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On the joint embedding property for cographs and trees

Daniel Carter

Abstract

A family of graphs F is said to have the joint embedding property (JEP) if for every G1, G2 ∈ F ,
there is an H ∈ F that contains both G1 and G2 as induced subgraphs. If F is given by a finite
set S of forbidden induced subgraphs, it is known that determining if F has JEP is undecidable. We
prove that this problem is decidable if P4 ∈ S and generalize this result to families of rooted labeled
trees under topological containment, bounded treewidth families under the graph minor relation, and
bounded cliquewidth families under the induced subgraph relation.

1 Introduction

Graphs (including trees) in this paper are finite, and undirected graphs are simple. Suppose (F ,≤) is a
partially ordered set. Then F is said to have the joint embedding property (JEP) if for every X1, X2 ∈ F ,
there is a Y ∈ F with X1 ≤ Y and X2 ≤ Y . We say X is Y -free if Y 6≤ X , and for a set S ⊆ F , X is said to
be S-free if X is Y -free for all Y ∈ S. We write Forb≤(S) to denote the set of S-free X . Note that Forb≤(S)
is still a partially ordered set under ≤.

We consider the following computational problem:

Problem 1.1. Let (G,⊆) be the family of graphs partially ordered by the induced subgraph relation. Given
a finite set of graphs S, does Forb⊆(S) have JEP?

We say that X1, X2 ∈ F form an F-bad pair (or just “bad pair” if F is understood) if there is no Y ∈ F
that contains both X1 and X2. Obviously F has JEP if and only if there are no bad pairs.

In [2], it was shown that Problem 1.1 is undecidable. In contrast, we prove that this problem is decidable
if P4 ∈ S, where P4 is the path graph with four vertices. P4-free graphs are also known as cographs. The
question of the decidability of JEP for subclasses of cographs was raised by Lozin [11]. The crucial fact
used in the proof is that P4-free graphs are determined by their “cotree” structure, also known as modular
decomposition. In fact, we actually prove a much more general result about tree languages, which we now
describe.

From now on, unless specified otherwise, when we write “tree” we mean “finite, rooted, labeled, binary
tree”. Say that a tree T contains U topologically if U , including the choice of root, may be obtained from a
sequence of edge contractions and vertex/edge deletions in T , where the label of the new vertex representing
a contracted edge is the label of the parent (this is the usual notion of topological containment of rooted
labeled trees). Alternatively, we may ask for an injection φ : V (U) →֒ V (T ) such that the paths in T from
φ(u) to φ(v) are edge-disjoint for every edge uv ∈ E(U), contracting all such paths to edges and deleting
all vertices not on any of these paths results in U , and v is a descendent of u in U if and only if φ(v) is a
descendent of φ(u) in T .

Problem 1.2. Let (Tk,�) be the set of trees partially ordered by topological containment, where there are k
possible labels. Given a finite set of trees S, does Forb�(S) have JEP?

Our main theorem, proved in Section 2, is the following:

Theorem 1.3. Problem 1.2 is decidable. In fact, it is decidable to determine if (L,�) has JEP for any
regular language of trees L, if a tree automaton recognizing L is given as input.

This also includes, as an easy consequence, deciding JEP for regular languages of strings under the
relation a � b if a is a (not necessarily contiguous) substring of b, generalizing the main result of [1], which
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proved this result for string languages defined by (finitely many) forbidden strings, a special case of regular
languages of strings. We prove this result separately, also in Section 2, as a stepping stone to the full result.

Our main theorem has a number of corollaries, proved in Section 3. First, the restriction to binary trees
is not necessary:

Corollary 1.4. Let (T ′
k ,�) be the set of rooted, labeled, not necessarily binary trees partially ordered by

topological containment, where there are k possible labels. It is decidable to determine if Forb�(S) has JEP
for any finite set S ⊆ T ′

k .

Additionally, the main theorem may be applied to decide if a given subclass of cographs has JEP under
the induced subgraph relation:

Corollary 1.5. There is an algorithm to decide Problem 1.1 for S with P4 ∈ S.

We also show that it is decidable to determine if bounded treewidth families have JEP under the graph
minor relation:

Corollary 1.6. If (G,�) is the set of graphs under the minor relation, and S is a (finite) set of graphs such
that every graph in Forb�(S) has treewidth at most some constant k, then it is decidable to determine if
Forb�(S) has JEP.

The condition that Forb�(S) has bounded treewidth is equivalent to S containing a planar graph [13]. It
is also decidable to determine if bounded treewidth families have JEP under the induced subgraph relation,
and even more strongly:

Corollary 1.7. If S is a given finite set of graphs and k is a given integer, then it is decidable to determine
if the set of S-free graphs with cliquewidth at most k has JEP under the induced subgraph relation.

Note that P4-free graphs are precisely the graphs with cliquewidth at most 2 [6], so this also generalizes
Corollary 1.5.

The main theorem is proved by exhibiting upper bounds on the size of “minimal” bad pairs, then using
this information to construct a tree automaton that, roughly speaking, accepts a pair (T1, T2) if and only if
it is a bad pair. Standard techniques can then be used to determine if the set of bad pairs is empty or not.
Moreover, we immediately obtain a linear time algorithm to check if a given pair is bad or not, though the
hidden constants make this algorithm highly impractical.

The existence of this tree automaton shows that the set of bad pairs of a regular language of trees under
topological containment itself forms a regular tree language in some sense. This fact can actually easily
be proven by using the fact that trees are well-quasi-ordered (wqo) under topological containment, though
this does not give an explicit construction of an automaton recognizing the desired language, so it does not
actually prove Theorem 1.3. Nevertheless, this suggests that there may be a deeper relationship between wqo
families and the decidability of the joint-embedding property. We very tentatively conjecture the following:

Conjecture 1.8. Suppose that (F ,≤) is wqo and there are algorithms to decide some basic problems related
to ≤, e.g.:

1. “Is X ≤ Y ?”

2. “Given X, find the set of Z such that X ≤ Z and there is no Y with X ≤ Y ≤ Z except X and Z.”1

Then the following problem is decidable: “Given a finite set S ⊆ F , does Forb≤(S) have JEP?”

