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Abstract

In 1968, Gallai conjectured that the edges of any connected graph with n vertices can

be partitioned into ⌈n2 ⌉ paths. We show that this conjecture is true for every planar graph.

More precisely, we show that every connected planar graph exceptK3 andK
−
5 (K5 minus

one edge) can be decomposed into ⌊n2 ⌋ paths.

1 Introduction

Given a finite undirected connected graphG, a k-path decomposition of G is a partition of the
edges of G into k paths. In 1968, Gallai stated this simple but surprising conjecture [1]: every
graph on n vertices admits a ⌈n

2
⌉-path decomposition. Gallai’s conjecture is still unsolved as

of today, and has only been confirmed on very specific graph classes: graphs in which each
vertex has degree 2 or 4 [2], graphswhose vertices of even degree induce a forest [3], graphs for
which each block of the subgraph induced by the vertices of even degree is triangle-free with
maximum degree at most 3 [4, 5], series-parallel graphs [6], or planar 3-trees [7]. Bonamy and
Perrett confirmed the conjecture on graphs with maximum degree at most 5 [8], and Chu, Fan
and Liu for graphs of maximumdegree 6, under the condition that the vertices of degree 6 form
an independent set [9]. Recently, Botler, Jiménez and Sambinelli proved that the conjecture is
true in the case of triangle-free planar graphs [10].

We confirm the conjecture for the whole class of planar graphs.

Theorem 1.1. Every connected planar graph on n vertices can be decomposed into ⌈n
2
⌉ paths.

Our result is actually a little more precise. An odd semi-clique is a graph obtained from a
clique on 2k + 1 vertices by deleting at most k − 1 edges. In 2016, Bonamy and Perrett asked
the following question [8, Question 1.1]: does every connected graph on n vertices that is not
an odd semi-clique admit a ⌊n

2
⌋-path decomposition? In other words, is it possible to save one

path in the decomposition when n is odd?
We answer this question positively for planar graphs. Only two odd semi-cliques are pla-

nar: the triangle K3 and K5 minus one edge, which we denote by K−
5 (see Figure 1). We can

therefore state our result as follows:

Theorem 1.2. Every connected planar graph on n vertices, except K3 and K−
5 , can be decom-

posed into ⌊n
2
⌋ paths.
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Figure 1: A 2-path decomposition of K3 (left) and a 3-path decomposition of K−
5 (right)

To prove this result, we proceed with a standard approach for coloring problems, by con-
sidering a planar graph that is a counterexample to our theorem and is vertex-minimum with
respect to this property. We prove that such a minimum counterexample (MCE) does not con-
tain a certain set of configurations, by providing for each of these configurations a reduction
rule that takes advantage of the properties of the MCE and yields a contradiction. This tech-
nique is widely used in the literature on graph coloring and on Gallai’s conjecture ([8, 9, 10,
11]). More precisely, these reducible configurations deal with vertices of small degree (at most
5), and after showing that our MCE cannot contain any of these configurations (Lemma 3.1,
p. 3, in Section 3), we know that it has mostly vertices of degree at least 6. We finally use
Euler’s formula and structural arguments to prove that there is no such graph (Lemma 5.1,
p. 3, in Section 5).

2 Preliminaries

The graphs we consider are undirected, finite and without loops or multi-edges. In a graph
G = (V,E) and given a subsetX ⊆ V of vertices, we denoteN(X) = {v ∈ V | ∃u ∈ X, uv ∈
E} the neighborhood of X . The subgraph of G induced by X is the graph with vertices X
and edges {uv ∈ E | u, v ∈ X}, denoted G[X ]. An i-vertex is a vertex v of degree i in G, and
we denote i = dG(v).

A path of a graph G is a finite sequence of edges (v1v2, v2v3, . . . , vk−1vk) of G, denoted
P = (v1, v2, . . . , vk), and such that all v1, . . . , vk are pairwise distinct. We denote V (P ) =
{v1, . . . , vk}. We say that a vertex touches P if it belongs to V (P ). The internal vertices of
P are v2, . . . , vk−1 and its ends are v1, vk. We say that two paths are internally disjoint if they
have no internal vertex in common. We also call P a (v1, vk)-path. A section Q = (vi, . . . , vj)
of a path P = (v1, . . . , vk), 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k is a subsequence of consecutive edges of P .
The length l(P ) of a path P = (v1, . . . , vk) is k. We say that two vertices u, v are at distance
k if the minimum length of a (u, v)-path is k. For simplicity, we denote some paths by a
sequence of subpaths: if (Qi)i=1..k is a family of edge-disjoint paths, we may denote the path
P = (Q1, Q2, . . . , Qk); we may also denote it by an alternation of vertices and subpaths:
P = (v1, Q1, v2, . . . , vk−1, Qk, vk).

A path P = (v1, . . . , vk) of a graphG has a chord if there is an edge vivj ∈ E(G) such that
vi and vj belong to V (P ) but are not consecutive in P . We say that P is chordless if it has no
chord.

A cycle is a finite sequence of edges (v1v2, . . . , vkv1), denoted C = (v1, v2, . . . , vk). Its
length is k.

Given two graphs G,K , a K-subdivision in G is a subgraph of G that is isomorphic to
the graph obtained by replacing the edges ofK by internally disjoint paths of positive length.
The roots of the subdivision are the images in G of the vertices of K , and the paths of the
subdivision are the images in G of the edges of K . We say that aK-subdivision is chordless if
its paths are chordless. Given a set U of vertices of a graph G, we say that aK-subdivision of
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G is rooted onU if its roots are exactly the vertices of U . Given a 4-familyU = {u1, u2, u3, u4},
the subdivisions we use in this paper areK4-subdivisions and C4+-subdivisions rooted on U ,
whereK4 is the clique on 4 vertices andC4+ is the graph made up of a cycle on 4 vertices U =
{x1, x2, x3, x4} and two additional parallel edges x1x3, x2x4. We say that two subdivisions
S, S ′ have the same type ifS, S ′ are bothK4-subdivisions or bothC4+-subdivision. For ui, uj ∈
U , we denote ui ∼ uj the (ui, uj)-path of aK4- orC4+-subdivisionwhen there is no ambiguity.

To talk about path decompositions, the framework we adopt deals with paths as colors. We
say that a (k-)coloring of a graph G = (V,E) is a function c : E → J1, kK, with k ∈ N \ {0},
such that the edges with the same color form a path. We denote |c| = k the number of colors
used in the coloring. We say that a color x induces a path P if E(P ) = c−1({x}). A good
coloring of a connected graph G with n vertices is a

⌊
n
2

⌋
-coloring. A color x ends on a vertex

v if the path induced by the color x ends on v.
To describe the 2-coloring of aK4-subdivision or aC4+-subdivisionS rooted on {u1, u2, u3, u4},

we use the notation {red = (ui1 → ui2 → ui3 → ui4), blue = (uj1 → uj2 → uj3 → uj4)}
for i1, i2, i3, i4 and j1, j2, j3, j4 two permutations of 1, 2, 3, 4. This notation means that we
decompose S into two paths Pred = (ui1 ∼ ui2, ui2 ∼ ui3 , ui3 ∼ ui4) and Pblue = (uj1 ∼
uj2, uj2 ∼ uj3, uj3 ∼ uj4). The decompositions of this kind that we consider throughout the
paper feature each edge of S exactly once. We sometimes insert vertices that are not roots
in between the vertices from U to describe the paths we take more precisely: the notation
( . . . → ui → v → uj → . . . ) means that the path ui ∼ uj considered is the (ui, uj)-path of
the subdivision that contains the vertex v.

We call minimum counterexample (MCE) a planar graph that is distinct from K3 or K
−
5 ,

which does not admit a good coloring and is vertex minimum with respect to this property.
Given a planar graph G, a 2-family is a set U of two vertices of G of degree at most 4.

A 4-family is a set of four 5-vertices. We say that a graph G with a 4-family U is almost 4-
connected w.r.t. U if it does not contain a 3-cut A = {a1, a2, a3} ⊆ V (G) that separates two
vertices u, u′ ∈ U or two neighbors of some vertex u ∈ U ∩A.

3 Minimal counterexamples properties

A configurationC is a property satisfied by a graph. The configurationswe consider are usually
defined locally as specifications on the neighborhoods of some vertices in the graph, and the
possible presence (or absence) of some paths between them. By abuse of language, we say that
a graph G contains a configuration C when G satisfies the properties of C .

The following lemma is the main result of this section and the next, and helps us prove the
main theorem in Section 5. We prove the first property as Lemma 3.2 at the end of this section
and the second property as Lemma 4.1 (p. 35) in Section 4.

Lemma 3.1. An MCE does not contain any of the following configurations:

• (CI): a 2-family;
• (CII): a 4-family with respect to which the MCE is almost 4-connected.

To prove that an MCE G does not contain a configuration C, we proceed by contradiction:
we assume that G does contain the configuration, then use its nature of MCE to build a good
coloring of G. The only configurations C we consider are specifications of (CI) and (CII). To
build a good coloring of G, we start by removing the two or four special vertices forming the
2- or 4-family of C, along with their incident edges. Depending on the case, we add or remove
some edges from the obtained graph, and define the resulting graph as the reduced graph G′.
Ideally, this graph is connected and not a K3 or K

−
5 : in this case, since it is smaller than the
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minimum counterexample G, it admits a good coloring, that we call pre-coloring. We then
adapt this pre-coloring to the original graph G, and since G has two or four more vertices
than G′, we may use 1 additional color (for (CI)) or 2 (for (CII)) to color G. The cases where
G′ is disconnected are equally easy, unless G′ has some K3 or K

−
5 connected components, in

which case a complementary method is used to combine a “bad” coloring of these components
with the rest of the coloring.

In the present section, we split the configuration (CI) into simpler, specified cases, and
for each of them provide a reduction rule describing the adaptation of the pre-coloring to a
good coloring of G. The general method consists in fixing a shortest path P between the two
special vertices. The edges of P are removed alongside the special vertices and possibly some
additional edges, in order to obtain the reduced graphG′. InG, the edges of P are then colored
with the extra color. This has the advantage of having an end of this extra color on each of the
two special vertices, and the path induced by the extra color can be conveniently extended to
help cover all the edges of G that were missing in G′.

This is the method used when the two special vertices are sufficiently distant from each
other, and in this case the adapting methods for each are independent and can be defined
separately. Figure 2 depicts a (CI) configuration where the two special vertices u1, u2 are at
distance at least 3, and their neighborhoods are taken care of with two independent elementary
partial rules that when combined form a complete reduction rule. The extra color induces the
path P in red. These rules are defined in Subsection 3.1 on page 20.

u1 u2
 

Q

R  
u1 u2

P

Q

Q

P

R

R

P

P

Figure 2: A (CI) reduction rule made up of two elementary partial rules

When instead the special vertices are too close to each other and share some neighbors, two
elementary partial rules would interfere with each other and possibly create some cycles in the
decomposition. In these cases, we discard the shortest path and instead use a custom reduction
rule to treat the neighborhoods of both special vertices at once. These rules correspond to rules
(a), (b), . . . , (u) in Subsection 3.1 on page 8. Figure 3 features an example of such a rule, and
the extra color is again represented in red as the path P .

u1 u2
 

Q

 
u1 u2
P

P P

P

Q

Q

Q

Figure 3: A (CI) reduction rule treating close special vertices

The next subsection introduces the reduction rules we need to treat the (CI) configura-
tions. The generalization to this method for (CII) configurations is presented at the beginning
of Section 4, on page 35.
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3.1 Reduction rules for (CI) configurations

This notion of reducible subgraph has been used in previous works [5, 7, 8, 10, 11]. We present
here a formalism appropriate for our subgraphs.

A reduction rule R = (C, f r, f c) is composed of a configuration C, a reduction function f r

and a recoloring function f c. The configuration distinguishes a 2-family or 4-family U , that we
call special vertices. Given a planar graphG that contains the configuration C, we call f r(G)
the reduced graphG′, whose vertex set is V (G′) = V (G)\U and some of its edges were added
or removed from G.

Given G and a coloring pc (called pre-coloring) of the reduced graph G′ = f r(G), the
recoloring function f c(G, pc) gives a coloring of G.

For instance, let us consider the rule shown in Figure 4, whose formalism will be fully
described in the next subsection. The configuration of the rule is the following: the graph
contains at least 5 vertices u1, u2, v, v1, v2 and potentially a vertex v3 such that u1 is a 3-vertex
adjacent to v1, v and u2; the vertex u2 is adjacent to u1, v, v2 and potentially v3, but not to
other vertices; and v2 is a vertex of even degree. The reduction function consists in removing
every edge incident to u1 and u2. As v2 has an even degree in G, it has an odd degree in the
reduced graph G′. Hence it is the end of a path Q. The recoloring function is the following:
color the edges (v2, u2) and (u2, u1) with the color of Q, use a new color to color the edges
(v1, u1), (u1, v), (v, u2) and (u2, v3) if u2 is a 4-vertex, to form a new path P . For all other
edges, use colors of pc.

v1

v

v2

v3
u1

u2

(b)

 

v1

v

v2

v3
Q

 
u1

u2

v1

v

v2

v3P

P P

PQ

Q

Q

Figure 4: Example of a reduction rule. The formalism used to describe reduction rules is given
in Subsection 3.1.

A reduction rule R = (C, f r, f c) is valid if for any planar graph G that contains the
configuration C, then the reduced graph G′ = f r(G) is planar; for any path coloring pc of G′,

f c(G, pc) is a path coloring; and for any coloring pc ofG′, |f c(G, pc)|−|pc| ≤ ⌊ |V (G)|−|V (G′)|
2

⌋.
One can easily check that the rule of Figure 4 is valid.

