction to our assumption that G is I-reduced, so ℓ ≥ 6. Then either wu5 or wu6 is
an edge of G, so P cannot be a shortest u− v path, a contradiction.

Case 2: u2 has two neighbors w, x ∈ I that are not on P (see Figure 2 (right)). Let ui, uj be the rightmost
neighbors of w and x on P respectively. First assume that i = j. Then uj 6= v since v ∈ I and uj+1 6= v since
G is I-reduced, so ℓ ≥ i + 2. But then {ui, w, x, ui+1, ui+2} induces a fork, a contradiction. We therefore
assume without loss of generality that j > i ≥ 2. If j > 3 then {u2, u1, w, x, uj} induces a fork. If j = 3 then
w has no other neighbor on P but u2 (since w is non-adjacent to u and ui). Then we can slide the token on
x to u3: if not, then another token on a vertex z must prevent this move. But then {u2, u1, w, u3, z} induces
a fork. We may therefore slide the token on x to u3 and the previous case applies.

Lemma 16. Let u be an I-free vertex of G, v ∈ I, and let P a be shortest path u − v path in G. If P has
length at least three then no two vertices of N [V (P )] ∩ I can have the same leftmost neighbor on P .

Proof. Let P = u1, u2, . . . , uℓ, such that ℓ ≥ 4. Suppose for a contradiction that there exists w, x ∈
N [V (P )] ∩ I that have the same leftmost neighbor ui ∈ P . By Lemma 15, we have i > 2. Notice that ui−2

and ui are non-adjacent. Since ui is the leftmost neighbor of w and x, we have that {w, x, ui, ui−1, ui−2}
induces a fork.

The two previous lemmas allow us to deal with the case where a shortest path from v ∈ I to u /∈ N [I]
has length at least three. The following theorem, due to Brandstädt et al., will be useful in order to deal
with the case where a shortest u− v path has length two:

Theorem 17 ([BHV04]). Let G be a fork-free prime graph which contains a claw induced by the vertices
{c, u, v, w}. Then one of the graphs H1, . . . , H5 shown in Figure 3 is an induced subgraph of G.

We use this characterization of the prime extensions of a claw in a fork-free graph to prove that if we are
given a claw containing two tokens, we can either “rotate” the tokens around the center of the claw locally
without moving any other token or that the center of the claw is permanently blocked and can thus be safely
deleted from the graph by Lemma 6.

Lemma 18. Let I be an independent set of a fork-free prime graph G such that G is I-reduced. Let {c, u, v, w}
induce a claw in G with center c such that {u, v} ⊆ I. Then exactly one of the following holds:

1. There exists a reconfiguration sequence from I to I − v+w and from I to I − u+ v such that only the
tokens initially on u and v are moved and such a sequence can be found in polynomial time, or

12



c

u

w

v

x

y

(a) H1

c

u

w

v

x

y

(b) H2

c

u

w

v

x

y

(c) H3

c

u

w

v

x

y

(d) H4

c

u

w

v

x

y

z

(e) H5

c

u

w

v

x

y

z

(f) H5 (2nd claw)

c

u

w

v

x

y

z

(g) H5 (3rd claw)

Figure 3: The fork-free prime expansions of a claw. The claws considered in Lemma 18 are marked by thick
edges. The graph H5 is shown three times, once for each of its induced claws.

2. the vertex c is permanently blocked.

Proof. We first consider the case where the induced subgraph of G containing the claw {c, u, v, w} is H5

shown in Figure 3. Notice that the graphs H1, . . . , H4 are subgraphs of H5. In the following we will use two
arguments: First, we show that certain edges must exist since otherwise there is an induced fork. Second,
we show that certain edges cannot be present since Reduction Rule A is not applicable. In almost all cases,
if these arguments apply to H5 they also apply to H1, . . . , H4, so it suffices to treat H5. Finally, there is
an automorphism between the first, the second and the third claw in H5 shown in Figure 3. That is, the
second and the third claw can be obtained from the first by renaming vertices (preserving adjacencies and
non-adjacencies), so exactly the same arguments apply as for the first claw of H5. Let I be an independent
set of G containing the vertices u and v. The lemma follows from the following claims.

Claim 7. We can move the token v of I to w via y.

Proof. We show that neither w nor y have a token in their neighborhood that is preventing us from moving
the token on v to w. Suppose that y has a neighbor y′ containing a token. Then c and x are non-adjacent to y′

since Reduction Rule A is not applicable. Furthermore, w and y′ are non-adjacent since otherwise {y′w′c′u′v}
induces a fork. But then {w, y, y′, x, u} induces a fork if xy is present (H2, H4, H5) and {w, y, y′, v, x} induces
a fork otherwise (H1 and H3). Therefore y′ does not exist. Now suppose that w has a neighbor w′ that
contains a token. Then c and w′ are non-adjacent since Reduction Rule A is not applicable. But then
{w′, w, c, u, v} induces a fork, so the token w′ does not exist. Therefore, we may move the token on v to w
via y. ‌♦

Claim 8. Either we can move the token w of I − v + w to v via y or the vertex c is permanently blocked.