There may be some other subproblems that require algorithms besides the two listed in order for this
problem to be decidable. Theorem 1.3 shows that if (F ,≤) can be computably embedded in (Tk,�) for
some k, i.e. if there is a computable function φ : F → Tk such that x ≤ y if and only if φ(x) � φ(y), then
determining if Forb≤(S) has JEP is decidable. Thus, most “sufficiently simple” wqo families satisfy this
conjecture. A possible natural counterexample to any form of this conjecture is the set of graphs under the
minor relation, which cannot be embedded into Tk for any k (this is implied by results in [9]). We discuss
this conjecture, and others, in Section 4.

1Note that the set of such Z forms an antichain under ≤, and is therefore finite by wqo.
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2 JEP for tree languages

In this section we prove Theorem 1.3. We make heavy use of automata theory; in particular, the notions
of (deterministic, bottom-up) tree automata and regular tree languages, also known as recognizable tree
languages. We recommend referring to [3] for readers unfamiliar with these notions.

2.1 Explicitly and implicitly regular families

We distinguish between families of languages that are “explicitly” or “implicitly” regular: a family L of
languages (of trees or strings) is said to be explicitly regular if there is an algorithm that, given (a description
of) L ∈ L, constructs a finite automaton M that accepts precisely L; and F is implicitly regular if every
L ∈ L is known to be regular but there is not necessarily an algorithm that produces a finite automaton
recognizing L. These notions are actually different; for example:

Proposition 2.1. Let T be a Turing machine and LT the language {1n | T does not halt in time ≤ n}.
Then {LT }T is an implicitly regular family that is not explicitly regular.

Proof. For any Turing machine T , LT either has finitely many strings in the case T halts, or all strings of
the form 1n in the case T does not halt. In either case, LT is regular, so {LT }T is an implicitly regular
family.

If there was an algorithm that produced, for any Turing machine T , a finite automaton recognizing LT ,
then the halting problem would be decidable. Indeed, it is easy to determine if a given finite automaton
rejects some string of the form 1n, and T halts if and only if LT rejects some such string.

Note that determining if x ∈ LT actually is decidable for any string x: reject if x is not of the form
1n; otherwise, simulate T for n steps to determine if T halts in that time or not. We may also say, slightly
informally, that a particular language L is “explicitly regular” in the case there is an explicit construction
of a finite automaton M recognizing L.

We make use of the following standard or obvious results:

Proposition 2.2. The following facts hold:

1. The set of S-free trees is a regular tree language. In fact, {Forb�(S)}finite S⊆Tk
is an explicitly regular

family of tree languages.

2. Complements, unions, and intersections of finitely many (explicitly) regular tree languages are (explic-
itly) regular tree languages.

3. Consider regular tree languages over the alphabet Σ. Define X # Y , where X and Y are trees, to be
the tree over the alphabet Σ ⊔ {#} with root labeled # that has child subtrees X and Y . If L1, L2 are
(explicitly) regular tree languages over Σ, then L1 # L2 := {X # Y | X ∈ L1, Y ∈ L2} is (explicitly)
regular over Σ ⊔ {#}.

The key lemma, which is in fact stronger than Theorem 1.3, is the following, which we prove in the next
subsection:

Lemma 2.3. Suppose L is an explicitly regular family of tree languages. Define

BL := {X # Y | (X,Y ) is an L-bad pair}.

Then {BL}L∈L is an explicitly regular family.

This immediately implies Theorem 1.3, since it is decidable to determine if a given explicitly regular
family is empty (and BL is empty if and only if L has JEP).

In fact, we will prove something even slightly stronger. Say that (X,Y ) is an L-semibad pair if there is
no Z ∈ L with X,Y � Z (the difference between semibad and bad pairs is that X and Y need not be in L
for a semibad pair).
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Lemma 2.4. Suppose L is an explicitly regular family of tree languages. Define

B′
L := {X # Y | (X,Y ) is an L-semibad pair}.

Then {B′
L}L∈L is an explicitly regular family.

Proof that Lemma 2.4 implies Lemma 2.3. By Proposition 2.2, the languageB′
L∩(L#L) is explicitly regular

assuming B′
L and L are explicitly regular. This language is precisely BL.

We note that we may prove that these families are implicitly regular very easily using the fact that (Tk,�)
is wqo:

Proposition 2.5. For any L, B′
L is regular. In other words, {B′

L}L∈L is an implicitly regular family where
L is the set of all regular languages of trees in Tk.

Proof. Since Tk is wqo under � [10], the set L2 is wqo under �2 with (X1, Y1) �2 (X2, Y2) if X1 � Y1 and
X2 � Y2. Note that if (X1, Y1) is an L-semibad pair and (X1, Y1) �2 (X2, Y2), then (X2, Y2) is also semibad.
Therefore there are finitely many minimal (under �2) semibad pairs (X,Y ); let the set of such minimal
semibad pairs be RL. Then by Proposition 2.2, the following languages are regular:

1. The set LX,Y of trees of the form X ′ # Y ′ where (X,Y ) �2 (X ′, Y ′) and X ′, Y ′ ∈ L, given X,Y ∈ L.

2.
⋃

(X,Y )∈RL
LX,Y , using here the fact that RL is finite.

The latter language is precisely B′
L.

This argument seems like it is not all that useful for the purposes of proving Theorem 1.3. Indeed, the
proof uses essentially no information about L at all! We discuss wqo further in Section 4.

2.2 A more explicit construction

In this subsection we prove Lemma 2.4. First, we clarify the definition of a (deterministic) tree automaton
M . M contains the following data:

• a finite label set Λ,

• a finite state set Σ,

• a subset Σa ⊆ Σ of accepting states.