The rest of this section and the entirety of Section 4 are dedicated to describing a set of
configurations that cover all the cases of Lemma 3.1, and providing a resolution rule for each
of these configurations. For each rule we provide, we justify that it is valid. The existence of a
valid ruleR = (C, f r, f c) is in itself not enough to guarantee that an MCE cannot contain the
configuration C. Indeed, the reduced graph could contain a K3 or K

−
5 connected component,

and therefore not admit a good coloring. However, we argue in Lemma 3.6 (on page 24, for
rules associated with (CI) configurations) and Lemma 4.15 (on page 59, for rules associated
with (CII) configurations) that our rules are sufficient to build a good coloring of the MCE
regardless of the presence of K3 or K

−
5 components in the reduced graph.
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The rest of this section is dedicated to proving the first part of Lemma 3.1 (p. 3), which we
reformulate as the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2. An MCE does not contain a configuration (CI).

To prove this result let us introduce a first set of reduction rules, defined over local condi-
tions. We show that each reduction rule is valid in Lemmas 3.3, p. 18, and 3.4, p. 23. We then
prove that the application of each of these rules on an MCE G is sufficient to provide a good
coloring of G (Lemma 3.6, p. 24). Finally, we show (Lemma 3.7, p. 26) that the configuration
(CI) is of the form of at least one of the reducible configurations that we list below.

We define the rules with both a graphical and a textual formalism, each of them being
self-sufficient.

Graphical formalism Each rule (C, f r, f c) is formally defined by a triplet of drawings (see
for instance Figure 4). The first drawing defines the configuration C of the rule, the reduction
function f r of defined by the difference between the first two drawings, and finally the third
drawing defines the recoloring function f c. Let us first describe the graphical formalism used
to define the configuration of a rule.

The vertices involved in a configuration are represented by circles ( or ), diamonds ( )
or squares ( ). The existence of an edge is materialized by a solid line ( ) between the
vertices. The absence of an edge is materialized by a dashed line ( ). A waved line ( )
represents a path between two vertices that avoids other represented vertices (unless speci-
fied). When an edge is represented by a dash-dotted edge ( ), this means that we consider
the cases when this edge is present and when it is absent. A solid line with a gray vertex in
the middle ( ) represents a path of length 1 or 2. If it is of length 2, the middle vertex is
distinct from the other vertices on the figure.

When all the incident edges of a vertex are explicitly drawn (with solid or dash-dotted
edges), the vertex is represented by a black circle ( ). Vertices of odd (resp. even) degree are
represented by diamonds ( ) (resp. squares ( )). A dashed waved line ( ) means that the
graph does not contain a path between its endpoints that avoids every vertex represented.

For the second drawing of the triplet, we need a few other conventions, because it also
encodes information on the pre-coloring. Letters Q,R denote paths from the pre-coloring,
and the two letters may represent the same path. If an edge is coloredQ and another is colored
Q, this means that they have different colors. If an edge stays black in the second drawing, it
means that the edge keeps its color in the recoloring of G. An incoming arrow colored Q at
a vertex means that this vertex is the end of a path colored Q. If this arrow is on a half-edge,
this means that the last edge of the path is not determined by the figure, and one of the drawn
vertices could be the other end of the edge.

A black solid (resp. dashed) arrow between a vertex and a path means that the vertex is
(resp. is not) on the path (see for example the cases (h5) and (h6) of rule (h)).

The definition of the reduction function is quite straightforward. Every edge that is in the
first (resp. second) drawing but not in the second (resp. first) is deleted (resp. added) by the
reduction function and both vertices u1, u2 are deleted (together with their incident edges).

For rules (h) and (r), a case analysis is needed to define the recoloring function: the sec-
ond drawing is split into several copies of the same graph, depicting the different possible
properties of the pre-coloring of the reduced graph.

The third graph encodes directly the recoloring function by giving colors explicitly to the
edges of G \G′ from the pre-coloring of the reduced graph G′.
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Textual formalism For each rule (C, f r, f c), we first define textually the configuration C,
over local conditions around the special vertices. We then define the reduction function f r

by specifying the edges that are added or removed to form the reduced graph G′. The special
vertices u1, u2 and their incident edges are removed in each rule and omitted in the descrip-
tions. Finally, we define the recoloring function f c by describing the operations applied to a
coloring of G′ to color all the edges of G.

We call deviation the recoloring operation that consists in replacing a color inducing a
path P ′ in G′ by a color inducing a path P in G, such that P is obtained from P ′ by replacing
an edge vv′ with a section (v, u, v′) of length 2 or (v, u, u′, v′) of length 3, using only special
vertices u, u′ as internal vertices. An example of deviation is the path Q in rule (a).

We call extension the recoloring operation that extends a path Q induced by a color of G′

on several additional edges in the coloring of G, those edges having only the endpoints of Q
and special vertices as ends. In particular, when a non-special vertex has an odd degree in G′,
a color must end on it and we may extend this color in G. The rules are frequently defined so
as to “force” some vertices to have an odd degree in the reduced graph.

When the rule involves 2 special vertices (which is the case for all of them except (a)), we
may use an extra color (inducing the red path P on the drawings) to color the graph G, as

by definition of valid rule, one (
⌊
|V (G)|−|V (G′)|

2

⌋
) additional color is allowed when adapting the

pre-coloring of G′ to a coloring of G.

With all this formalism in mind, we can introduce our first set of rules: (a), (b), . . . , (u).
Note that we justify the planarity of the reduced graph and the validity of all the rules in
Lemma 3.3 after the definitions.
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List of the rules (a), (b), . . . , (u):

v1 v2

u1(a)

 

v1 v2
Q  

u1

v1 v2Q Q

• (a): The special vertex u1 has degree 2: it has two non-adjacent neighbors v1, v2.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v1v2.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 on u1.

v1

v

v2

v3
u1

u2

(b)

 

v1

v

v2

v3
Q

 u1
u2

v1

v

v2

v3P

P P

PQ

Q

Q

• (b): The two special vertices u1, u2 are adjacent and they have precisely one common
neighbor v. The special vertex u1 has degree 3: it has another neighbor v1, and u2 has
degree 3 or 4, with a neighbor v2 and maybe another v3. The vertex v2 has an even
degree in G.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, v2 has an odd degree: let Q be a path of the coloring
of G′ that ends on v2.
Recoloring: In G, we extend Q to the edges v2u2, u2u1. We use the extra color on the
path P = (v1, u1, v, u2) and maybe the edge u2v3 if it is in G.

v1 v2

v3 v4

v

u1 u2

(c)

 

v1 v2

v3 v4

v

Q

 u1 u2

v1 v2

v3 v4

v

P

P P

P

Q

Q

Q

• (c): Each of the two special vertices u1, u2 has degree 3 or 4. They are adjacent, they
have precisely one common neighbor v and each of u1, u2 has another neighbor, v1, v2
respectively. Each of u1, u2 may have a third neighbor v3, v4 respectively. The vertices
v1, v2 are non-adjacent.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v1v2.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 on u1, u2. We use the extra color on the
path P = (u1, v, u2), and maybe on the edges v3u1 and u2v4 if they belong to G.

v1 v2
v

u1 u2

(d)

 
v1 v2

v
Q

 

u1 u2

v1 v2
v

Q

Q P

QP P

P

• (d): The two special vertices u1, u2 have degree 3. They are adjacent, they have precisely
one common neighbor v and each of u1, u2 has another neighbor, v1, v2 respectively,
which is adjacent to v. The vertices v1, v2 are adjacent, and v has an odd degree in G.
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Reduction: In the reduced graph, we remove the edge v1v2. The vertex v keeps an odd
degree: let Q be a path of the coloring of G′ that ends on it.
Recoloring: In G, we extend Q on the edges vu1 and u1u2. We use the extra color on
the path (v, u2, v2, v1, u1).

v1 v2
v

u1 u2

(e)

 v1 v2
v

Q

 

u1 u2

v1 v2
v

Q P

PP

P

Q

Q

• (e): The two special vertices u1, u2 have degree 3. They are adjacent, they have precisely
one common neighbor v and each of u1, u2 has another neighbor, v1, v2 respectively. The
vertex v1 is adjacent to v. The vertex v has an even degree in G.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we remove the edge vv1. The vertex v has an odd
degree in G′, so let Q be a path of the coloring of G′ that ends on v.
Recoloring: In G, we extend Q on the edges vu1 and u1u2. We use the extra color on
the path P = (u1, v1, v, u2, v2).

v1

v2

v5 v6

v3 v4u1 u2

(f)

 

v1

v2

v5 v6

v3 v4
Q

R

 

u1 u2

v1

v2

v5 v6

v3 v4

P

PP

P P

PP

Q

Q

PP

R

R

• (f): Each of the two special vertices u1, u2 has degree 3 or 4. They are non-adjacent, they
have precisely two common neighbors v1, v2 and each of u1, u2 has another neighbor
v3, v4 respectively. Both v3, v4 are adjacent to both v1, v2. The vertices v1, v2 are non-
adjacent. Each of u1, u2 may have another neighbor, v5, v6 respectively.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v1v2 and remove the edges v1v3 and
v2v4.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 on u1, and the color of v1v4 on u2. We
use the extra color on the path P = (u1, v3, v1, v4, v2, u2), and maybe on the edges v5u1

and u2v6 if they belong to G.
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v1

v2

v5 v6

v3 v4u1 u2

(g)

 

v1

v2

v5 v6

v3 v4
Q

R

 

u1 u2

v1

v2

v5 v6

v3 v4
P

P

P

P PQ

Q

PP

R

R

• (g): Each of the two special vertices u1, u2 has degree 3 or 4. They are non-adjacent,
they have precisely two common neighbors v1, v2 and each of u1, u2 has another neigh-
bor v3, v4 respectively. Both v3, v4 are adjacent to both v1, v2. The vertices v1, v2 are
adjacent. Each of u1, u2 may have another neighbor, v5, v6 respectively. There is a path
P34 between v3 and v4 in G that is vertex-disjoint from the other 6 vertices.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we remove the edges of the path P34.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 on u1, and the color of v1v4 on u2. We
use the extra color on the path P = (u1, v3, P34, v4, v1, v2, u2), and maybe on the edges
v5u1 and u2v6 if they belong to G.
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v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4u1 u2

(h)

• (h): Each of the two special vertices u1, u2 has degree 3 or 4. They are non-adjacent
and have precisely two common neighbors v1, v2. Each of u1, u2 has another neighbor
v3, v4 respectively, both adjacent to both v1, v2. The set {v1, v2} is a 2-cut that separates
u1, u2. Each of u1, u2 may have another neighbor v5, v6 respectively.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v3v4. LetQ be the path of the coloring
of G′ induced by the color of v3v4. We denote it Q = (Q1, v3, v4, Q2).
Recoloring:We distinguish between six cases, depending on the properties of the path
Q. Rule (h1) covers the case where the path Q avoids the vertex v2. In rules (h2) and
(h3), the vertices v2, v3, v4 and v1 appear in that order on the path Q. Rule (h2) covers
the case where v5 is on the subpath between v2 and v3, and v6 is on the subpath between
v4 and v1 (the rules are a bit more general and only require v5 and v6 to avoid some
subpaths of Q). Rule (h3) covers the case where the vertex v5 (if it exists) avoids the
subpath of Q between v2 and v3. By symmetry, this also covers the case where v6 (if
it exists) avoids the subpath of Q between v4 and v1. In rules (h4), (h5) and (h6), the
vertices v1, v2, v3 and v4 appear in this order on the path Q. Rule (h4) covers the case
where the vertex v5 avoids the subpath of Q between v2 and v3, while in rules (h5) and
(h6) the vertex v5 avoids the subpath ofQ between v1 and v2. In rule (h5), the vertex v6
avoids the subpath of Q after v1, and in rule (h6) it avoids the subpath between v1 and
v2. Since each of v5, v6 avoids at least one subpath of Q, this covers all possible cases.

(h1)

 

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

Q

Q1 Q2

 
u1 u2

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

Q1 Q2

Q′

Q′ Q′

Q′

P P

P
P

1. Q does not touch v2 in G′.
In G, we replace the path Q with the path Q′ = (Q1, v3, u1, v2, u2, v4, Q2). We use
the extra color on the path P = (u1, v1, u2) and maybe on the edges v5u1 and u2v6
if they belong to G.
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(h2)

 

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

Q

Q1

Q2

Q1

Q2

 
u1 u2

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

P

PP

PQ′

Q′

Q′

Q′

Q′

P

Q′

P

2. Q1 touches v2 andQ2 touches v1. The vertex v5 does not touchQ2, and v6 does not
touch Q1.
In G, we replace Q with a path Q′ = (Q1, v3, u1, v1, u2) and maybe extend Q′ on
u2v6. We use the extra color on the path P = (Q2, v4, u2, v2, u1) and maybe on the
edge u1v5.

(h3)

 

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

Q

Q

R1

Q2

R′

1

Q2

 
u1 u2

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

P

Q

P Q′

Q′

Q P

P
P

P

Q′

Q′

Q′

3. Q1 touches v2 and Q2 touches v1. We denote Q1 = (v3, R1, v2, R
′
1). The vertex v5

does not touch R1. Note that by planarity, v6 cannot touch R1.
InG, we replaceQwith a pathQ′ = (R′

1, v2, u2, v4, Q2) and we deviate the color of
v3v1 in G′ on u1. We use the extra color on the path P = (v5, u1, v2, R1, v3, v1, u2)
and maybe on the edge u2v6.

(h4)

 

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

Q

R′′

1

Q2

R′

1

R1

 
u1 u2

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

Q

Q

Q′

P

P

Q′

Q′

Q′

Q′

Q′Q′
P

P

P

4. Q1 touches both v1, v2: we denote it Q1 = (R1, v1, R
′
1, v2, R

′′
1, v3). The vertex v5

does not touch R′′
1 . Again by planarity, v6 cannot touch R′′

1 .
In G, we replace Q with a path Q′ = (u1, v2, R

′′
1, v3, v1, u2) and maybe extend Q′

on the edges v5u1 and u2v6. We deviate the color of v3v1 on u1 and we use the extra
color on the path P = (Q2, v4, u2, v2, R

′
1, v1, R1).
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(h5)

 

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

Q

R′′

1

Q2

R′

1

R1

 
u1 u2

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

Q

Q

P

Q′

P Q′

P

Q′

Q′P
Q′

Q′

P

5. Q1 touches both v1, v2: we denote it Q1 = (R1, v1, R
′
1, v2, R

′′
1, v3). The vertex v5

does not touch R′
1, and v6 does not touch R1. Again, note that by planarity v5

cannot touch Q2 and v6 cannot touch R′′
1 .