Proof. We try to move the token on w to v via y. The vertex v has no neighbor v′ containing a token if two
tokens are on u and w, since otherwise {u, c, w, v, v′} induces a fork. Therefore, we can move w to v via y
unless y has a neighbor y′ with a token on it. In this case c is non-adjacent to y′ since Reduction Rule A is
not applicable. If x is adjacent to y (H2, H4, H5) then x is also adjacent to y′, since otherwise{u, x, y, w, y′}
induces a fork. Otherwise, if x is non-adjacent to y (H1 and H3) then x is adjacent to y′, otherwise
{x, v, y, w, y′} induces a fork. It follows that X = {c, x, y} is locally blocked, i.e., each vertex of X has
precisely two tokens in BX = {u,w, y′} in its neighborhood. In order to apply Lemma 6, we show that if we
slide any token d ∈ BX to a vertex d′ then d′ is an X-twin of d.
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Figure 4: An illustration of the situation in the proof of Theorem 14. The red squares represent the initial
positions of the tokens. The dashed lines represent non-edges.

• Suppose that u ∈ BX slides to a neighbor u′. Then y and u′ are non-adjacent by Observation 2 and
v and u′ are non-adjacent since otherwise {w, y, z, v, u′} induces a fork. Furthermore, c and u′ are
adjacent since otherwise {v, c, w, u, u′} induces a fork. Finally, x and u′ are adjacent since otherwise
{u′, u, x, v, y′} induces a fork. Therefore, the vertex u′ is an X-neighbor of u.

• Suppose that w ∈ BX slides to a neighborw′. Then x and w′ are non-adjacent (otherwise {u, x, y′, w′, w}
induces a fork) and v and w′ are non-adjacent (otherwise {u, x, z, v, w′} induces a fork). Then c
and w′ are adjacent (otherwise {v, c, u, w, w′} induces a fork) and w′ and y are adjacent (otherwise
{u, c, w, w′, y} induces a fork). Therefore, the vertex w′ is an X-neighbor of w.

• Suppose that y′ ∈ BX slides to a neighbor y′′. Then v and y′′ are non-adjacent (otherwise {u, c, w, v, y′′}
induces a fork) and c and y′′ are non-adjacent (by Observation 2). Furthermore, y and y′′ are adjacent
(otherwise {w, y, v, y′, y′′} induces a fork) and x and y′′ are adjacent (otherwise {u, x, v, y′, y′′} induces
a fork). Therefore, the vertex y′′ is an X-neighbor of w.

‌♦

The next two claims follow from the previous ones by noticing that renaming the vertices u and w as
well as x and y is an automorphism of H5.

Claim 9. We can move the token v of I − u+ w to u via x.

Claim 10. Either we can move the token on u of I−v+w to v via x or the vertex c is permanently blocked.

We now have all the ingredients to prove Theorem 14.

Proof of Theorem 14. Let I be an independent set of G such that Reduction Rule A is not applicable and
let u be a vertex of G that is I-free. Let v ∈ I and J := I − v+ u. Since u is I-free, J is an independent set
of G. We show that I !TS J . Let P := u1, . . . , uℓ be a shortest u-v path in G. Since u is I-free, we have
ℓ ≥ 3. If ℓ = 3 then either we can directly slide from v to u through u2 or there is a token on z ∈ N(u2).
In this case, the vertices {u2, u, v, z} induce a claw and by Lemma 18, we can either “rotate” the tokens on
the claw to reach J , or u = u1 is permanently blocked. So we may assume that ℓ ≥ 4. By Lemma 16, the
leftmost neighbors on P of the I-tokens in the neighborhood of P are distinct. Let {a1, . . . at} := N [P ] ∩ I
with respective leftmost neighbors ui1 , . . . , uit on P , such that ij < ij+1 for all j. We show by induction on
i that there exists a sequence of slides that moves the token initially on ai+1 to ai for 1 < i < t in increasing
order, where a0 := u.

Case i=1. Slide the token on a1 to a0 via ui1 and then slide from ui1 to u along P . This is possible since
the other tokens on N [P ] lie on a2, . . . , at, which have no neighbors in u0, . . . , ui1 by the definition of
leftmost neighbors.
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Induction step. Let 1 < j < t and assume that the tokens initially on a1, . . . , aj have moved respectively
to a0, . . . , aj−1. We show that the token on aj+1 can slide to aj . The tokens in N [P ] currently are on
{a0, . . . , at} \ {aj}.
We first slide the token on aj+1 to uij+1

. By the definition of leftmost neighbors, none of aj+2, . . . at is
adjacent to uij+1

. Furthermore, none of a0, . . . , aj−2 is adjacent to uij+1
since P is a shortest u-v path.