• two transition functions m0 : Λ → Σ and m2 : Λ× Σ2 → Σ. We may assume m2(x, y, z) = m2(x, z, y)
for all x, y, z, so the automaton has the same behavior on isomorphic trees.2

M works by defining, for each vertex u of T starting from the leaves,

σM (u) :=

{
m0(λu) if u is a leaf

m2(λu, σM (v1), σM (v2)) if u has children v1 and v2,

where λu is the label of vertex u; here T is assumed to be labeled with labels from Λ. Then M accepts T if
σM (r) ∈ Σa, where r is the root of T . We say M recognizes L if L is the set of trees that M accepts. We
write M(T ) to denote σM (r) when M is run on tree T with root r. Our definitions differ only superficially
from the definitions in [3] (when appropriately restricted to binary trees).

Before we prove Lemma 2.3, we will first prove the analogous result for regular languages of strings,
which demonstrates most of the main ideas. The general outline for both proofs is as follows:

2This assumption is not strictly necessary, but it saves us having to distinguish between “left” and “right” children. The
analogous result without this assumption can be obtained by replacing Λ with {L,R}×Λ and enforcing that each non-leaf has
one child with label of the form (L, λ) (the “left” child) and one child with label of the form (R, µ) (the “right” child); this
modified language is still (explicitly) regular.
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0. Build a special directed graph using an automaton recognizing L, and associate to each string/tree z
a “walk” Wz , of which there are finitely many possibilities.

1. Show that the set of walks Wx = {Wz | z � x and z ∈ L} gives enough information to determine if a
pair is semibad or not (i.e. whether or not (x, y) is semibad can be determined just from Wx and Wy).

2. Show that the set of possible Wx sets is computable.

3. Use this to find the set of minimal semibad pairs (as in the proof of Proposition 2.5), then construct
an automaton to recognize B′

L.

Lemma 2.6. Let (L,�) be a partially ordered set of strings, where L is an explicitly regular language and
a � b if a is a (not necessarily contiguous) substring of b. Then B′

L = {x# y | (x, y) is an L-semibad pair}
is explicitly regular.

Here, in “x# y”, # is a special symbol that does not appear in the alphabet underlying L. This implies
that determining if (L,�) has JEP is decidable if a deterministic finite automaton recognizing L is given.
This generalizes the main result of [1], which is that it is decidable to determine if Forb�(S) has JEP for any
finite set of strings S where � is the non-necessarily-contiguous substring relation. However, their algorithm
is extraordinarily more efficient than ours, as we discuss later.

For this proof and the next, we will need the concept of a line graph of a directed graph. If G is a
directed graph, the line graph of G, L(G), has vertices E(G) and a directed edge from uv to vw for each
uv, vw ∈ E(G) (here uv and vw are also directed edges, from u to v and from v to w, respectively). A loop
in G at vertex v should be read as “uv with u = v”, so the vertex in L(G) corresponding to this loop also
has a loop in L(G) (i.e. uv still has an edge to vw in the case u = v = w). A useful property is that if C is
a strongly connected component (scc) of G, then the edges between vertices in C forms an scc in L(G). If
an edge uv ∈ E(G) is labeled, the corresponding vertex in L(G) gets the same label.

Proof of Lemma 2.6. Let M be a deterministic finite (string) automaton recognizing L. We may view M
as an edge-labeled directed graph in the obvious way, where the vertices are states of M and edges are
transitions labeled by the appropriate element of Λ, the underlying alphabet. Let C1, . . . , Ck be the scc’s
of L(M). The quotient L(M)/{C1, . . . , Ck} is a directed acyclic graph D after loops are removed. Call a
vertex Ci of D loopy if it has a loop in the quotient L(M)/{C1, . . . , Ck} and non-loopy otherwise; loopy
vertices correspond to scc’s of L(M) that either have a loop or have at least two vertices. Call Ci initial if
some out-edge of the start state of M appears in Ci and accepting if some in-edge of an accepting state of
M appears in Ci.

Let W be the set of directed walks in D starting from an initial vertex. Obviously W is finite and
computable. For any string z let Wz be the walk in D corresponding to the sequence of scc’s that M hits
when run on input z. Note that every element of W is equal to Wz for some string z. Let Wx = {Wz | x �
z and z ∈ L}.

Claim 1. For any x, y, there is a z ∈ L with x, y � z if and only if Wx ∩Wy 6= ∅.

If x, y � z then Wz ∈ Wx∩Wy by definition. On the other hand, if Wx∩Wy is nonempty, say containing
walk W = Ci1 . . . Ciκ , then let z be the following string. If Ciα is loopy, let cα be a walk in Ciα ⊆ L(M)
that contains every vertex of Ciα at least n times, where n = max{|x|, |y|}. If Ciα is not loopy, then let cα
be the one-vertex walk consisting of the single vertex inside Ciα . This walk should be chosen to start at an
out-neighbor of Ciα−1

(if α > 1) and end at an in-neighbor of Ciα+1
(if α < κ), so that the concatenation

c1 · · · cκ represents a walk in L(M). Additionally, c1 should start at an out-edge (in M) of the start state of
M and cκ should end at an in-edge of an accepting state of M . The latter restriction is possible to fulfill by
the assumption that W ∈ Wx, so Ciκ is accepting.

Then z is formed by reading off the labels of the vertices hit by c1 · · · cκ, so that M run on z uses precisely
the transitions dictated by c1 · · · cκ. It is easy to see by induction on n and κ that w � z for every string w
with |w| ≤ n and W ∈ Ww; in particular, z contains x and y. ⊳

Therefore for the purposes of finding minimal L-semibad pairs, it suffices to consider only the smallest
possible string x with a particular Wx. Not all subsets of W are necessarily realized as Wx for some x, but
any Wx is realized by a bounded-size string:
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Claim 2. Consider Wx for arbitrary x. There is an x∗ with |x∗| ≤ 2|W| and Wx = Wx∗ .

Suppose that |x| > 2|W|. We will find a smaller x′ with Wx′ = Wx. Define a deterministic automaton N
as follows:

• The alphabet of N is the same as M ; call it Λ.

• The states of N are 2W .

• The start state of N is the set containing all one-vertex walks Ci where Ci is initial.

• For each S ⊆ W and λ ∈ Λ, there is a transition from S to S′ labeled λ where

S′ = {W | there is a W ′ ∈ S such that W has prefix W ′ and

the last vertex Ci of W contains some vertex labeled λ}.