In G, we replace Q with a path Q′ = (u1, v2, R
′
1, v1, u2, v4, Q2) and maybe extend

Q′ on the edge v5u1. We deviate the color of v3v1 on u1 and we use the extra color
on the path P = (R1, v1, v3, R

′′
1, v2, u2) and maybe on the edge u2v6.

(h6)

 

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

R′′

1

Q2

R′

1

R1

 
u1 u2

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4

Q′

Q′

Q′

Q′

P

P

P
P

Q′
Q′

P

Q′

6. Q1 touches both v1, v2: we denote it Q1 = (R1, v1, R
′
1, v2, R

′′
1 , v3). None of v5, v6

touch R′
1.

In G, we replace Q with a path Q′ = (R1, v1, u1, v3, R
′′
1, v2, u2, v4, Q2). We use the

extra color on the path P = (u1, v2, R
′
1, v1, u2) and maybe on the edges v5u1 and

u2v6.

v1
v2v

v′

u1 u2

(i)

 

v1
v2v

v′

Q
R

 

u1 u2

v1
v2v

v′

P P P
PQ

Q R

R

• (i): The special vertex u1 has degree 3 or 4, and u2 has degree 4. The special vertices
u1, u2 have (at least) two common neighbors v, v′ that are non-adjacent. The special
vertex u2 has another neighbor v2, non-adjacent to v′ nor u1, and u1 may have another
neighbor v1, non-adjacent to u2. If u1, u2 are non-adjacent, they have another common
neighbor w; let us denote P12 the path (u1, u2) if u1, u2 are adjacent, and (u1, w, u2)
otherwise.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edges vv′ and v2v

′.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of vv′ on u1 and the color of v2v

′ on u2. We use
the extra color on the path P = (v, u2, P12, u1) and maybe on the edge u1v1 if it belongs
to G.
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v1
v2v

v′

u1 u2

(j)

 

v1
v2v

v′

Q
R

 

u1 u2

v1
v2v

v′

P P P
P

P

P

Q

Q R

R

• (j): The special vertex u1 has degree 3 or 4, and u2 has degree 4. The special vertices
u1, u2 have (at least) two common neighbors v, v′ that are non-adjacent. The special
vertex u2 has another neighbor v2, adjacent to v, v

′ but not u1, and u1 may have another
neighbor v1, non-adjacent to u2. If u1, u2 are non-adjacent, they have another common
neighbor w; let us denote P12 the path (u1, u2) if u1, u2 are adjacent, and (u1, w, u2)
otherwise.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge vv′ and remove the edge vv2.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of vv′ on u1 and the color of v2v

′ on u2. We use
the extra color on the path P = (v′, v2, v, u2, P12, u1) and maybe on the edge u1v1.

v

v′

u1 u2

(k)

 
v

v′

Q

R

 

u1 u2

v

v′

P P

PQ

Q

R

R

• (k): The special vertices u1, u2 have degree 3, with at least two common neighbors v, v′

that are non-adjacent. If u1, u2 are non-adjacent, they have another common neighbor
w; let us denote P12 the path (u1, u2) if u1, u2 are adjacent, and (u1, w, u2) otherwise.
The vertex v′ has an even degree in G.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge vv′. The vertex v′ now has an odd
degree, so let R be a path of the coloring of G′ that ends on v′.
Recoloring: InG, we deviate the color of vv′ on u1, and extend R on the edge v′u2. We
use the extra color on the path P = (u1, P12, u2, v).

v

v′

u1 u2

(l)

 
v

v′

Q

R

 

u1 u2

v

v′

P

P P

P
Q

Q

R

R

• (l): The special vertices u1, u2 have degree 3, with at least two common neighbors v, v′

that are non-adjacent and both have an odd degree in G. If u1, u2 are non-adjacent,
they have another common neighbor w; let us denote P12 the path (u1, u2) if u1, u2 are
adjacent, and (u1, w, u2) otherwise.
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Reduction: In the reduced graph, v, v′ now have an odd degree, so let Q,R be paths of
the coloring of G′ that end on v, v′ respectively.
Recoloring: In G, we extend Q on the edge vu1 and R on v′u2. We use the extra color
on the path P = (v′, u1, P12, u2, v).

v′

v

v′′u1 u2

(m1)

 v′

v

v′′

Q

R

 

u1 u2

v′

v

v′′

P

P

P

R

R

Q

Q

• (m1): The two special vertices u1, u2 have degree 3, they are non-adjacent and have
three common neighbors v, v′, v′′, such that v′ is adjacent to v and v′′.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of vv′ in G′ on u2 and the color of v′v′′ on u1.
We use the extra color on the path P = (u1, v, v

′, v′′, u2).

v

v′

v1 v2v′′u1 u2

(m2)

 

v

v′

v1 v2v′′

Q

R

 

u1 u2

v

v′

v1 v2v′′

P

Q PP

R

R

• (m2): The special vertex u1 has degree 4, and u2 has degree 3 or 4: they are non-adjacent
and have precisely three common neighbors v, v′, v′′, such that v′ is adjacent to v and
v′′. The special vertex u1 has another neighbor v1, and u2 may have another neighbor
v2, such that v1 6= v2.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge vv1 if it does not already belong to
G.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of vv1 in G′ on u1, and the color of vv′ on u2.
We use the extra color on the path P = (v, v′, u1, v

′′, u2) and maybe on the edges vv1
and u2v2 if they belong to G.

v

v′

v1 v2u1 u2

(n)

 v

v′

v1 v2

Q

 

u1 u2

v

v′

v1 v2
P

P

P

P

P

Q

Q

Q

• (n): Each of the two special vertices u1, u2 has degree 3 or 4. They are adjacent and
have precisely two common neighbors v, v′ that are adjacent. Each of u1, u2 may have
another neighbor, v1, v2 respectively.
Recoloring: InG, we deviate the color of vv′ in G′ on u1, u2. We use the extra color on
the path P = (u1, v

′, v, u2) and maybe on the edges v1u1 and u2v2 if they belong to G.
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v

v′

v′′

u1 u2

(o)

 

v

v′

v′′

Q

R

 

u1 u2

v

v′

v′′

P

P P

PQ

Q R

R

• (o): The special vertices u1, u2 have degree 4, with at least three common neighbors
v, v′, v′′ such that v′ is non-adjacent to v and v′′. If u1, u2 are non-adjacent, they have
another common neighbor w; let us denote P12 the path (u1, u2) if u1, u2 are adjacent,
and (u1, w, u2) otherwise.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edges vv′ and v′v′′.
Recoloring: InG, we deviate the color of vv′ on u1 and the color of v

′v′′ on u2. We use
the extra color on the path P = (v′′, u1, P12, u2, v).

v

v′

v′′

u1 u2

(p)

 

v

v′

v′′

Q

R

 

u1 u2

v

v′

v′′

P

P P

P

P

Q

PP

Q R

R

• (p): The special vertices u1, u2 have degree 4, with at least three common neighbors
v, v′, v′′ such that v′ is adjacent to v and non-adjacent to v′′. If u1, u2 are non-adjacent,
they have another common neighbor w; let us denote P12 the path (u1, u2) if u1, u2 are
adjacent, and (u1, w, u2) otherwise.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v′v′′.
Recoloring: InG, we deviate the color of vv′ on u1 and the color of v

′v′′ on u2. We use
the extra color on the path P = (v′′, u1, P12, u2, v, v

′).

v1

v2

v

u1 u2

(q)

 v1

v2

v

Q
 

u1 u2

v1

v2

v

Q

Q Q

PP

P

• (q): The special vertex u1 has degree 2, and u2 has degree 3 or 4. The special vertices
u1, u2 are adjacent and have precisely one common neighbor v. The special vertex u2

has another neighbor v1 adjacent to v, and maybe another neighbor v2.
Recoloring: InG, we deviate the color of the edge vv1 inG′ on u1, u2. We use the extra
color on the path P = (u2, v, v1), and maybe on the edge v2u2 if it belongs to G.
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vv1 v2

u1 u2

(r)

 

vv1 v2
Q

 

u1 u2

vv1 v2
Q

Q

P

P

 vv1 v2
Q Q

 

u1 u2

vv1 v2
Q′

Q′

P

P

P

• (r): The two special vertices u1, u2 have degree 2: they are adjacent and have one com-
mon neighbor v. The vertex v has at least one other neighbor v1.
In the reduced graph, we examine two cases.

– In the first case, a path Q of the coloring of G′ ends on v (through the edge v1v).
Recoloring: In G, we extend Q on the edge vu1. We use the extra color on the
path P = (u1, u2, v).

– In the second case, no path of the coloring of G′ ends on v. Let Q be a path of the
coloring such that Q = (Q1, v1, v, v2, Q2), with v2 another neighbor of v.
Recoloring: In G, we replace Q with a path Q′ = (Q1, v1, v, u1) and we use the
extra color on the path P = (u1, u2, v, v2, Q2).

v1

v2

u1 u2

(s)

 

v1

v2
Q

R
 u1 u2

v1

v2

P

P

Q

Q

R

R

• (s): The two special vertices u1, u2 have degree 2: they are non-adjacent and have two
common neighbors v1, v2 that are adjacent. The vertex v2 has an odd degree in G.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, v2 keeps an odd degree: letQ be a path of the coloring
that ends on v2.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 in G′ on u1, and we extend the path Q
on the edge v2u2.
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v1

v2

u1 u2

(t)

 

v1

v2
Q

R

 u1 u2

v1

v2
Q

R

P

P

P

Q

Q

R

• (t): The two special vertices u1, u2 have degree 2: they are non-adjacent and have two
common neighbors v1, v2 that are adjacent and have an even degree in G.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we remove the edge v1v2. The vertices v1, v2 have
odd degrees in G′: let Q,R be two paths of the coloring that end on v2, v1 respectively.
Recoloring: In G, we extend the path Q on the edge v2u2 and the path R on v1u1. We
use the extra color on the path P = (u1, v2, v1, u2).

v1

v2

v3v4u1 u2

(u)

 

v1

v2

v3v4
Q

R

 u1 u2

v1

v2

v3v4
P

R P

Q

Q

P

P

R

• (u): The special vertex u1 has degree 2, and u2 has degree 3 or 4. The special ver-
tices u1, u2 are non-adjacent and have two common neighbors v1, v2 that are adjacent.
The vertex u2 has another neighbor v3 adjacent to v2. The vertex u2 may have another
neighbor v4.
Recoloring: InG, we deviate the color of the edge v1v2 inG′ on u1 and the color of v2v3
on u2. We use the extra color on the path P = (v3, v2, v1, u2) and maybe on the edge
u2v4 if it belongs to G.

Lemma 3.3. The reduction rules of configurations (a), (b), . . . , (u) are valid.

Proof. For each rule, we need to check three properties: when the rule applied to a planar graph
G, the reduced graphG′ produced is planar; the recoloring function yields a path coloring (i.e.
does not introduce cycles); and the number of additional colors used in the recoloring function

is at most
⌊
|V (G)|−|V (G′)|

2

⌋
.

For the first property, observe that in all considered rules except rule (h), an edge ab added
by the reduction function replaces a deleted path of length 2 or 3 between a and b that goes
through 1 or 2 special vertices. Hence the planarity is preserved in these cases. Now, let us
consider rule (h). LetG′′ be the graph obtained fromG by removing the vertices u1 and u2 and
their incident edges. When removing u1 and its incident edges, we obtain a face f1 incident
with v3, v1 and v2. For the same reason, v4, v1 and v2 have a common face f2. If f1 6= f2, since
v1, v2 is a separating pair that separates v3 from v4, there exists a planar embedding ofG′′ such
that v3 and v4 are on the same face. Hence in both cases there is an embedding of G′′ such
that v3 and v4 are incident with a common face. Hence we can add the edge v3v4 to obtain G′

while preserving the planarity.
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The third property is easy to check, since the rule (a) does not introduce any new color,
and all other rules have 2 special vertices and introduce exactly 1 new color (the color red on
the figures, inducing the new path P ).

Finally, let us check the second property. We can easily check on each rule that when the
recoloring function f c is applied on a planar graph G and a coloring pc of the reduced graph
G′, the coloring f c(G, pc) provides a color for each edge of G (as a reminder, the edges drawn
in black in the second and third drawings of a rule keep their color from the pre-coloring pc
in G).

In G, the only edges of the new path P are the ones represented in the third drawing of
each rules. One can easily check for each rule that these edges form a path. For colors used
in the pre-coloring pc, except in rules (h) and (r), we only perform two types of modification,
deviations and extensions. Since each special vertex is only involved in one such modification,
each color of pc induces a path in G.

In the first case of rule (r), we do a simple path extension as before. In the second case, we
first split an existing path into two paths, using the new color (the path P in red). Then we
extend these two subpaths toward special vertices, hence we obtain a path coloring.

For rule (h), heavier modifications are made on the path Q in G′. In rule (h1), the edge
v3v4 is replaced by the path (v3, u1, v2, u2, v4). Since the vertex v2 explicitly avoids the path
Q, the resulting coloring does not introduce cycles. In rule (h2), the vertex v5 avoids the
subpath Q2 of Q, i.e. the section after v4, and v6 avoids Q1, i.e. the section before v2. Hence
in the final coloring, P and Q′ are paths. In rule (h3), we can easily check that Q′ is a path.
Moreover, v5 avoids the sectionR1 ofQ, i.e. the section between v2 and v3. Since by planarity
v6 cannot touch R1, then P is a path. The same argument applies to rule (h4) with both v5
and v6 avoiding the section R′′

1 , the former by hypothesis and the latter by planarity. In rule
(h5), Q

′ is a path since v5 cannot touch the section R′
1 ofQ by hypothesis, and the sectionQ2

by planarity. Similarly, P is a path since v6 cannot touch the section R1 of Q by hypothesis,
and the section R′′

1 by planarity. In rule (h6), we can easily check that Q′ is a path. Since both
v5 and v6 avoid the section R′

1 of Q, then P is a path. This completes the examination of all
cases.