Therefore, the only token that may prevent us from sliding aj+1 to uij+1
is on aj−1, namely if the

edge aj−1uij+1
is present. Assume for a contradiction that this is the case. Then uij−1

is at distance
two from uij+1

in P since P is a shortest path. By Lemma 16, the leftmost neighbors of a1, . . . , at are
distinct, so uij−1

, uij , uij+1
are three consecutive vertices of P . See Figure 4 for an illustration. Since

uij is a leftmost neighbor of aj , we have that aj and uij−1
are non-adjacent. Since aj−1 and aj+1

are adjacent to uij+1
and Reduction Rule A is not applicable (aj−1, aj, aj+1 ∈ I), we have that aj is

non-adjacent to uij+1
. But then {uij−1

, uij , aj , uij+1
, aj+1} induces a fork, so aj−1 is non-adjacent to

uij+1
. We may therefore slide the token on aj+1 to uij+1

.
If aij+1

is adjacent to aj , we can slide the token on aij+1
to its destination uj . Otherwise, the only

obstruction that prevents us from moving the token on aij+1
to aij+1−1 is the presence of the edge

aj−1aij+1−1. But then uij , uj , and uij+1−1 = uij+1 are three consecutive vertices of P since P is a short-
est path. Then uij+1 is adjacent to aj , since otherwise {uij−1

, uij , aj , uij+1, uij+1
} induces a fork. But

then {aj−1, uij , aj , uij+1, uij , aj+1} induces a fork. Therefore, we can slide the token on uij+1
= uij+2

to uij+1. To conclude, observe that uij+1 is adjacent to aj , since otherwise {uij−1
, uij , aj , uij+1, uij+1}

induces a fork. Therefore, we can slide the token on uij+2 to its destination aj .

Therefore, I !TS I − v + u or G contains a permanently blocked vertex. In order to reach I − v + u from
I, we move tokens along a shortest u-v path P to their destination as described above, which can be done
in polynomial time.

6.3 A polynomial-time algorithm for Token Sliding in fork-free graphs

Using the reductions from the previous sections we provide a polynomial-time algorithm for Token Sliding

in fork-free graphs. A complex is a complete bipartite graph minus a matching. We recall the following
characterization of bipartite fork-free graphs due to Alekseev:

Theorem 19 ([Ale04]). A bipartite and connected fork-free graph G is either a path, a cycle or a complex.

In the following, let G be a fork-free graph and I and J be two independent sets of G. Since the symmetric
difference of two independent sets induces a bipartite graph, I∆J is a collection of disjoint paths, cycles,
complex and isolated vertices. The following Lemma shows that we can reduces to the case where it does
not contain any complex that is not a cycle or a path:

Lemma 20. If G is I-reduced and J-reduced then I∆J is a collection of disjoint paths, cycles and isolated
vertices.

Proof. Since Reduction Rule A is not applicable, each vertex of I has at most two neighbors in J and
vice-versa. Therefore, each connected component of G[I∆J ] is a cycle or a path.

Let C be a non-trivial connected component of G[I∆J ]. Let I ′ := (I \ V (G)) ∪ (J ∩ V (C)). We say that
C can be resolved if I !TS I ′. That is, C can be resolved if there exists a reconfiguration sequence that
replaces on C the tokens of I with the tokens of J . By abuse of notation, we say that an isolated vertex
u of G[I \ J ] can be resolved if there exists a reconfiguration sequence that slides u to an isolated vertex
of G[J \ I]. Note that if C is a path it can be resolved simply by sliding tokens one after the other along
the path. If C is a cycle we proceed as follows. If there exists a free vertex u with respect to the current
independent set I, we pick an arbitrary token on C ∩ I and slide it to v or find a permanently blocked vertex
according to Theorem 14. In the former case we slide the remaining tokens on C ∩ I to C ∩ J just as for
paths and then slide the token on v back to C (again according to Theorem 14). We can suppose that I
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is not maximum since otherwise the reduction to claw-free graphs of Section 5 applies. If I is maximal, we
show next that we can always “free” a vertex to resolve a cycle as explained before.

We first need a few definitions. Let G be a graph and A be an independent set of G. An independent
set X of G − A is called magnifier of A if the independent set (A ∪X) \ (N(X) ∩ A) is strictly larger that
A and the corresponding subgraph G[X ∪ (N(X) ∩ A)] is called A-augmenting graph [Ale04]. Notice that
augmenting graphs are bipartite. Augmenting graphs generalize augmenting paths and are important for
computing maximum independent sets.

Lemma 21. If G is I-reduced and I is maximal but not maximum then there exists an I-augmenting path.