The accepting states of N are irrelevant for our discussion. Then it is not difficult to see by induction on |x|
that Wx is precisely the set of walks W in W such that a prefix of W is in N(x) (the state N is left in after
reading x) and the last scc Ciκ in W is accepting.

We have that N has 2|W| states, so by our assumption on the length of x, there are β1 < β2 such that
the β1st and β2nd states hit by N running on input x are the same. Define x′ to be the string obtained from
x by deleting symbols β1 + 1 through β2. We have N(x′) = N(x) so Wx′ = Wx by the previous discussion,
proving the claim. ⊳

Therefore for any minimal L-semibad pair (x, y), both x and y have length at most 2|W|. The above
proof also gives a method to compute Wx for arbitrary x: run the automaton N on input x and check which
walks W ∈ N(x) are possible prefixes of walks that end in an accepting Ciκ . This allows us to compute the
set of minimal L-semibad pairs RL, which is sufficient to construct an automaton to recognize B′

L. Indeed,
B′

L is simply

(Λ∗ #Λ∗) ∩
⋂

(x,y)∈RL

Lx # Ly

where L has alphabet Λ and Lw is the set of strings z with w � z, which is explicitly regular (here Λ∗ is the
Kleene star of Λ, the set of finite strings with alphabet Λ).

Note that |W| is not more than exponentially large in the number of transitions ofM , and if L = Forb�(S)
for some S, then the number of states in the smallest M recognizing L is not more than exponential in
n =

∑
f∈S |f |, so the upper bound we obtain on the size of the smallest L-semibad pair is triply exponential

in n. Then there are at most quadruply exponentially many minimal L-semibad pairs, so smallest automaton
recognizing B′

L (and BL) is not more than quintuply exponential in n. The algorithm in [1], on the other
hand, runs in time O(|S|n2).

Now we proceed with the proof for tree languages. This proof follows the same general structure as the
proof for string languages, but is rather more complicated, particularly the proof of the analogous claim to
Claim 1.

Proof of Lemma 2.4. Let M = (Λ,Σ,Σa,m0,m2) be a deterministic tree automaton recognizing L. We may
assume that all states of M are reachable, i.e. for each s ∈ Σ there is a tree T such that M(T ) = s. The key
for this proof is to find the right notion of “strongly connected component” for tree automata, noting that
tree automata are not naturally directed graphs. Define M̂ to be the partially labeled directed graph where:

• The vertices are Σ× Λ ⊔ Σ2. Call the vertices in Σ× Λ tree-like and those in Σ2 forest-like.

• There is a directed edge labeled λ from forest-like (s1, s2) to tree-like (t, λ) when f(λ, s1, s2) = t, and
unlabeled directed edge from tree-like (t, λ) to forest-like (t, s) and (s, t). Call edges of the first type
gluing edges and edges of the second type union edges.
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Note that M̂ is bipartite in the sense that there are no edges between two tree-like vertices or two forest-like
vertices. The vertices of L(M̂) are called gluing or union if they correspond to gluing or union edges in M̂ ,

respectively. L(M̂) is also bipartite: there are no edges (in L(M̂)) between two gluing vertices or two union
vertices.

Say that a vertex of L(M̂) is post-initial if it is a union vertex that corresponds to an out-edge from

tree-like (t, λ) ∈ V (M̂) with m0(λ) = t. Let J be the following graph. Delete from L(M̂) any vertex not
reachable from post-initial vertices. Then add one vertex with label λ for each λ ∈ Λ, with an out-edge from
this vertex ℓ to each union vertex uv whose corresponding edge in M̂ is an in-edge of forest-like (m0(λ), t)
or (t,m0(λ)) for some t ∈ Σ (i.e. v = (m0(λ), t) or (t,m0(λ))). These vertices ℓ of J are called initial.
The out-neighbors of initial vertices of J are precisely the post-initial vertices, and initial vertices have no
in-neighbors. It is the scc’s of J that will be relevant to us.

The next modification compared to the proof of Lemma 2.6 is that we must consider “tree walks” instead
of conventional walks. Let D be the quotient of J by its scc’s C1, . . . , Ck, excluding loops; D is a directed
acyclic graph. Say that a vertex of D is initial if some vertex in the corresponding scc is initial; note initial
vertices of D correspond to scc’s consisting of a single initial vertex of J . As before, a vertex of D is called
loopy if its corresponding scc of J contains a closed walk and non-loopy otherwise. Call a vertex of D gluing
if the corresponding scc contains a gluing vertex of J and union if it contains a union vertex of J . Vertices
of D may be both gluing and union if they contain both gluing and union vertices; in fact, all loopy vertices
are both gluing and union.

Then a tree walk on D is a rooted, labeled, not necessarily binary tree W labeled with labels from V (D)
where:

• All leaves of W are initial.

• All other vertices of W are gluing.

• If v is a child of u, with labels Cv and Cu respectively, then either there is an edge from Cv to Cu in
D or there is non-loopy union vertex C such that there is an edge from Cv to C and from C to Cu.

• For all v, no two child subtrees of v are (labeled-)isomorphic.

Let W be the set of tree walks of D. This is finite and computable. This is not completely trivial,
but it follows by a simple inductive argument on the height (length of the longest directed path) of D; in
particular, inductively, a given vertex only has finitely many possible subtrees, since all subtrees use only
vertices strictly closer to the initial vertices in D. The bound on |W| obtained by this ends up being a power
tower whose height depends on the height of D.

We define three trees GZ , ŴZ , and WZ , for Z a tree, as follows. To each u ∈ V (Z), if u has children
v1, v2, let gu be the gluing vertex corresponding to the gluing edge (σM (v1), σM (v2)) → (σM (v1), λu), where
λu is the label of u in Z. If u is a leaf, then gu is instead the initial vertex of D containing the initial vertex
of J with label λu. Let GZ be the labeled graph formed by replacing, for each u ∈ V (Z), the label of u
with gu. Let Cu be the vertex of D that corresponds to the scc containing gu. Notice that the subgraph of
Z spanned by vertices v with Cv = C is connected (or empty) for each C ∈ V (D). Let ŴZ be the labeled
directed (not necessarily binary) tree obtained from Z by contracting each such subgraph to a single vertex,

labeling it with the corresponding vertex from D (i.e. scc of M̂). This is not yet a tree walk since there may
be a vertex with two isomorphic subtrees. Let WZ be the tree walk obtained by repeatedly deleting any
duplicate subtrees in ŴZ until none remain. This deletion process results in the same tree walk regardless
of the order of the deletions.