The second group of rules we consider are given by the neighborhood of two vertices u1

and u2 of degree at most 4 together with a shortest path S joining them, such that |N(u1) ∩
N(u2)| ≤ 1. Note that this includes the case where u1 and u2 are adjacent, with no common
neighbors. These rules can be described as the product of two so-called elementary partial

rules, that specifies the behavior of the rule around each endpoint of the path. In Section 4, we
will introduce more general rules and partial rules to deal with (CII) configurations.

More formally, an elementary partial configuration Ci is a configuration defined over the
neighborhood of one special vertex ui, with one identified incident edge, called subdivision
edge. We say that a neighbor v of ui is a remaining neighbor of ui if uiv is not the subdivision
edge.

Given a graph G, two vertices u1, u2 of G, a shortest (u1, u2)-path S, and two elemen-
tary partial configurations C1 and C2, the path composite configuration ({C1(u1), C2(u2)}, S)
is defined as the following configuration: u1 (resp. u2) satisfies the partial configuration C1
(resp. C2), the path S contains the subdivision edges of C1 and C2 and does not touch the other
neighbors of u1 and u2. For ease of notation, we may simply write C1 ⊕ C2.

An elementary partial rule is a ruleRi = (Ci, f
r
i , f

c
i ) associated with an elementary partial

configuration Ci, a partial reduction function f r
i and a partial recoloring function f c

i . The
partial reduction function f r

i of the rule is encoded by a set Oi ⊆ {add, remove} × E(Ci)
with straightforward semantics. In particular, we can identify all the vertices of V (G) \N(ui)
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betweenG and f r
i (G). The partial recoloring function defines the coloring of the edges, based

on existing colors plus an extra color (represented as red on the figures) used in part for the
edges of S.

If R1 = (C1, f
r
1 , f

c
1) and R2 = (C2, f

r
2 , f

c
2) are two elementary partial rules, u1, u2 two

vertices and S a shortest (u1, u2)-path, the path composite rule ({R1(u1),R2(u2)}, S) is the
reduction rule (Cc, f

r
c , f

c
c ) associated with the path composite configuration

({C1(u1), C2(u2)}, S), and is defined as follows. Let U = {u1, u2}. The reduction function
f r
c is defined by f r

c (G) = (f r
1 ◦ f r

2 (G)) \ (U ∪ E(S)), i.e. the successive application of the
operations in O2 and O1 and the removal of the special vertices and the edges of S to form
the reduced graph G′.

Let pc be a coloring ofG′ = f r
c (G), and cS a 1-coloring of the path S. The recoloring func-

tion f c
c is defined by f

c
c (G, pc) = f c

2(G, f c
1(f

r
2 (G), pc∪cS)); in other words, the path S is added

to G′ and colored with cS , then the reduction of C1 is undone, the edges in the neighborhood
of u1 are colored according to the partial recoloring function f c

1 , and finally the reduction of
C2 is undone (to obtain G) and the edges in the neighborhood of u2 are colored according to
the partial recoloring function f c

2 .

Let us present the list of elementary partial rules that we consider in this section. We
extend our graphical formalism by representing the subdivision edge as a red edge with a
double arrow ( ).

Note again that we justify the planarity of the reduced graph and the validity of the rules
formed by two elementary partial rules in Lemma 3.4 after the definitions.

List of the elementary partial configurations:

v1 u1

(CEXT )

 

v1
 

u1v1
P

• (CEXT ): The special vertex u1 has exactly one remaining neighbor v1.
Recoloring: In G, we extend the extra color on the edge u1v1.

v1

v2
u1

(CV )

 

v1

v2

Q  

u1

v1

v2

Q

Q

• (CV ): The special vertex u1 has exactly two remaining neighbors v1, v2 that are non-
adjacent.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v1v2.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 on u1.
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v2

v1

u1

(CNe)

 

v2

v1
Q

 

u1

v2

v1
Q

Q

P1

• (CNe): The special vertexu1 has exactly two remaining neighbors v1, v2 that are adjacent.
The vertex v1 has an even degree in G.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, v1 has an odd degree: let R be a path of the coloring
of G′ that ends on v1.
Recoloring: In G, we extend the path R on the edge v1u1.

v2

v1

u1

(CNo)

 

v2

v1
Q

 

u1

v2

v1

P1

Q
Q

P1

• (CNo): The special vertex u1 has exactly two remaining neighbors v1, v2 that are adja-
cent. The vertex v1 has an odd degree in G.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we remove the edge v1v2. The vertex v1 keeps an odd
degree in G′: let R be a path of the coloring of G′ that ends on v1.
Recoloring: InG, we extend the pathR on the edge v1u1, and we extend the extra color
on the edges u1v2 and v2v1.

v1

v3

v2 u1

(C4a)

 

v1

v3

v2 Q

 

u1

v1

v3

v2 Q

Q P

P

• (C4a): The special vertex u1 has exactly three remaining neighbors v1, v2, v3, such that
v1, v2 are non-adjacent (remark that v1, v2 are not necessarily consecutive in the cyclic
order of the neighbors of u1).
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v1v2.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 on u1 and extend the extra color on the
edge u1v3.

v1

v3

v2 u1

(C4b)

 

v1

v3

v2 Q

 

u1

v1

v3

v2 Q

Q

PP

P

• (C4b): The special vertex u1 has exactly three remaining neighbors v1, v2, v3, such that
the edges v1v2 and v2v3 belong to G.

21



Reduction: In the reduced graph, we remove the edge v2v3.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 on u1 and extend the extra color on the
edges u1v3, v3v2, v2v1.

For convenience, we define some aliases which group several elementary partial configura-
tions together. Note that these aliases are not disjoint: the configuration (CV ) appears in both
(C+

V ) and (CN ), and these two aliases are particular cases of (C+
N ).

v1

v3

v2 u1

(C+
V )

:= {
u1

(C1a)

|
v1

v2
u1

(CV )

|

v1

v3

v2 u1

(C4a)

}

• (C+
V ): The special vertex u1 has either 0, 2 or 3 remaining neighbors v1, v2, v3, such that

at least two of them are non-adjacent (not necessarily consecutive in the cyclic order
of the neighbors). If it has 0, this is configuration (C1a); if it has exactly 2 and they are
non-adjacent this is configuration (CV ); and if it has three remaining neighbors, and at
least two of them are non-adjacent, this is configuration (C4a).

v1

v2
u1

(CN)

:= {
v1

v2
u1

(CV )

|
v2

v1

u1

(CNe)

|
v2

v1

u1

(CNo)

}

• (CN ): The special vertex u1 has 2 remaining neighbors v1, v2. If v1, v2 are non-adjacent,
this is configuration (CV ). Otherwise, if one of v1, v2 has an even degree in G, this is
configuration (CNe), and if both have an odd degree in G, this is configuration (CNo).

v1

v3

v2 u1

(C+
N )

:= {
u1

(C1a)

|
v1 u1

(CEXT )

|
v1

v2
u1

(CN)

|

v1

v3

v2 u1

(C4a)

|

v1

v3

v2 u1

(C4b)

}

• (C+
N ): The special vertex u1 has between 0 and 3 remaining neighbors v1, v2, v3. If it has

0, 1 or 2, this is configuration (C1a), (CEXT ) and (CN ) respectively. If it has 3 remaining
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neighbors, then if two of them (not necessarily consecutive in the cyclic order) are non-
adjacent this is configuration (C4a) and otherwise (C4b).

Since two partial rules must be applied on the same graph, we need to make sure that they
are compatible and do not interfere with each other. For example, if two (CV ) rules were to be
applied on the same non-edge v1v2, the color of v1v2 in the reduced graph would have to be
deviated to two different special vertices, creating a cycle in the path decomposition. Alterna-
tively, if two (CNe) or (CNo) configurations share a remaining neighbor v, then the extra color
may be extended to v from both remaining neighbors, again creating a cycle in the decom-
position. The following lemma provides sufficient conditions of compatibility between partial
rules, which are satisfied in the composite configurations given in the proof of Lemma 3.7
(p. 26).

Lemma 3.4 (Sufficient conditions of compatibility between partial rules). Let u1, u2 be two

special vertices, and S a shortest (u1, u2)-path, let Ca ∈ (C+
N ) and Cb ∈ (C+

N ), and let Ra,Rb

be the elementary partial rules associated with Ca, Cb respectively. Then the path composite rule
({Ra(u1),Rb(u2)}, S) is valid if the following conditions are satisfied:

• If none of Ca, Cb are (CV ) or (C4a) configurations, then u1, u2 share no remaining neighbors;
• If Ca is a configuration (CV ) or (C4a), then u1 shares at most one remaining neighbor v with
u2, and v is non-adjacent to at least one other remaining neighbor of u1 (i.e. v is not v3 in
the definition of (C4a)).

Proof. We need to check three properties: when the path composite rule is applied on a planar
graph G, the reduced graph G′ produced is planar; the recoloring function does not intro-
duce cycles; and the number of additional colors used in the recoloring function is at most

⌊ |V (G)|−|V (G′)|
2

⌋.
The first property is easy to check, as in all considered elementary partial rules, an edge

v1v2 added by the reduction function replaces a deleted path of length 2 between v1 and v2
that goes through a special vertex, and each special vertex is involved in at most one such
operation.

For the the third property, observe that the rule ({Ra(u1),Rb(u2)}, S) involves two special
vertices. The recoloring function only uses colors from the pre-coloring, plus 1 new color (cS
in the definition, the path P drawn in red on the figures) which is exactly ⌊ |V (G)|−|V (G′)|

2
⌋.

For colors used in the pre-coloring, we only perform two types of modification: deviations
and extensions. Since each special vertex is involved in at most one such modification, the
recoloring function does not introduce cycles involving these colors.

It remains to check that the set P of edges colored with the new color in cS is indeed a
path. It is made up of a shortest path S between the two special vertices, and maybe some
edges incident with only remaining neighbors and special vertices. Let Pa (resp. Pb) be the
edges of P in the recoloring of Ra (resp. Rb). So P = S ∪ Pa ∪ Pb. We can check that each
elementary partial rule does not introduce cycles within the elementary partial configuration,
i.e. S∪Pa and S∪Pb are paths. If Ca and Cb do not share remaining neighbors, then Pa and Pb

are vertex-disjoint, and thus P induces a path. Now assume that Ca is a configuration (CV ) or
(C4a), that (w.l.o.g.) the vertex v1 of Ca (w.r.t. the notations in the definition of (CV ) and (C4a))
also belongs to Cb, and that the other remaining neighbors of Ca and Cb are disjoint. Since
v1 does not touch the edges of Pa, then Pa and Pb are vertex-disjoint and P is a path. This
concludes the proof.
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3.2 Sufficiency of the (CI) rules

We prove with Lemma 3.6 that, because of the reduction rules associated with configurations
(a), (b), . . . , (u), (C+

N ) ⊕ (C+
N), an MCE G cannot contain any of them. We first show that it

is easy to derive a contradiction if the reduced graph G′ does not contain K3 or K
−
5 compo-

nents, by building a good coloring of G. Then, we assume that G′ contains some K3 or K
−
5

connected components, and we build once again a good (path-)coloring of G, with the help
of an intermediate coloring of G′ with paths and cycles. The proof then combines cycles and
paths together to save colors. Let us introduce a relevant lemma from [9]. The exceptional
graph is a graph consisting of a cycle C of length 5 and a path P , such that V (C) ⊆ V (P ) and
V (C) induces a K−

5 . We restate here Lemma 2.1. from [9].

Figure 5: The exceptional graph

Lemma 3.5 ([9]). Let C be a cycle and P a path, such that C and P are edge-disjoint. If 1 ≤
|V (C) ∩ V (P )| ≤ 5, then E(C) ∪ E(P ) can be decomposed into 2 paths, unless C ∪ P is the

exceptional graph.

Remark: Lemma 3.5 cannot be applied toK−
5 , as in any decomposition ofK−

5 into a cycle
of length 5 and a path of length 4, the path and the cycle form the exceptional graph.

There are several possible decompositions of the exceptional graph into a path and a cycle.
The following observation states that in any such decomposition, the path and the cycle satisfy
the properties of the definition.

Observation 1. Let C be a cycle and P a path, such that C ∪ P forms the exceptional graph.
Then C has length 5, V (C) ⊆ V (P ) and (C ∪P )[V (C)] (the subgraph of C ∪P induced by the
vertices of C) is a K−

5 .

Proof. There are exactly 5 vertices of degree at least 3 in C∪P . Since the vertices of (C \P )∪
(P \ C) have degree 1 or 2, we deduce that |C ∩ P | = 5.

(C ∪P )[V (C ∩P )] is aK−
5 , so if there is an edge e ∈ C that does not belong to E(C ∩P ),

then there is a 2-path decomposition of K−
5 , a contradiction. So E(C) ⊆ E(C ∩ P ), hence

V (C) = V (C ∩ P ). We deduce that V (C) ⊆ V (P ), C has length 5 and (C ∪ P )[V (C)] is a
K−

5 .

Lemma 3.6. An MCE does not contain any of the configurations (a), (b), . . . , (u), and does not
contain a path composite configuration (C+

N ) ⊕ (C+
N ) that satisfies the conditions of Lemma 3.4

(p. 23).

Proof. Let us consider such a configuration X and let RX = (X, f r
X , f

c
X) be its associated

reduction rule. By Lemmas 3.3 (p. 18) and 3.4 (p. 23),RX is valid. LetG be an MCE containing
the configuration X , and G′ = f r(G) its reduced graph.