Proof. Since I is not maximum, there exists an I-augmenting graph H and since I is maximal, H has at
least two vertices. Since G is fork-free, Theorem 19 ensures that H is either a path or a complex. Since
furthermore Reduction Rule A is not applicable, we have that H is an I-augmenting path.

We use the following special case of the result of Gerber et al., who showed that I-augmenting paths can
be computed in polynomial time in graphs with no induced skew stars.

Theorem 22 ([GHL06]). There is a polynomial-time algorithm that finds an I-augmenting path in G if it
exists.

We now have everything at hand to show how to resolve cycles of the symmetric difference in polynomial
time.

Lemma 23. Assume that G is prime, I-reduced and J-reduced, and that I and J are not maximum. Then
we can find in polynomial-time either a C-resolving sequence or a permanently blocked vertex of G.

Proof. There are two cases to consider. First, suppose that I is not maximal. Then there exists a vertex
u /∈ N [I]. Pick an arbitrary token on v in C. Since u is I-free, Theorem 14 ensures that we can find in
polynomial time either a locally blocked vertex or a sequence of slides from I to A := I − u+ v. In the later
case, we can first apply the sequence from I to A and then move the remaining tokens on C ∩ A to C ∩ J .
Let A′ denote the obtained independent set: since Reduction Rule A is not applicable with respect to I and
I !TS A′, we have that Reduction Rule A is not applicable with respect to A′. Furthermore, there exists
a vertex u′ ∈ C that is A′-free. We can therefore apply Theorem 14 to find in polynomial time either a
sequence of slides from A′ − u+ u′ from A′, thus resolving the cycle C, or a locally blocked vertex of G.

Now suppose that I is maximal, so by Lemma 21, there must exist a I-augmenting path. By Theorem
22, such a path v1, u1, . . . uk, vk can be found in polynomial time, where u1, . . . , uk denote the vertices of the
path that are in I. After sliding for 1 ≤ i < k in increasing order the token on ui to vi, the vertex vk has
no token in its neighborhood. Therefore, the previous case applies and we may then slide the token of the
chain back to their initial position

We now have everything we need to prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 24. Token Sliding in fork-free graphs admits a polynomial-time algorithm.

Proof. Let (G, I, J) be an instance of Token Sliding such that G is fork-free. We may assume that I
and J are not maximum, since otherwise Theorem 8 applies. This can be tested in polynomial time by the
algorithm given in [Ale04]. Otherwise, we invoke Theorem 13 and obtain in polynomial time an equivalent
instance (G′, I ′, J ′), such that G′ is fork-free and each connected component is prime (or (G′, I ′, J ′) is a
trivial No-instance).

Since (G′, I, J) is a Yes-instance if and only if (C, I∩V (C), J ∩V (C)) is a Yes-instance for each connected
component C of G′, we may assume that G′ is connected. By Lemma 20, the graph G′[I∆J ] is a collection
of disjoint paths, cycles and isolated vertices. If G′[I∆J ] contains a path P we return the sequence sliding
the tokens from I ∩ P to J ∩ P one by one. If G′[I∆J ] contains two isolated vertices u ∈ I and v ∈ J ,
Theorem 14 ensures that we can either find a sequence from I to I − u+ v or a permanently blocked vertex
polynomial time. If G′[I∆J ] contains a cycle C, by Lemma 23, we can either find a resolving sequence for
C or a permanently blocked vertex. If at any step we find a permanently blocked vertex, we can delete it
from G′ by Lemma 6 and restart the algorithm. Since furthermore the reduction rules A, B, D, E can be
applied exhaustively in polynomial time, the overall running time of the algorithm is polynomial.
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7 Conclusion

We showed Token Sliding and Token Jumping remain PSPACE-complete on H-free graphs, unless H
is a path, a claw, or a subdivision of the claw. Furthermore, we showed that Token Sliding admits a
polynomial-time algorithm on fork-free graphs. The overall goal is the same as for the nominal problem,
namely to obtain a complete classification of the complexity of ISR on H-free graphs. In this direction, an
interesting open question is whether Token Sliding admits a polynomial-time algorithm on fork-free graphs
if the independent sets are not maximum. There are two main reasons why our approach for Token Sliding

does not work for Token Jumping. First, we cannot assume that tokens stay in their respective modules,
so the modular decomposition seems less useful. Secondly, the irrelevant vertices for Token Sliding may
not be irrelevant for Token Jumping, for example, vertices that are adjacent to three tokens. This means
in particular that in order to resolve a cycle, it is not sufficient to consider augmenting chains, but it may
be necessary to deal with large complexes induced by the symmetric difference of the independent sets. A
second interesting question is whether ISR admits a polynomial-time algorithm on P5-free graphs. As a first
step, the case of maximum independent sets could be considered.
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