Note that it is not the case that every tree walk is the tree walk of some Z. This differs from the case
for string languages and will require another step at the end of this proof, Claim 3’.

Let WX be the set {WZ | Z ∈ L,X � Z}. We claim, as in the case of string languages:

Claim 1’. For any X,Y , there is a Z ∈ L with X,Y � Z if and only if WX ∩WY 6= ∅.

For the forward direction, if X,Y � Z ∈ L then WZ ∈ WX ∩ WY . For the reverse direction, suppose
that W ∈ WX ∩ WY . We will find a tree in L that contains both X and Y topologically. First, we will
define a tree T = fn,n(W ) such that T contains all trees U that have at most n vertices with W ∈ WU .
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The meaning of the second “n” in fn,n(W ) will be explained later. It will not be the case in general that
WT = W ; instead, only W � WT holds, but this will not be an issue. Taking n = max{|V (X)|, |V (Y )|} will
prove the claim aside from the fact that T might not be in L, which requires an easy modification at the
end.

For each gluing a, b ∈ C, when C ∈ V (D) is loopy, let Ta,b be a Λ-labeled tree with root r and some
vertex va,b such that the labels of r and va,b in GTa,b

are b and a, respectively. We call these trees transformer
trees. Additionally, for each gluing or initial vertex a, let Ta be a tree with root r so that r is labeled a
in GTa

. We call these trees base trees. The tree fn,n(W ) will ultimately be formed by “gluing together” a
bunch of base trees, using transformer trees to modify which gluing vertices get used.

Suppose C is loopy, T has the root of GT labeled a ∈ C, and b is a given vertex in C. Then the tree T ′

formed by replacing the subtree of Ta,b rooted at va,b with T is called the b-transformation of T ; it has the
property that the root of GT ′ is labeled b.

Now let us define fn,m(W ) inductively in n,m and the depth of W , assuming that W = WZ for some Z:

• Case 1: Any n; any m; W has one vertex u. Then u’s label C = {a} is initial in D, where a is initial
in J . Then fn,m(W ) is defined to be the base tree Ta.

• Case 2: Any n; m = 0; W has root u with children v1, . . . , vk. Let C1, . . . , Ck be the labels of the
children of u and W1, . . . ,Wk the subtrees rooted at the children of u.

– Case 2a: u’s label C = {c} is not loopy. Then by the assumption that W = WZ is a tree walk, it
must be that u has exactly two children (i.e. k = 2), and for i = 1, 2 there is some gluing or initial
bi ∈ Ci so that there is some union vertex b′ and an edge from bi to b′i and b′i to c in J . If Ci is
loopy, let Ti be the bi-transformation of fn,n(Wi); otherwise, let Ti = fn,n(Wi). Let c correspond
to the gluing edge (s1, s2) → (t, λ). Then fn,0(W ) is the tree given by a root of label λ with child
subtrees T1 and T2.

– Case 2b: C is loopy. Let c1, . . . , cℓ be the gluing vertices in C. For 1 ≤ α ≤ ℓ; 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k; and
gluing vertices bβ ∈ Ci and bγ ∈ Cj :

∗ If there is a union vertex b′ such that there is an edge from bβ to b′, from bγ to b′, and from
b′ to cα with label λ, then let Tα,i,j,β,γ be the tree formed by a vertex with label λ and child
subtrees given by the bβ-transformation of fn,n(Wi) and bγ-transformation of fn,n(Wj).

∗ Otherwise let Tα,i,j,β,γ be the empty graph.

Let U be the disjoint union of all of the Tα,i,j,β,γ. Suppose U has multiple connected components
T1 and T2. Let b1, b2, b ∈ C, t1, t2 ∈ Σ, and λ1, λ2, λ ∈ Λ be such that for p = 1, 2, bp is a gluing
edge to tree-like (tp, λp), and b is a gluing edge from (t1, t2) labeled λ. Then in U , replace Tp

with the bp-transformation T ′
p, then add a vertex x with label λ and make T ′

1 and T ′
2 be x’s child

subtrees. (In other words, take appropriate transformations of T1 and T2 so that they may be
made subtrees of a new vertex x while remaining in the component C.) Repeat this process for as
long as U has multiple connected components. After all connected components of U are combined
in this manner, the resulting tree is fn,0(W ).

• Case 3: Any n; m > 0; W has root u with children v1, . . . , vk. Let C1, . . . , Ck and W1, . . . ,Wk be as
before.

– Case 3a: u’s label C is not loopy. Then fn,m(W ) is just fn,0(W ).

– Case 3b: C is loopy. Let c1, . . . , cℓ be the gluing vertices in C. For 1 ≤ α, β ≤ ℓ; 1 ≤ i ≤ k; and
gluing vertex bγ ∈ Ci:

∗ If there is a union vertex b′ such that there is an edge from cβ to b′, from bγ to b′, and from
b′ to cα with label λ, then let Tα,β,i,γ be the tree formed by a vertex with label λ and child
subtrees given by the cβ-transformation of fn,m−1(W ) and the bγ-transformation of fn,n(Wi).

∗ Otherwise, Tα,β,i,γ is the empty graph.

Additionally, for 1 ≤ α, β, γ ≤ ℓ:
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∗ If there is a union vertex b′ such that there is an edge from cβ to b′, from cγ to b′, and b′ to
cα with label λ, then let Tα,β,γ be the tree formed by a vertex with label λ and child subtrees
given by the cβ-transformation of fn,m−1(W ) and the cγ-transformation of fn,m−1(W ).

∗ Otherwise, Tα,β,γ is the empty graph.

Let U be the disjoint union of all the Tα,β,i,γ , all the Tα,β,γ, and fn,0(W ). Connect the trees
together as was done at the end of case 2b. The resulting tree is fn,m(W ).