Let n′
1, . . . , n

′
p be the sizes of the connected components G′

1, . . . , G
′
p of G

′. Observe that∑
j≤k n

′
j = |V (G′)|. Observe that eachG′

i that is not aK3 nor aK
−
5 component is a connected
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planar graph that is smaller than the minimum counterexampleG, hence theseG′
i each admit

a good coloring, using ⌊
n′

i

2
⌋ colors colors. EachK3 component can be decomposed into 1 cycle

and eachK−
5 component into 1 path and 1 cycle. ThenG′ admits a coloring pc into paths and

cycles with
∑p

i=1⌊
n′

i

2
⌋ ≤ ⌊ |V (G′)|

2
⌋ colors. Since the reduction rule is valid,G admits a coloring

c0 into paths and cycles with at most ⌊ |V (G′)|
2

⌋ + ⌊ |V (G)|−|V (G′)|
2

⌋ ≤ ⌊ |V (G)|
2

⌋ colors, such that
no new cycles are created.

Observe that all the cycles in c0 are vertex-disjoint. Indeed, the cycles in pc are vertex-
disjoint because they belong to different connected components of G′; the cycles may have
been deviated into longer cycles in G, but since the internal vertices of the deviated sections
are all special vertices, and since each special vertex is involved in at most one deviation, then
no vertex of G can belong to the intersection of two cycles of c0.

We build iteratively a good coloring c ofG, by starting from c0 and using Lemma 3.5 (p. 24)
at each iteration to replace a cycle and a path of c by two new paths that decompose the same
set of edges. We first consider the case where X 6= (a) andX 6= (h).

We successively treat theK−
5 andK3 components inG′. First, let us consider a component

K in G′ that is a K−
5 , colored with a cycle C ′ of length 5 and a path P ′ of length 4 in pc. C ′

is turned into a cycle C0 from c0 after possibly some deviations, and Lemma 3.5 has not been
applied to it yet, soC0 is also induced by a color of c. P

′ may have been extended (such as with
pathQ in rule (CNe)) and deviated to special vertices, into a path P0 ofG induced by a color of
c0. So V (P0) ⊆ V (P ′) ∪ U , and since each special vertex is involved in at most one deviation
or one extension, then P0 is disjoint from the cycles of c0 different from C0, so Lemma 3.5 has
not been applied to it in previous iterations, and thus P0 is also induced by a color of c. Finally,

let P̂ be a path induced by a color of c such that V (P̂ ) ∩ V (C0) 6= ∅ and P̂ 6= P0. Such a path

P̂ exists becauseG is connected and the cycles in c are disjoint.
Observe that V (P0) ∩ V (C0) = V (K), so |V (P0) ∩ V (C0)| = 5. If there is at least one

deviation on C ′, then by Observation 1 (p. 24), C ∪ P does not form the exceptional graph.
We may then apply Lemma 3.5 (p. 24) on C and P . Otherwise there is no deviation on C ′, so
C0 = C ′ (of length 5). At least 2 edges of G[V (C0)] belong to P0, and thus by Observation 1

(p. 24), C0 ∪ P̂ does not form the exceptional graph. We can apply Lemma 3.5 (p. 24) on C0

and P̂ , as |V (C0) ∩ V (P̂ )| ≤ |V (C0)| = 5.
Now consider the case where K is a K3, colored by a cycle C ′ of length 3 in G′. Again

let C be the cycle in G that is induced by the same color in c as C ′ in pc, after possibly some

deviations, and let P̂ be a path induced by a color of c such that V (P̂ ) ∩ V (C) 6= ∅. At most
two deviations were performed on C ′, so |V (C)| ≤ 5. We apply Lemma 3.5 (p. 24) on C and

P̂ , unless they form the exceptional graph. Assume it is the case and C is disjoint from any
other path in the coloring of G. By Observation 1 (p. 24), C has length 5 and thus contains

both special vertices. SinceG is not aK−
5 , P̂ has at least one other edge, necessarily from one

special vertex to a vertex outside V (C). G fits the description of the configuration (m2). In
the rule associated with (m2), if the reduced graph contains aK3 component, it contains only
the vertex v2 (in the definition of the rule), and its cycle is not deviated to the special vertices,
a contradiction.

In all cases, we were able to find a cycle and a path that do not form the exceptional graph.
We apply to them Lemma 3.5 (p. 24) and obtain two new paths that decompose them. We
replace the cycle and the path in c by the two new paths, to obtain a coloring of G that uses
the same number of colors and contains one less cycle. After this method has been successively
applied to all K3 and K−

5 appearing in G′, c that has the right number of colors and contains
only paths, a contradiction with G being a counterexample.
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We are left with rules (a) and (h). If X = (a), observe that the reduced graph G′ is
connected. If G′ = K3 or G

′ = K−
5 , then G is the same graph with one subdivided edge, so

we can easily find a good coloring of G. Finally, let us consider the case X = (h). First note
that if aK3 appears inG′, it contains only v5 or only v6 among the vertices represented in the
figures. It cannot contain both as there would be a path from v3 to v4 in G, a contradiction
with the definition of (h). AK−

5 inG′ contains only v5, only v6, or only v1, v2, v3, v4 among the
vertices represented. In the latter case, the K−

5 must be on vertices v1, v2, v3, v4 and another
vertex v7. If there is a non-edge between v1 and v2, then v7 is adjacent to v1, v2, v3, v4. Then
the path v3, v7, v4 contradicts the definition of (h). Thus, there is an edge v1v2, and we may
assume w.l.o.g. that v7 is adjacent to v1, v2, v3.

If a K3 (resp. K−
5 ) component appears in G′ and contains (only) v5 or v6, then the red

path P or the blue path Q in f c
X(G, pc) can easily be extended to color both the path and

the K3 (resp. K
−
5 ) with 2 colors (resp. 3 colors) (which is equivalent to applying Lemma 3.5,

p. 24). Now assume that v1, v2, v3, v4, v7 form a K−
5 in G′. We color it in G′ with the path

R = (v7, v3, v1, v2, v4) and a cycle Q = (v7, v1, v4, v3, v2). We thus place ourselves in case 3
of (h), treated with rule (h3). When applying the recoloring function, we change the color of
the edge u2v4 from Q (blue) to R (green), to turn Q into a path. We thus built a good coloring
of G in all cases, a contradiction.

3.3 The rules cover all cases

Lemma 3.7. If a graph contains a configuration (CI) and is different from K3, then it contains
at least one configuration among (a), (b), . . . , (u), (C+

N )⊕ (C+
N ), (C

+
V )⊕ (C+

N), in which case the
conditions of Lemma 3.4 (p. 23) are satisfied.

Proof. We make a case analysis, described by the tree of Figure 6. For each inner node, we
define the configurations of its children, andwe show that if a graph contains the configuration
described by the inner node, then it contains (at least) one of its children configurations. The
configurations drawn inside a frame are the leaves of the tree, and the others are inner nodes.
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4− ⊕ 4−

(0C)

(C+
N ) ⊕ (C+

N )

(1C)

(1Ca)

(C+
V ) ⊕ (C+

N )

(2x)

(22n)

(a)

(q)

(r)

(s)

(t)

(23n)

(a)

(u)

(33b)

(b)

(33o)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(44b)

(c)

(Rx)

(f)

(g)

(h)

(2C)

(Cr)

(i)

(j)

(k)

(l)

(m1)

(m2)

(n)

(3C)

(o)

(p)

Figure 6: Tree of implications between configurations.
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u1 u2

4− ⊕ 4−

⇒

v1

v2

v3

v4

v5

v6
u1 u2

(0C)

|
v2

v1

v

v3

v4

u1 u2

(1C)

|

v1 v2

v

v′

u1 u2

(2C)

|
v

v′

v′′

u1 u2

(3C)

• 4− ⊕ 4−: In the following configurations, let u1, u2 be two special vertices that form a
configuration (CI) and let P be a shortest path between u1 and u2.

– (0C) (0 common remaining neighbor): the vertices u1 and u2 have degree 1, 2, 3
or 4; the vertices u1 and u2 have no common remaining neighbor.

– (1C) (1 common remaining neighbor): the special vertices have degree 2, 3 or 4; the
path P has length 1 or 2; the special vertices have exactly one common remaining
neighbor v.

– (2C) (2 common remaining neighbors): the special vertices have degree 3 or 4; the
path P has length 1 or 2; the special vertices have exactly two common remaining
neighbors v and v′.

– (3C) (3 common remaining neighbors): the special vertices have degree 4; the path
P has length 1 or 2; the special vertices have exactly three common remaining
neighbors v, v′ and v′′.

Depending on the number of common remaining neighbors between u1 and u2, we have
one of the configurations (0C), (1C), (2C) or (3C).
Since P is a shortest path between u1 and u2, when u1 and u2 have a common neighbor,
P has length at most 2, hence all cases are covered.

v1

v2

v3

v4

v5

v6
u1 u2

(0C)

⇒

v1

v3

v2 u1

(C+
N )

⊕

v4

v6

v5 u2

(C+
N)

• (0C): The neighborhoods of both special vertices match the elementary partial config-
uration (C+

N ). Since u1 and u2 have no common remaining neighbors, we have a path
composite configuration (C+

N ) ⊕ (C+
N) that satisfies the conditions of Lemma 3.4 (p. 23).
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v2

v1

v

v3

v4

u1 u2

(1C)

⇒
v2

v1

v

v4

v5

u1 u2

(1Ca)

|
v1

v2

v

u1 u2

(2x)

|

v1 v2

v

u1 u2

(33b)

|
v1 v2

v3v4

v

u1 u2

(44b)

|

v1

v2

v3 v4u1 u2

(Rx)

• (1C):
– (1Ca): The special vertex u1 has degree 3 or 4 and the special vertex u2 has degree

2, 3 or 4; the special vertices have one common remaining neighbor v and u1 and
u2 are linked by a path P of length 1 or 2; moreover u1 has a remaining neighbor
v1 that is not adjacent to v.

– (2x): The special vertex u1 has degree 2 and the special vertex u2 has degree 2, 3
or 4; the special vertices have one common remaining neighbor v and u1 and u2

are linked by a path P of length 1 or 2; if the degree of u2 is greater than 2, let v1
and possibly v2 be its other remaining neighbors and these neighbors are adjacent
to v.

– (Rx): The special vertices u1 and u2 have degree 3 or 4; u1 and u2 have 2 com-
mon neighbors v1 and v2; each special vertex has a remaining neighbor (v3 and v4
respectively) that is adjacent to v1 and v2.

– (33b): The special vertices u1 and u2 have degree 3; u1 is adjacent to u2 and they
have a common neighbor v.

– (44b): The special vertex u1 has degree 3 or 4 and the special vertex u2 has degree 4;
u1 is adjacent to u2 and they have a common neighbor v; the remaining neighbors
of u1 are adjacent to v.

If there is a remaining neighbor of a special vertex that is not adjacent with the common
remaining neighbor, thenwe have the configuration (1Ca). Otherwise, every remaining
neighbor is adjacent to the common neighbor v. If at least one of the special vertices
has degree 2, then we have the configuration (2x). Otherwise, every special vertex has
degree 3 or 4. If the distance between the special vertices is 2, then u1 and u2 have 2
common neighbors (let us call them v and v′). In this case, all the other neighbors are
adjacent to both of them (otherwise we are back in case (1Ca), possibly changing the
role of v and v′). In this case, we have the configuration (Rx). Otherwise, the special
vertices are adjacent. If both vertices have degree 2, we have the configuration (33b),
otherwise we have the configuration (44b).
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v1

v2

v

u1 u2

(2x)

⇒

v1

v2

u1 u2

(22n)

|
v1

v2

v

u1 u2

(q)

| v

u1 u2

(r)

|
w

v

u1 u2

(s)

|
w

v

u1 u2

(t)

|

v1

v2

v3v4u1 u2

(23n)

|

w

v

v1v2u1 u2

(u)

• (2x):
– (22n): The two special vertices u1 and u2 have degree 2; they have two common

neighbors v1 and v2; moreover v1 and v2 are not adjacent.
– (23n): The special vertex u1 has degree 2 and u2 has degree 3 or 4; u1 and u2 have

two common neighbors v1 and v2; v1 and v2 are not adjacent; u2 has a neighbor v3
that is adjacent to v2.

In this case, u1 has degree 2, and u1, u2 are either adjacent or share a neighbor w in
addition to their common remaining neighbor v. First let us assume that u2 has degree
2. If u1, u2 are adjacent, and since the graph is different from K3, then v has degree
at least 3 and this is configuration (r). Otherwise, u1, u2 are non-adjacent. If v, w are
non-adjacent, this is configuration (22n), and otherwise this is configuration (s) if one
among v, w has an odd degree, and configuration (t) if both have an even degree.
Now assume u2 has degree at least 3. If u1, u2 are adjacent this is configuration (q), and
otherwise this is configuration (23n) if v, w are non-adjacent, or (u) otherwise.
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v1

v2

u1 u2

(22n)

⇒
v1 v2

u1(a)

• (22n): In this case have the configuration (a) around special vertex u1.

v1

v2

v3v4u1 u2

(23n)

⇒
v1 v2

u1(a)

• (23n): In this case have the configuration (a) around special vertex u1.

v2

v1

v

v4

v5

u1 u2

(1Ca)

⇒

v

v2

v1 u1

(C+
V )

⊕

v

v4

v5 u2

(C+
N)

• (1Ca): The neighborhood of the first special vertex matches the elementary partial con-
figuration (C+

V ) and the neighborhood of the second one matches the elementary partial
configuration (C+

N ). Moreover both special vertices have only one remaining neighbor
in common, v, which is non-adjacent to v1. Hence the conditions of Lemma 3.4 (p. 23)
are satisfied.

v1 v2

v3v4

v

u1 u2

(44b)

⇒

v4 v3

v1 v2

v

u1 u2

(c)

• (44b): Since the graph is planar, at least one of the remaining neighbors of u2 is not
adjacent to the remaining neighbor of u1. Hence we have the configuration (c).
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v1 v2

v

u1 u2

(33b)

⇒

v1

v

v2

u1
u2

(b)

| v1 v2
v

u1 u2

(33o)

|

v1 v2
v

u1 u2

(e)

• (33b):
– (33o): The special vertices u1 and u2 have degree 3; they are adjacent and they have

a common neighbor v of odd degree; each special vertex has another neighbor of
odd degree (v1 and v2 respectively) that is adjacent to v.