Say that T m-contains U if it contains U in a way such that at most m vertices of U are found in the
subtree of T that gets contracted to the root of WT . Note that U � T if and only if T n-contains U where
n = |V (U)|. We will verify by induction on n, m, and W that fn,m(W ) contains all trees U with at most
n vertices with the property that there is a T ′ that m-contains U with WT ′ = W ∈ WU . The base case
corresponds to case 1 above, and there are four cases for the inductive step, corresponding to cases 2a, 2b,
3a, and 3b above. To reduce monotony, we will just prove the base case and fourth inductive step case,
which is the most complicated; all of the other inductive step cases follow similar logic.

Base case: If W has one vertex C, then since W = WZ , that vertex is initial. Initial vertices are never
loopy, so the scc C has just one vertex of J , say a. Then the only tree T ′ with WT ′ = W is the base tree
Ta, which actually must be just a single vertex with label equal to the label of a in J . Therefore fn,m(W )
has the desired property (for any n and m).

Inductive step: Suppose that T ′ is a tree that m-contains U with WT ′ = W ∈ WU , and W has more
than one vertex. We need to prove that fn,m(W ) contains U . Let λ be the label of the root of U . Let x
be the root of W ; C be the label of x; C1, . . . , Ck be the labels of the children of x; and W1, . . . ,Wk be the
subtrees rooted at the children of x, as before.

Cases 1-3: Omitted; they are all fairly similar to case 4 below. Case 1 is when m = 0 and C is not loopy,
case 2 is when m = 0 and C is loopy, and case 3 is when m > 0 and C is not loopy.

Case 4: m > 0 and C is loopy. There are several subcases to consider:

• Subcase 4a: T ′ actually 0-contains U . Then by inductive hypothesis, fn,0(W ) contains U , and by
construction, fn,m(W ) contains fn,0(W ) so it also contains U .

• Subcase 4b: T ′ m-contains U but does not 0-contain U . In such an m-containment, let T1 and T2 be
the subtrees of T ′ that contain U ’s root’s children’s subtrees U1 and U2, respectively, chosen so that
the roots of U1 and U2 get mapped to the roots of T1 and T2. Note that T1 and T2 are not necessarily
distinct; they may both be all of T ′, for instance. There are now several subsubcases to consider:

– Subsubcase 4b(i): T1 and T2 are both proper subtrees of T ′. Then let t1 and t2 be the roots
of T1 and T2, respectively. By the assumption that T ′ does not 0-contain U , the last common
ancestor of t1 and t2 in T ′ is the root t of T ′. Let s1 and s2 be the children of t so that s1 is
an ancestor of (or equal to) t1 and s2 is an ancestor of (or equal to) t2. Consider now the scc’s
C′

1 and C′
2 containing gs1 and gs2 , respectively. These are equal to Ci and Cj for some i and j.

Then Tα,i,j,β,γ (part of the construction in case 2b) is nonempty and has root labeled λ for some
α, β, γ, so fn,0(W ) contains U , so fn,m(W ) contains U .

– Subsubcase 4b(ii): T1 = T ′ and T2 is a proper subtree of T ′. Then T1 (m− 1)-contains U1. Let s2
be the child of the root of T ′ such that t2 is a descendent of s2, and let C′

2 be the scc containing
gs2 , as before. Then C′

2 = Ci for some i, so Tα,β,i,γ is nonempty and has root labeled λ for some
α, β, γ. Then this tree, which is a subtree of fn,m(W ), contains U , since fn,m−1(W ) contains U1

and fn,n(Wi) contains U2 by inductive hypothesis.

– Subsubcase 4b(iii): T1 is a proper subtree of T ′ and T2 = T ′. This is the same as the previous
bullet point but with the roles of T1 and T2 swapped.

– Subsubcase 4b(iv): T1 = T2 = T ′. Then T1 (m − 1)-contains U1 and T2 (m − 2)-contains U2.
We have that Tα,β,γ is nonempty and has root labeled λ for some α, β, γ. Then this tree, which
is a subtree of fn,m(W ), contains U , since fn,m−1(W ) contains both U1 and U2 by inductive
hypothesis.

This completes the induction, so we have that fn,n(W ) contains all U with W ∈ WU and at most
n vertices, as desired. By construction, the root of Wfn,n(W ) has the same label as the root of W . By
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assumption that W ∈ WX , we have W = WZ for some Z ∈ L, so this label C has an accepting gluing vertex
a. If C is not loopy then C = {a}, so take Z = fn,n(W ); otherwise, take Z to be the a-transformation
of fn,n(W ). In either case we have Z ∈ L and Z contains both X and Y if n = max{|V (X)|, |V (Y )|},
completing the proof of the claim. ⊳

Claim 2’. Consider WX for arbitrary X. There is an X∗ with |V (X∗)| ≤ 22
|W|

and WX = WX∗.

Suppose that |V (X)| > 22
|W|

. We will find a smaller X ′ with WX′ = WX . First, say a tree walk W ′ is
a prefix of a tree walk W if it is a contiguous subtree of W and the leaves of W ′ are leaves of W . Define a
deterministic tree automaton N as follows:

• The alphabet of N is the same as M , i.e. Λ.

• The states of N are 2W .

• The function “m0” for N , which we will call n0 to avoid confusion with the m0 function associated
with M , is given by sending each λ ∈ Σ to {Cλ} where Cλ indicates the tree walk of one vertex where
that vertex is labeled according to the scc of J containing the initial vertex associated to λ.

• The function “m2” for N , which we will call n2 instead, is given by

n2(λ, S1, S2) = {W | there are W1 ∈ S1,W2 ∈ S2 such that W has prefixes W1,W2 and

W has root labeled Ci and some gluing vertex b ∈ Ci has label λ}.

The accepting states of N are irrelevant for our purposes. Then it is the case that W ∈ WX if and only if
all of the following are true:

• a prefix of W is in N(X),

• the scc corresponding to the root of W is accepting,

• there is some Z with W = WZ .

This may be proven easily by induction on |V (X)|; we omit the details. Note that the third condition did
not appear in the proof for string languages because all walks in that proof were realized by some string z.

The tree X is so large that it has depth greater than 2|W|, so it has vertices u1, u2 with u2 a descendent
of u1 and σN (u1) = σN (u2). Then take X ′ to be the (smaller) tree obtained from X by replacing the subtree
at u1 with the subtree at u2. We have N(X) = N(X ′) so WX = WX′ . ⊳

Claim 3’. For any Z, there is a Z∗ with |V (Z∗)| ≤ 2|W|·|Σ|·|Λ| and WZ = WZ∗ .

Suppose that |V (Z)| > 2|W|·|Σ|·|Λ|. Then Z has depth greater than |W| · |Σ| · |Λ|, so it has two vertices u
and v so that:

• v is a descendent of u,

• σM (v) = σM (u),

• u and v have the same label, and

• WZu
= WZv

where Zx is the subtree rooted at x.

Then replacing the subtree rooted at u with the subtree rooted at v gives a smaller tree Z ′ with WZ′ =
WZ . ⊳

Claim 2’ implies that in any minimal L-semibad pair (X,Y ), both X and Y have at most 22
|W|

vertices
(in fact, we have proved that they have depth at most 2|W|). The proof of Claim 2’, along with Claim 3’,
also gives us a way to compute WX for any tree X : WX is the set of tree walks W with a prefix in N(X) and
accepting root label such that W = WZ for some Z. Then we can compute the set of minimal L-semibad
pairs RL, which allows us to construct an automaton to recognize B′

L since B′
L is equal to

(Tk # Tk) ∩
⋂

X,Y ∈RL

LX # LY

where LT is the set of strings Z with T � Z, which is explicitly regular.
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The upper bounds obtained from this proof are much larger than the bounds we obtained for string
languages. Indeed, |W| is bounded by a power tower whose height is a function of the number of states in
M , so the size of minimal (semi)bad pairs and the size of the smallest automaton recognizing BL is only
upper bounded by a power tower-type expression.

As an immediate consequence of this result:

Corollary 2.7. Fix an explicitly regular tree language L. There is a linear time algorithm to determine if
a given pair (X,Y ) is L-(semi)bad or not.

Proof. Construct the tree automaton M ′ recognizing BL (for bad pairs) or B′
L (for semibad pairs). Then

run M ′ on input X # Y , which takes O(|V (X)|+ |V (Y )|) time.

Of course, the hidden constant of this algorithm is phenomenally large, so this is not actually a practical
algorithm for recognizing (semi)bad pairs.

3 Applications

3.1 General trees

It is not too difficult to extend the proof of Theorem 1.3 (or Lemma 2.4) to work for sets of trees with any
bounded arity, not just binary trees. However, this argument does not immediately extend to general trees,
with unbounded arity, since the definition of (finite) tree automata does not immediately extend to this case.
We can still recover this result, which was Corollary 1.4 in the introduction, with a simple trick:

Proof of Corollary 1.4. To each general tree with k possible labels, associate a binary tree with k + 1 labels
as follows. Call the extra label ↑. Replace each vertex u with x children v1, . . . , vx with a chain u1, . . . , ux−1

so that the children of ui are ui+1 and vi for i < x− 1 and vx−1 and vx for i = x− 1. The label of u1 is the
label of u and the labels for all of the other ui are ↑. Note that this binary tree is not unique; it depends
on the order chosen for the children of each vertex. Nevertheless, it is the case that the language of binary
trees corresponding to S-free general trees is explicitly regular for any finite S, though we omit a detailed
construction. The result then follows from Lemma 2.3.

Various extensions to this corollary are possible by modifying the tree language constructed in the proof.
Of particular interest, we can consider general trees whose leaf labels are restricted to a subset of the possible
labels; this will be used in the proof of Corollary 1.5 below.

3.2 Cographs

A classic result is that any P4-free graph (aka cograph) aside from the empty graph is uniquely associated
to a cotree, which is a general tree with three kinds of labels called ⊔, ∨, and K1. Leaves are labeled K1,
non-leaves are labeled either ⊔ or ∨, and no two adjacent vertices have the same label. Associate to each
vertex of the tree a cograph according to the vertex label and the cographs associated to the children: leaves
K1 are associated to the graph K1, vertices labeled ⊔ are associated to the disjoint union of the graphs
associated to their child subtrees, and vertices labeled ∨ are associated to the “join” of their child subtrees.
The join of graphs G1, . . . , Gn is the graph obtained from

⊔
Gi by adding every possible edge between Gi

and Gj for i 6= j.
It is the case that if G1 and G2 are cographs and T1 and T2 are the cotrees associated to G1 and G2,

respectively, then G1 ⊆ G2 if and only if T1 � T2 [8]. Now a proof of Corollary 1.5 may be obtained by the
same idea as the proof of Corollary 1.4 but modifying the tree language so that the only allowed leaf label is
K1, no non-leaf is labeled K1, and no two adjacent vertices have the same label (all of these modifications
still result in an explicitly regular tree language).

11



3.3 Bounded treewidth families

Let (T,X) be a tree decomposition of G, i.e.

• T is a tree and X : V (T ) → 2V (G) is a function.

• For all v ∈ V (G), there is a t ∈ V (T ) with v ∈ X(t).

• For all uv ∈ E(G), there is a t ∈ V (T ) with u, v ∈ X(t).

• For all v ∈ V (G), X−1(v) is a connected subgraph of T .

The sets X(t) for t ∈ V (T ) are called bags of the tree decomposition. We may further assume, by duplicating
certain vertices of T , that T is a binary tree. We say that a family F has bounded treewidth if every
graph G ∈ F admits a tree decomposition (T,X) with max{|X(t)|} ≤ c, c a constant. In this case, tree
decompositions may be viewed as vertex- and edge-labeled rooted binary trees, with the possible vertex
labels being the graphs on ≤ c vertices (not up to isomorphism, i.e. these graphs are labeled with labels
1, . . . , c) and the possible edge labels being the set of bipartite graphs on ≤ c + c vertices (again, not up
to isomorphism; the edge labels are used to match vertices in adjacent bags that correspond to the same
vertex in G). By subdividing edges and adding dummy leaves, and choosing an arbitrary non-leaf as the
root, we may then associate to a tree decomposition a vertex-labeled rooted binary tree, i.e. what we have
been calling a “tree” in this paper.