If there is a special vertex with an even non-common remaining neighbor, we are in the
configuration (b). Otherwise, depending of the parity of the common neighbor we are
in configuration (33o) (odd) or in configuration (e) (even).

v1 v2
v

u1 u2

(33o)

⇒

v1 v2

v3 v4

v

u1 u2

(c)

| v1 v2
v

u1 u2

(d)

• (33o): We split the case depending on whether there is an edge between v1 and v2, the
associated rules are (c) if there is not and (d) otherwise.

v1

v2

v3 v4u1 u2

(Rx)

⇒

v1

v2

v5 v6

v3 v4u1 u2

(f)

|

v1

v2

v5 v6

v3 v4u1 u2

(g)

|

v1

v2

v5 v6
v3 v4u1 u2

(h)
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• (Rx): If the two common neighbors are non-adjacentwe are in configuration (f), Other-
wise, if the two common neighbors form a separating pair, then we are in configuration
(h), otherwise we are in configuration (g).

v1 v2

v

v′

u1 u2

(2C)

⇒
v1

v2

v

v′

u1 u2

(Cr)

|
v

v′

u1 u2

(k)

|

v

v′

u1 u2

(l)

| v′

v

v′′u1 u2

(m1)

|
v

v′

v1 v2v′′u1 u2

(m2)

|

v

v′

v1 v2u1 u2

(n)

• (2C):
– (Cr): the special vertex u1 has degree 3 or 4 and the special vertex u2 has degree 4;

u1 and u2 are linked by a pathP of length 1 or 2; they have two common remaining
neighbors v and v′; moreover, v and v′ are not adjacent.

If there are two common neighbors that are non-adjacent, then we are in configuration
(Cr) if at least one special vertex has degree 4, and otherwise in configuration (k) or
(l) depending on whether one of these neighbors has an even degree. Otherwise, all
common neighbors are pairwise adjacent. If the special vertices are adjacent, then we
are in configuration (n). Otherwise, the path P has length 2 and a middle-vertex v′′. If
both special vertices have degree 3, then we are in configuration (m1), and if at least
one has degree 4, we are in configuration (m2).
Remark: Note that if the graph is a K−

5 , then it is a configuration (m1), but in this
case the associated rule defines a coloring of the graph with 3 colors. This case does not
occur if the graph is an MCE.
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v1

v2

v

v′

u1 u2

(Cr)

⇒
v1

v2v

v′

u1 u2

(i)

|
v1

v2v

v′

u1 u2

(j)

• (Cr): If there is a non-common remaining neighbor that is not adjacent to a common
remaining neighbor we are in configuration (i), otherwise at least one remaining neigh-
bor is adjacent to both common remaining neighbors and we are in configuration (j).

v

v′

v′′

u1 u2

(3C)

⇒
v

v′

v′′

u1 u2

(o)

|
v

v′

v′′

u1 u2

(p)

• (3C): Since the graph is planar, there are at least two non-adjacent common remaining
neighbors. If none of them are adjacent we are in configuration (o), otherwise we are in
configuration (p).

The proof of the main lemma of this section is now straightforward.

Proof of Lemma 3.2 (p. 6). Let G be an MCE, and assume it contains a configuration (CI). By
Lemma 3.7, G contains a configuration among (a), (b), . . . , (u), or a path composite configu-
ration (C+

V ) ⊕ (C+
N ) or (C

+
N) ⊕ (C+

N). Lemma 3.6 (p. 24) provides a contradiction.
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4 Configuration (CII)

In this section, we prove the following lemma, which constitutes the second property of
Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 4.1. An MCE does not contain a configuration (CII).

As a reminder, a planar graphG has a configuration (CII) if it is almost 4-connected w.r.t.
a 4-family U , i.e. a set of four vertices of degree 5; we say that G has a (CII) configuration
w.r.t. U . The proof of Lemma 4.1 is given at the end of this section, and uses a method similar
to the proof of Lemma 3.2 (p. 6) in the previous section.

In this section, we take care of our four special vertices by generalizing the tools of the
previous section. Instead of considering a shortest path like in (CI) rules, we use a subdivision,
either aK4 or aC4+-subdivision (see Figure 9), and again remove it in the reduction, then color
it with our extra colors. These structures have the same convenient properties as the shortest
path of the (CI) rules: they can be colored with 2 extra colors, and there is an end of an
extra color on each of the four special vertices, which is again helpful to take care of all the
missing edges. We generalize the concept of elementary partial rule and consider patterns
that recolor the neighborhoods of one or two special vertices at once. Similarly to the distant
special vertices in the (CI) rules, when the remaining neighbors of the special vertices are
disjoint, we combine four “normal” patterns (called CN like in Section 3 ) to form a complete
reduction rule. Figure 7 shows four special vertices u1, u2, u3, u4 linked by a K4-subdivision
S, with disjoint remaining neighbors and thus treated with the pattern CN .

u1 u2

u3

u4

S

S

S

S

S

S

CN CV

CV

CN

 

Q2

Q3

Q1

Q4

 

u1 u2

u3

u4

P1

P2

P2

P1

P2

P1

P1

Q1

Q2

Q2

Q3 Q3

Q4

P1

Figure 7: A (CII) reducible configuration featuring CN patterns

Several problems can occur however, which we classify in two types, distant and close

problems. A special vertex forms a distant problem when its remaining neighbors are adja-
cent and touch the subdivision. If left untreated, a distant problem may cause a CN pattern to
create a cycle in the final coloring. The distant problems are eliminated in two ways: either
by modifying the subdivision to assign new remaining neighbors to the problematic special
vertices, or by inactivating them by finding a 2-coloring of the subdivision that is compat-
ible with the CN patterns treating the remaining distant problems. Figure 8 features a (CII)
configuration with a K4-subdivision S, where the special vertex u3 causes a distant problem
on a (u2, u4)-path of S. This problem is inactivated by a carefully chosen 2-coloring of S.

The close problems occur when two special vertices share some remaining neighbors, with
these remaining neighbors possibly touching the subdivision as well. These problems are
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u1 u2

u3

u4

S S

S

S

S

S S

S
S

 

u1 u2

u3

u4

P1

P2

P2
P1

P1

P1

P2 P2

CV CV

CN

CN

Figure 8: A (CII) configuration where u1, u2 form a close problem and u3 a distant problem.
The close problem is eliminated by redirection of the subdivision S, and the distant problem
is inactivated by the 2-coloring of S.

treated in a custommanner, by redirecting the subdivision to assign new remaining neighbors
to the special vertices and finding a compatible set of patterns to treat all four special vertices.
In Figure 8, u1 and u2 initially form a close problem, which is eliminated by a redirection of
the subdivision. The special vertices u1, u2 are then both treated with the CV pattern.

More precisely, we first treat the cases with at least 3 distant problems (and no close ones),
in the distant lemma (Lemma 4.21, p. 67), then the cases with at most 2 distant problems and
no close ones in the semi-distant lemma (Lemma 4.23, p. 76), and finally the cases with at most
2 distant problems and some close problems in the close lemma (Lemma 4.25, p. 86).

The following claim is a corollary of the properties of almost 4-connectivity, and is useful
in various proofs of this section.

Claim 4.2. Let G be a planar graph that is almost 4-connected w.r.t. a 4-family U . Then G does
not have a special vertex u ∈ U that forms a K4 with three of its neighbors.

Proof. Let v1, v2, v3 ∈ N(u), such that {u, v1, v2, v3} form an induced K4 in G. Since d(u) =
5, u has a neighbor v4 distinct from v1, v2, v3. W.l.o.g., v4 belongs to the face delimited by
{u, v1, v2}. Then {u, v1, v2} is a 3-cut that separates v3 from v4, a contradiction to the definition
of almost 4-connectivity.

4.1 K4, C4+-subdivisions

In Section 3, the composite rules that we considered were associated with a path between the
two special vertices. In order to apply a similar method to the (CII) configurations made
up of 4 special vertices, we consider more complex structures: K4-subdivisions and C4+-
subdivisions (defined in the preliminaries section).

The general idea is to color the edges of the subdivision with 2 new “extra” colors such
that each special vertex is the endpoint of one path. We can then proceed as in the case of
the configuration (CI) to color the neighborhood of the special vertices. However, not only
are the remaining neighbors of the special vertices still not necessarily disjoint, but they can
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u1 u2

u3

u4

S

S
S

S
S

S

(a)K4

u1

u2

u3

u4

S

S

S

S

S S

(b) C4+

Figure 9: The two subdivisions considered in the proof of Lemma 4.4: K4-subdivision and
C4+-subdivision

now be touched by paths of the subdivision, which forces us to consider a large number of
subcases.

A result by Yu [12] gives us aK4-subdivision (see Figure 9a) under the condition of almost
4-connectivity, with two exceptions. We show in Lemma 4.4 below that we are able to extract
from these two exceptions a C4+-subdivision (see Figure 9b) with some additional properties,
which we call C∗

4+-subdivision.
In a subdivision S rooted on a 4-family U , let us say that two special vertices ui, uj are

k-linked, k ∈ {0, 1, 2}, if there are k (ui, uj)-paths in S with no special vertex as an internal
vertex. In a K4-subdivision, all special vertices ui, uj are pairwise 1-linked, while in a C4+-
subdivision there are two pairs of 0-linked, two pairs of 1-linked, and two pairs of 2-linked
special vertices. Note that it is sufficient to specify one pair of 1-linked and one pair of 2-linked
special vertices to deduce the link of all pairs. If ui, uj are 1-linked, we call the (ui, uj)-path a
solo path of S. If ui, uj are 2-linked, we call the two (ui, uj)-paths parallel paths of S.

Just like in the previous section, if ui ∈ U is a special vertex and v one of its neighbors, we
say that v is a remaining neighbor of ui if the edge uiv does not belong to S.

Definition 4.3 (C∗
4+-subdivision). LetG be a planar graph with a C4+-subdivision S rooted on

a 4-family U . S is a C∗
4+ if its satisfies the following three conditions:

• Property “0-linked”: Two 0-linked special vertices have no common remaining neighbor;
• Property “1-linked”: No internal vertex of a solo (ui, uj)-path of S is a remaining neighbor

of some uk ∈ U \ {ui, uj};
• Property “2-linked”: If ui, uj ∈ U are 2-linked, then ui, uj have at most one common
remaining neighbor, and it belongs to a parallel path of S that is not incident with ui, uj.

We say that S is a K-subdivision if it is aK4-subdivision or a C∗
4+-subdivision. In the next

lemma,we showhowwe find such a subdivision in a planar graphGwith a (CII) configuration
U . In order to reduce the number of cases in the rest of the proof, we want to guarantee
the additional property of chordlessness of the subdivision (as defined in the Preliminaries
section).

Lemma4.4. LetH be a planar graph that is almost 4-connectedw.r.t. a 4-familyU = {u1, u2, u3, u4}.
Then H contains a chordless K-subdivision rooted on U .
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In order to prove this lemma, we use a result by Yu [12], which deals with graphs with
two types of structure constraints. Let us introduce them, as N1-graphs and N2-graphs. The
following definitions are taken straight from the beginning of Section 4 of [12], as the two
obstructions, pictured in Figure 7 of [12] on page 36.

An N1-graph (Figure 10) is a planar graph H that has a 4-family U = {u1, u2, u3, u4}
and a facial cycle C (that we assume is the outer cycle), such that for each i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}
either ui ∈ C or H has a 4-cut Xi separating ui from U \ {ui} (so uj /∈ Xj for j 6= i), and
|Xi∩C| = 2. Moreover, ifHi is the component ofH \Xi containing ui, then the components
Hi for i ∈ {1, . . . , 4} are disjoint.

u1
u2

u3
u4

u1
u2

u3
u4

Figure 10: An N1-graph, with u2, u4 on the outer cycle, and u1, u3 surrounded by 4-cuts

An N2-graph (Figure 11) is a planar graph H with a 4-family U = {u1, u2, u3, u4} and
distinct (but not necessarily disjoint) 4-cuts Ti, i ∈ {1, . . . , m}. The 4-cuts are such that each
Ti separates two vertices of U , say {u1, u2}, from Ti+1 − Ti 6= ∅; T1 = {a1, a2, a3, a4}, Tm =
{b1, b2, b3, b4} and H contains 4 disjoint paths Si from ai to bi for i ∈ {1, . . . , 4} respectively.
Additionally, H has no 4-cut T separating Ti \ T 6= ∅ from Ti+1 \ T 6= ∅, or separating
{u1, u2} from T1 \ T 6= ∅, or separating {u3, u4} from Tm \ T 6= ∅; and either Ti ∩Ti+1 6= ∅ or
two vertices of Ti and two vertices of Ti+1 are cofacial in H . Finally, the ten following paths
exist and are internally disjoint: a (u1, u2)-path P12, a (u1, a1)-path Q1, a (u1, a2)-path Q2, a
(u2, a3)-pathQ3, a (u2, a4)-pathQ4, a (u3, u4)-path P34, a (u3, b1)-pathQ′

1, a (u3, b2)-pathQ′
2,

a (u4, b3)-pathQ′
3, and a (u4, b4)-pathQ′

4. This last property is not part of the exact definition
from [12], but deduced from the first remark in Section 3 on page 20 of [12].

Let us restate Theorem 4.2 from [12] in the new formalism. The definitions in Yu’s paper
have stronger constaints and the theorem is an equivalence, but in the present paper we only
need one implication. Our definitions of N1-graph and N2-graph are slightly simplified and
the theorem is restated as an implication.

Theorem4.5 (Theorem 4.2 of [12]). LetG be a 3-connectedplanar graph andU = {u1, u2, u3, u4} ⊆
V (G) be such that G has no 3-cut separating two vertices in U . Then G has a K4-subdivision
rooted on U , or G is an N1-graph or an N2-graph.