It is the case that the set of trees associated to (bounded width, binary) tree decompositions of S-minor-
free graphs is explicitly regular, though we omit a detailed construction. This fact may also be seen by
appealing to the tree automaton construction of Courcelle [4], since containing a given graph as a minor
is an MSO2 property. Here we must use the assumption that Forb�(S) has bounded treewidth so that
the S-minor-free graphs uniformly admit such tree decompositions. Then Corollary 1.6 follows by using
Lemma 2.3 to determine if there are any tree decompositions that correspond to Forb�(S)-bad pairs.

3.4 Bounded cliquewidth families

Recall that the cliquewidth of a graph G is the fewest number of labels needed to construct G by the following
operations:

1. Introduction of a vertex with a given label i.

2. Disjoint union.

3. Adding an edge between every vertex of label i and label j, for chosen i 6= j.

4. Changing all labels i to j.

Similarly to cotrees and tree decompositions, graphs of bounded cliquewidth admit a description by a parse
tree structure. Here the leaves have k possible labels and correspond to the first kind of operation, and
nonleaves have the following possible labels:

• ⊔, corresponding to operation (2) above;

• ∨i,j , corresponding to operation (3) above; and

• i → j, corresponding to operation (4) above.

It is the case that the set of parse trees of S-free graphs with cliquewidth at most k is an explicitly regular
language for any finite set of graphs S, though once again we omit a detailed construction. As in the case of
bounded treewidth families, this may immediately be seen by appealing to Courcelle’s theorem for bounded
cliquewidth, using the fact that containing a given graph as an induced subgraph is MSO1 [5]. Corollary 1.7
then follows from Lemma 2.3.

Note that bounded treewidth families also have bounded cliquewidth, so this implies that it is also
decidable to determine if a bounded treewidth family has JEP under the induced subgraph relation.
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4 Further discussion

If (F ,≤) is wqo, then by a similar argument to the one used in proof of Proposition 2.5, there are only ever
finitely many minimal (under ≤) F -bad pairs. One might hope to use more precise information about the
ordering to get a computable upper bound on the size any such bad pair. Of course, F might not have any
reasonable natural notion of “size”. For instance, infinite trees are still wqo under topological containment
[12]. In this case, however, Turing machines cannot even read the relevant input in finite time, so it is clear
that this case must be excluded somehow if we wish to generalize the results in this paper to other wqo
families.

If (F ,≤) is wqo and there was a suitable way to define automata on members of F , then the proof idea
of Proposition 2.5 would likely generalize to show that the set of L-bad pairs is (implicitly) “regular” for
any “regular F -language” L. To be more precise, the properties required for a notion of regularity to work
in this sense are:

1. The set Forb≤(S) is regular for all S.

2. Regularity is closed under union, intersection, and complement.

3. It is decidable to determine if a given regular language is empty or not.

4. (F2,≤2) also has a similar generalization of “regular”, where (X1, Y1) ≤2 (X2, Y2) if X1 ≤ X2 and
Y1 ≤ Y2.

In property (3), the meaning of word “given” is related to the difference between implicitly and explicitly
regular language families; in the case of regular string languages for example, the information that should
be provided is a finite automaton recognizing the language in question (though one could also provide a
regular expression or set of production rules and the problem remains decidable). Property (4) is really just
stating that there should be an analogue of the # operation. Tree automata have all of these properties in
the case (F ,≤) = (Tk,�). On the other hand, the author is not aware of any such notion of automaton
when (F ,≤) = (G,�), the set of graphs ordered by the minor relation.

Another possible idea for proving Lemma 2.4(or 2.3), which we did not pursue, is to “inline” a proof of
Kruskal’s theorem in order to find an explicit (computable) bound on the size of a minimal bad pair. If this
idea works, then one could hope more generally to turn a proof that (F ,≤) is wqo into a proof that it is
decidable to determine if Forb≤(S) has JEP. One reason to be skeptical that this approach wouldwork is
that the bounds we obtain in the proof of Lemma 2.4 seem to be of a different shape than sorts of functions
obtained by exploiting the fact that trees are wqo under topological containment, e.g. Friedman’s tree and
TREE functions.

Due to these challenges, we have extremely low confidence in Conjecture 1.8 as stated. We are really
asking if there are mild assumptions on a wqo set that make JEP decidable.

On the other hand, we suspect Corollary 1.5 is sharp in the following sense:

Conjecture 4.1. Let H be a graph. Then Problem 1.1 is decidable for all finite S with H ∈ S if and only
if H ⊆ P4.

This paper proved the “if” direction. Note as well that H ⊆ P4 if and only if Forb⊆(H) is wqo under ⊆.
We also conjecture the following, which is weaker than Conjecture 1.8:

Conjecture 4.2. Let S′ be a finite set of graphs. Then Problem 1.1 is decidable for all finite S with S′ ⊆ S
if Forb⊆(S

′) is wqo by ⊆.

Note that the converse to this statement is false, as we now describe. Recall that it is decidable to
determine if bounded treewidth families have JEP under the induced subgraph relation. Let S′ be the set
of graphs on four vertices where at least one vertex has degree three. Then Forb⊆(S

′) is precisely the set
of graphs with maximum degree at most 2, i.e. disjoint unions of paths and cycles. This class has bounded
treewidth, so it is decidable to determine if Forb⊆(S) has JEP for any finite S containing S′.3 On the other
hand, Forb⊆(S

′) is not wqo by ⊆ because cycles form an infinite antichain.
In [7], it was conjectured that if Forb⊆(S

′) is wqo by ⊆, where S′ is finite, then this family also has
bounded cliquewidth. This conjecture implies Conjecture 4.2 as a consequence of Corollary 1.7.

3It is also easy to see this without considering treewidth, since in all cases the S-free graphs admit a fairly simple description.
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