We argue that Theorem 4.5 does not in fact require the 3-connectivity assumption.

Theorem 4.6. Let G be a planar graph and U = {u1, u2, u3, u4} ⊆ V (G) be such that G has
no 3-cut separating two vertices in U . Then G has a K4-subdivision rooted on U , or G is an

N1-graph or an N2-graph.
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u1

u2

u3

u4

a1 . . .

a2 . . .

a3 . . .

a4 . . .

t1

t2

t3

t4

. . . b1

. . . b2

. . . b3

. . . b4

u1

u2

u3

u4

Figure 11: An N2-graph, with three 4-cuts represented: {a1, a2, a3, a4}, {t1, t2, t3, t4},
{b1, b2, b3, b4}

Proof of Theorem 4.6. We proceed by induction on the size of G. Assume that G is not 3-
connected. Then there is a cut X of size at most 2. We may assume that X is a minimal
cut. We consider the connected components C1, . . . , Cp of G \X , and observe that all special
vertices in U belong to the same one, sayC1. If |X| = 1, we considerG′ = G\{C2∪ . . .∪Cp}.
If |X| = 2, we consider G′ = G \ {C2 ∪ . . .∪Cp}+ xy, where x and y are the two vertices in
X . If xy ∈ E(G) then adding the edge xy does not create a double edge.

In both cases, G′ has fewer vertices than G, and is almost 4-connected with respect to U .
By Theorem 4.5, G′ has a K4-subdivision rooted on U , or G is an N1-graph or an N2-graph.
Note that each of those three properties extend to all of G (up to modifying the embedding, in
the case of an N1-graph with |X| = 1 so as to maintain that the cycle is facial).

We can now tackle the proof of Lemma 4.4 (p. 37).

Proof of Lemma 4.4. First, let us define the operation that turns a subdivision into a chordless
one. Given a K4- or C4+-subdivision S rooted on a 4-family U , we say that we eliminate the
chords of S if we apply the following operation exhaustively: if a path P = (v1, . . . , vk) of
S has a chord vivj , we replace P in S with the path P ′ = (v1, . . . , vi, vj , . . . , vk), except if
vi, vj ∈ U and the edge vivj already constitutes a path of S. Since each elimination decreases
the number of edges in S, the process terminates, and the obtained subdivision S ′ is well-
defined and chordless. Since the vertices of S ′ are a subset of the vertices of S and the ends of
the paths are preserved, S ′ has the same type (K4 or C4+) as S.

If G has a K4-subdivision, eliminating its chords gives us the result. Using Theorem 4.6
(p. 38), it now suffices to show that anyN1-graph and anyN2-graph contain a chordless C∗

4+-
subdivision to prove our lemma.

Let us first take care of the case whereH is anN2-graph, defined as in the definition above.
Let S be the union of the paths P12, Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, P34, Q

′
1, Q

′
2, Q

′
3, Q

′
4, S1, S2, S3, S4. S is a

C4+-subdivision rooted on U , so let S ′ be a chordlessC4+-subdivision obtained by eliminating
the chords of S. Let us prove that S ′ is a C∗

4+-subdivision.
By definition, the 4-cut T1 is a subset of V (S), andwe show that T1 ⊆ V (S ′). Let us assume

for contradiction that there is a vertex t ∈ T1 which belongs to a path P of S on which a chord
elimination was performed: there are two vertices v, v′ on P , such that the edge vv′ ∈ E(H)
is not in P and t is on the (v, v′)-section P ′ of P . But then the path (P \ P ′) ∪ {vv′} is a path
between two 1-linked special vertices in H \ T1, which is a contradiction; so T1 ⊆ V (S ′).
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Assume for contradiction that two 0-linked special vertices ui, uj have a common remain-
ing neighbor v w.r.t. S ′. If v belongs to V (S ′), then the edge uiv or ujv forms a chord of S ′

since all paths of S ′ are incident with ui or uj . It is a contradiction, so v does not belong to
V (S ′). However, since ui and uj are 0-linked, they are separated by the 4-cut T1, and so v is a
vertex of T1, hence in S. This is a contradiction, which gives us the property “0-linked” of S ′.

To obtain property “1-linked”, observe that no internal vertex of a solo (ui, uj)-path is a
remaining neighbor of a uk ∈ U \ {ui, uj}, since this would create a path between 0-linked
special vertices that would be disjoint from the 4-cut T1, a contradiction.

Let us now prove the property “2-linked”. By definition of the cut T1, the common re-
maining neighbors of two 2-linked special vertices ui, uj belong to parallel paths of S ′. If
a common remaining neighbor v of ui, uj belongs to a (ui, uj)-path of S ′, the two edges
uiv, ujv form chords in S ′, a contradiction, so the common remaining neighbors of ui, uj

belong to parallel (uk, ul)-paths that are not incident with ui, uj . If u1, u3 (2-linked) have two
common remaining neighbors v, v′, they belong to different parallel (u2, u4)-paths by pla-
narity (otherwise {u1, u4, v} and {u2, u3, v

′} form a K3,3-minor in H if v, v′ belong to a path
P = (u2, . . . , v, . . . , v

′, . . . , u4)). Then we claim that {u1, v, v
′} is a 3-cut of H that separates

u2 from u3. If not, there is a (u2, u3)-path P23 inH that is vertex-disjoint from u1, v, v
′, and by

definition of T1, P23 contains a vertex t ∈ T1 that is on a (u1, u3)-path of S ′, and the (u2, t)-
section of P23 does not contain u4. Then {u1, u2, v, t, u4 = v′} induce a K5-minor in H by
contracting the (u4, v

′)-path of S ′ into a vertex. Hence {u1, v, v
′} is a 3-cut ofH that separates

u2 from u3, which is a contradiction with the almost 4-connectivity of H w.r.t. U . Property
“2-linked” follows.

Now let us consider the case whereH is anN1-graph with outer cycle C . We build a C4+-
subdivision S rooted on U as follows. First, for each ui /∈ C , we find four internally-disjoint
paths pi1, p

i
2, p

i
3, p

i
4 from ui to the four vertices of its associated 4-cutXi. Such paths exist since

there is no 3-cut separating ui from U \ {ui} inH . We assume pi1 and p
i
2 each have an end on

the outer cycle C . We add (E(C) \
⋃

ui /∈C
E(Hi)) ∪

⋃
ui /∈C

(E(pi1) ∪ E(pi2)) to S, where Hi is
the component ofH \Xi containing ui. To obtain the two remaining paths of S, we consider
the graph H ′ formed by removing (V (C) ∪

⋃
ui /∈C

V (Hi)) \ U from H , and add back pi3 and
pi4 to H ′. We look at the outer face ofH ′. Let P13 be the outer (u1, u3)-path and P24 the outer
(u2, u4)-path ofH ′. We claim that these paths are vertex-disjoint. To see it, observe that inH
there are at least 4 internally-disjoint paths from u1 to u3. At least two of them are disjoint
from C , hence belong to H ′. Therefore, H ′ cannot contain a 1-cut separating {u1, u2} from
{u3, u4}. Therefore, let us add P13 and P24 to S to form our C4+-subdivision S.

Let S ′ be a chordless C4+-subdivision obtained by eliminating the chords of S. Let us now
prove that S ′ is a C∗

4+-subdivision.
We first check property “1-linked”. Let ui, uj be 1-linked special vertices with a path Pij

of S ′, and uk ∈ U \ {ui, uj}. If there is an internal vertex v of Pij that is a remaining neighbor
of uk, then {uk, v} is a 2-cut of H if uk is on C , otherwise there is a vertex x in the 4-cut Xk

of uk such that {x, v} is a 2-cut of H , contradicting its 3-connectivity.
To check properties “0-linked” and “2-linked”, we show that there is no remaining neighbor

in common between u1 and {u3, u4} (respectively 2-linked and 0-linked to u1), because of the
properties of almost 4-connectivity ofH . Each special vertex ui either belongs toC or there is a
4-cutXi = {x1, x2, x3, x4} separatingH into a componentHi containing ui and aH\(Xi∪Hi)
containing U \ {ui}. If u1, uk, k ∈ {3, 4}, belong to C and share a remaining neighbor v, then
{u1, uk, v} is a 3-cut that separates two neighbors of u1 (if k = 3) or separates u2 from u3 (if
k = 4). If u1 belongs toC and uk has a 4-cutXk, then their common remaining neighbor is the
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only vertex x ∈ Xk that does not belong to S ′. Then there is a vertex x′ ∈ Xk ∩ C , such that
{u1, x, x

′} is a 3-cut that separates u2 from u3 (whether k = 3 or 4). If both u1, uk have 4-cuts
X1, Xk, then their common remaining neighbor is again the only x ∈ X1 ∩Xk that does not
belong to S ′, and there are x′

1 ∈ X1 ∩C and x′
k ∈ Xk ∩C such that {x′

1, x
′
k, x} is a 3-cut that

separates u2 from u3. In all cases, we obtain a contradiction with the almost 4-connectivity of
H . Properties “0-linked” and “2-linked” follow, which completes the proof.

4.2 Patterns

Although almost all the subdivisions that we consider throughout the paper are regular K4-
subdivision orC4+-subdivisions, we occasionally consider a more convenient structure, which
we call semi-C4+-subdivision, that consists in a C4+-subdivision where two parallel paths with
disjoint ends intersect on one vertex.

LetW4 be the wheel graph on 5 vertices u1, u2, u3, u4, w, i.e. the graph where u1, u2, u3, u4

form a cycle and w is adjacent to the other four vertices.

Definition 4.7 (Semi-C4+-subdivision). A semi-C4+-subdivision rooted on a 4-family U in a

graph G is aW4-subdivision rooted on U ∪ {w}, where w is a vertex of G.

By abuse of notation and by analogy with the C4+-subdivision, we arbitrarily pick two
pairs of special vertices (ui, uj), (uk, ul) and we view the union of the (ui, w)-path and the
(uj, w)-path as a (ui, uj)-path Pij , and the union of the (uk, w)-path and the (ul, w)-path as a
(uk, ul)-path Pkl. We say that there is a contact between Pij and Pkl.

Observe that a semi-C4+-subdivision is always 2-colorable, since we can simply swap the
colors of two parallel paths in a 2-coloring, in order to give different colors to the two paths
in contact (see Figure 12).

w

u1

u2

u3

u4

P1

P2 P2

P2

P1 P2

P1 P1

Figure 12: A 2-colored semi-C4+-subdivision

The following definition regroups the different kinds of structures that we consider for our
reduction rules.

Definition 4.8 (Semi-subdivision). A semi-subdivision S in a graph G is a K4-subdivision, a
C4+-subdivision or a semi-C4+-subdivision rooted on a 4-family U .

Our overall goal is to find an invidual reduction rule for each of the four special vertices,
and combine them into a general rule for the whole configuration. We define these rules by
extending the formalism of Section 3.
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A subdivision partial configuration (or pattern) Ci is a configuration defined over the neigh-
borhood of one special vertex uj or two special vertices uj, ul, with three identified incident
edges per special vertex, called subdivision edges. We denote it by Ci(uj) if it involves one
special vertex, and Ci(uj, uk) otherwise.

Observe that an elementary partial configuration can be turned into a subdivision partial
configuration by adding two subdivision edges. The subdivision partial configuration (CU)
defined below is an example of partial configuration that involves two special vertices.

We say that a set of patterns M = {C1, . . . , Ck}, k ∈ {2, 3, 4}, is a mapping of a 4-family
U , w.r.t. a semi-subdivision S rooted on U , if in this semi-subdivision there is a bijection
between the special vertices of C1, . . . , Ck and the special vertices of U ; i.e. each special vertex
u of C1, . . . , Ck can be associated with a special vertex u′ ∈ U , and the neighborhoods of u and
u′ are isomorphic. If u′ ∈ U is associated to the special vertex u of a pattern Ci, we say that u

′

forms a pattern Ci w.r.t. S.
Given a mapping M = {C1, . . . , Ck} and Ci ∈ M, we denote by V (Ci) the set containing

the special vertices associated with Ci in M and their remaining neighbors. We say that a
pattern Ci touches another pattern Cj if V (Ci)∩V (Cj) 6= ∅. We say that Ci touches S if at least
one non-special vertex of V (Ci) belongs to a path of S.

A subdivision composite configuration (M, S) is the following configuration: the graph
contains a 4-family U and a semi-subdivision S rooted on U , whileM is a mapping of U w.r.t.
S.

In the previous section, we defined elementary partial rules over elementary partial con-
figurations. This definition can be directly extended to define subdivision partial rules over
subdivision partial configurations, i.e. as a rule Ri = (Ci, f

r
i , f

c
i ) associated with a pattern Ci,

a partial reduction function encoded by a set Oi ⊆ {add, remove} × E(Ci) and the partial
recoloring function f c

i .
Let M = {C1, . . . , Ck}, k ∈ {2, 3, 4}, be a mapping of a 4-family U = {u1, u2, u3, u4},

w.r.t. a semi-subdivision S rooted on U . For each i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, let Ri = (Ci, f
r
i , f

c
i ) be a

subdivision partial rule associated with the pattern Ci. Let cS be a 2-coloring of S. The sub-
division composite rule Rc = (Cc, f

r
c , f

c
c ), denoted by ({R1, . . . ,Rk}, S, cS), is the reduction

rule associated with the subdivision composite configuration Cc = (M, S) and is defined as
follows. The reduction function f r

c is defined by f r
c (G) = (f r

1 ◦ · · · ◦ f r
k(G)) \ (U ∪ E(S)),

i.e. the successive application of the operations in Oi in reverse order and the removal of the
special vertices U and the edges of the semi-subdivision S, to form the reduced graph G′.

In order to provide a semantics of f c
c , we define the intermediate graphs Gi

int = f r
i+1 ◦

· · · ◦ f r
k (G), for 0 ≤ i ≤ k. We use these graphs to define a sequence of colorings ciint that

lead to a coloring c of G. Let pc be a coloring of G′. Let c0int = pc ∪ cS be a coloring of
G0

int = G′ ∪ (U ∪ E(S)). We define ciint = f c
i (G

i
int, c

i−1
int ) for i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. We finally define

f c
c (G, pc, cS) = ckint for any planar graph G, coloring pc of f r

c (G) and good coloring cS of
S. In other words, the semi-subdivision S is added to G′ and colored with cS , then for each
pattern Ci considered in ascending order, the reduction of Ci is undone and the edges in the
neighborhood of Ci are colored according to the partial recoloring function f c

i . This definition
is motivated by the fact that whenever pc is a good coloring of the reduced graph G′, and the
partial rules Ri are valid and do not interfere with each other, each intermediate coloring ciint
is a good coloring of the intermediate graph Gi

int, which allows to build step by step a good
coloring of G. The 2-coloring cS of S is specified only when necessary.

42



In the figures, the two paths P1, P2 induced by the 2-coloring of S are represented in red
and blue. The purple color is used to color the whole subdivision when its 2-coloring is not
specified. An edge represented in black does not belong to the subdivision. A red vertex ( )
(resp. blue ) represents a vertex that may be touched by a red (resp. blue) subdivision path.
A purple vertex ( ) may be touched by either a red or a blue subdivision path. When a path of

the subdivision ends on a special vertex, it is represented by

P2

P2

P1

,

P1

P1

P2

or
S
S

S , respectively
if it is the red path, the blue path, or if the color is not specified.

Let us now introduce the patterns we use in the rest of the proof. For each pattern, we
describe the associated partial configuration, as well as the conditions on the colors of a 2-
coloring of the associated subdivision S. We then provide a definition of the partial reduction
and recoloring functions. The patterns (CV ), (CNe), (CNo) are taken from Section 3 and their
definitions are omitted.

List of the patterns:

The following patterns involve one special vertex.

v1

v2
u1

S
S

S

(CV )

 

v1

v2

Q  

u1

v1

v2

S
S

SQ

Q

• (CV ): Identical to the elementary partial configuration (CV ) from Section 3.

v1

v2
u1

S
S

S
P

(C′
V )

 

v1

v2

Q  

u1

v1

v2

S
S

SQ

Q
P

• (C′
V ): The special vertex u1 has two adjacent remaining neighbors v1, v2, and the edge

v1v2 belongs to S.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v1v2.
Recoloring: InG, we deviate the color of v1v2 on u1. The color of v1v2 in the recoloring
of G is given by the subdivision.

v2

v1

u1 P2

P2

P1

(CNe)

 

v2

v1
Q

 

u1

v2

v1

P2

P2

P1

Q
Q

P1

• (CNe): Identical to the elementary partial configuration (CNe) from Section 3.
Color requirements: If the remaining neighbor v1 is even, then the other remaining
neighbor v2 of u1 cannot touch the color of S that ends on u1.
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v2

v1

u1 P2

P2

P1

(CNo)

 

v2

v1
Q

 

u1

v2

v1

P2

P2

P1P1

Q
Q

P1

• (CNo): Identical to the elementary partial configuration (CNo) from Section 3.
Color requirements:None of the remaining neighbors v1, v2 of u1 can touch the color
of S that ends on u1.

The following patterns involve two special vertices.

v2v1

u1 u2

S SS S SS

(CU )

 

v2v1
Q

 u1 u2

v2v1

S SS S SS

Q

Q

Q

• (CU ): The two special vertices u1, u2 are adjacent but the edge u1u2 does not belong to
S. Let v1 (resp. v2) be the remaining neighbor of u1 (resp. u2) distinct from u2 (resp u1).
The vertices v1, v2 are distinct, non-adjacent and disjoint from U .
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v1v2.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 on u1, u2.

v1

v2

v

u1

u2

S
S

S
S

S

(CDa)

 

v1

v2

v Q

 

u1

u2

v1

v2

v

S
S

S
S

Q

Q

Q
S

S
S

S

• (CDa): The two special vertices u1, u2 are adjacent and the edge u1, u2 belongs to S. The
special vertices u1, u2 have precisely one common remaining neighbor v, and u1, u2 have
v1, v2 respectively as their other remaining neighbor. The vertices v1, v2 are adjacent and
both are adjacent to v. The vertices v, v1, v2 are disjoint from S.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we remove the edge v1v2.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of vv1 on the edges vu2, u2u1 and u1v1. We
redirect the path u1 ∼ u2 of S through the edges u1v, vv1, v1v2 and v2u2.
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v1

v2

v

u1

u2

S
S

S
S

S

(CDb)

 

v1

v2

v
Q
 

u1

u2

v1

v2

v

S
S

S
S

S

Q

Q
S

Q

• (CDb): The two special vertices u1, u2 are adjacent and the edge u1, u2 belongs to S.
The special vertices u1, u2 have precisely one common remaining neighbor v, and u1, u2

have v1, v2 respectively as their other remaining neighbor. The vertices v1, v2 are not
adjacent and both are adjacent to v. The vertex v does not belong to S.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge v1v2.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of v1v2 on the edges v1u1, u1u2 and u2v2. We
redirect the path u1 ∼ u2 of S to make it go through the edges u1v and vu2.

v1 v2v

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

SS S

(CT1a)

 

v1 v2v
T R

 

u1

u2

v1 v2v

P2P2
P1

SS S

Q

Q

R R

P1

P1

• (CT1a): The two special vertices u1, u2 have precisely one remaining neighbor v in com-
mon. We denote v1, v2 the other remaining neighbor of u1, u2 respectively. Both v1 and
v2 are adjacent to v. The vertices v, v1, v2 are disjoint from U . The vertex v1 has an even
degree.
Color requirements: The vertices v, v2 cannot touch the color of S that ends on u1.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, v1 has an odd degree: let Q be a path of the coloring
of G′ that ends on v1.
Recoloring: In G, we deviate the color of vv2 on u2, we extend the path Q on the edge
v1u1, and we extend the extra color that ends on u1 on the edges u1v and vv2.

45



v1 v2v

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT1b)

 

v1 v2v
Q R

 

u1

u2

v1 v2v

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

R

R

Q

Q P1

P1

P2

P2

• (CT1b): The two special vertices u1, u2 have precisely one remaining neighbor v in com-
mon. We denote v1, v2 the other remaining neighbor of u1, u2 respectively. Both v1 and
v2 are adjacent to v. The vertices v, v1, v2 are disjoint from U . The vertices v1, v2 both
have an odd degree in G.
Color requirements:The colors ending on u1, u2 in a 2-coloring of S must be different.
The vertex v1 (resp. v2) cannot touch the color that ends on u1 (resp. u2).
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we remove the edges vv1 and vv2. The vertices v1, v2
keep an odd degree in G′: let Q,R be paths of the coloring of G′ that end on v1, v2
respectively.
Recoloring: In G, we extend the paths Q,R on the edges v1u1 and v2, u2 respectively.
We extend the extra color ending on u1 on the edges u1v and vv1, and we extend the
extra color ending on u2 on the edges u2v and vv2.

v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

SS S

(CT2Aa)

 

v v′
Q R

 

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

SS S

v v′
Q

Q

R R

P1

P1

• (CT2Aa): The two special vertices u1, u2 have both their remaining neighbors v, v′ in
common, which are adjacent and disjoint from U . The vertex v has an odd degree in G.
Color requirements: There is a color of S ending on u1 or u2 (let us say u1) that does
not touch v nor v′.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, v keeps an odd degree: letQ be a path of the coloring
of G′ that ends on v.
Recoloring: InG, we extend the pathQ on the edge vu1, we deviate the color of vv

′ on
u2, and we extend the extra color ending on u1 on the edges u1v

′ and v′v.
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v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT2Ab)

 

v v′
Q R

 

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

v v′
Q

Q

P2 R

R

P1

P1

• (CT2Ab): The two special vertices u1, u2 have both their remaining neighbors v, v′ in
common, which are adjacent and disjoint from U . Both v and v′ have an even degree in
G.
Color requirements: The colors of S that end on u1 and u2 must be different. At least
one of v, v′ (let us say v′) does not touch at least one of the two colors of S (let us say
the one ending on u1).
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we remove the edge vv′. The vertices v, v′ have an
odd degree in G′: let T,R be paths of the coloring of G′ that end on v, v′ respectively.
Recoloring: InG, we extend the paths T,R on the edges vu1 and v

′u2 respectively. We
extend the extra color ending on u1 on the edges u1v

′ and v′v, and we extend the extra
color ending on u2 on the edge u2v.

v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

SS S

(CT2NAa)

 

v v′
Q R

 

u1

u2

v v′

P2P2
P1

SS S

Q

Q

R R

P1

• (CT2NAa): The two special vertices u1, u2 have both their remaining neighbors v, v′ in
common, which are not adjacent and are disjoint from U . The vertex v has an even
degree in the G.
Color requirements: One of v, v′ (let us say v′) does not touch a color of S that ends
on u1 or u2 (let us say u1).
Reduction: In the reduced graph, we add the edge vv′. The vertex v has an odd degree
in G′: let Q be a path of the coloring of G′ that ends on v.
Recoloring: InG, we extend the pathQ on the edge vu1, we deviate the color of vv

′ on
u2, and we extend the extra color ending on u1 on the edge u1v

′.
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v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT2NAb)

 

v v′
Q R

 

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

v v′
Q

Q

P2 R

R

P1

• (CT2NAb): The two special vertices u1, u2 have both their remaining neighbors v, v′ in
common, which are not adjacent and are disjoint from U . Both v and v′ have an odd
degree in G.
Color requirements: One of v, v′ (let us say v′) does not touch the color ending on u1,
the other (v) does not touch the one ending on u2.
Reduction: In the reduced graph, v, v′ keep an odd degree: let T,R be paths of the
coloring of G′ that end on v, v′ respectively.
Recoloring: InG, we extend the paths T,R on the edges vu1 and v

′u2 respectively. We
extend the extra colors ending on u1, u2 on the edges u1v

′ and u2v respectively.

For convenience, we define some aliases which group several patterns together.

v1

v2
u1

S
S

S

(CN)

:= {
v1

v2
u1

S
S

S

(CV )

|
v2

v1

u1 P2

P2

P1

(CNe)

|
v2

v1

u1 P2

P2

P1

(CNo)

}

• (CN ): The special vertex u1 has 2 remaining neighbors v1, v2. If v1, v2 are non-adjacent,
this is configuration (CV ). Otherwise, if one of v1, v2 has an even degree in G, this is
configuration (CNe), and if both have an odd degree in G, this is configuration (CNo).

v1 v2v

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT1)

:= {
v1 v2v

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

SS S

(CT1a)

|
v1 v2v

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT1b)

}

• (CT1): The two special vertices u1, u2 have one remaining neighbor v in common. We
denote v1, v2 the other remaining neighbor of u1, u2 respectively. Both v1 and v2 are
adjacent to v. The vertices v, v1, v2 are disjoint from U .
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v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT2A)

:= { v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

SS S

(CT2Aa)

| v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT2Ab)

}

• (CT2A): The two special vertices u1, u2 have both their remaining neighbors v, v′ in
common, which are adjacent and disjoint from U .

v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT2NA)

:= { v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

SS S

(CT2NAa)

| v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT2NAb)

}

• (CT2NA): The two special vertices u1, u2 have both their remaining neighbors v, v′ in
common, which are not adjacent and are disjoint from U .

From now on, when we talk about patterns, we refer exclusively to patterns from this list.
Obviously the partial rules associated with the patterns of the considered mapping may

conflict with each other. We now address the conditions of compatibility between patterns.

Definition 4.9 (Compatible patterns). LetG be a planar graph with a semi-subdivision S rooted
on a a 4-family U .

Let Ci, Cj be two patterns on U w.r.t. S. Ci, Cj are compatible if:
• Ci or Cj is a CV , C

′
V or CU , and |V (Ci) ∩ V (Cj)| ≤ 1; or

• Ci, Cj are among CN , CT1, CT2A, CT2NA, CDa, CDb, and V (Ci) ∩ V (Cj) = ∅.
LetM = {C1, . . . , Ck} be a mapping of U w.r.t. a semi-subdivision S, and 2 ≤ k ≤ 4.

We say thatM is a compatible mapping w.r.t. S if it satisfies the following conditions:
• The Ci patterns in M are pairwise compatible;

• There exists a 2-coloring cS of S that fits the color requirements in the definition of each
Ci ∈ M.

We justify this notion of compatible patterns and compatible mapping with the following
claim.

Claim 4.10. Let G be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a 4-family U . Let M =
{C1, . . . , Ck} be a mapping of U w.r.t. a semi-subdivision S, with 2 ≤ k ≤ 4, and let Ri be a
subdivision partial rule associated with Ci for i ∈ {1, . . . , k}.

IfM is a compatible mapping w.r.t. S, then the 2-coloring cS of S associated withM is such

that the subdivision composite rule ({R1, . . . ,Rk}, S, cS) associated with (M, S) is valid.
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Proof. Each pattern Ci ∈ {CV , C
′
V , CU} has a deviated edge, v1v2 in the previous definitions.

Since Ci is compatible with all other patterns, it shares at most one vertex with each of them,
thus the edge v1v2 cannot be used as a deviated edge by another pattern. Hence the resolution
rules of the CV , C

′
V , CU patterns can be applied independently.

A pattern Ci in {CN , CT1, CT2A, CT2NA, CDa, CDb} can only share at most one vertex with
each CV , C

′
V or CU pattern, as they do not prevent the resolution rule of Ci from being applied.

We emphasize that the parities involved in the resolution rules of CN , CT1, CT2A, CT2NA are
preserved no matter how many CV , C

′
V or CU patterns touch them. Say we have a pattern Ci in

{CN , CT1, CT2A, CT2NA}, and a non-special vertex v of Ci. In the descriptions of the patterns
and their resolution rules, we may specify the parity of v in the graphG, then which edges we
add or remove to obtain that v has an odd degree in the reduced graph G′. These definitions
do not take into account the CV , C

′
V , CU patterns or a path from S that may touch v, but we

argue that they do not interfere with the parity of v in the reduced graph G′.
If a path from S touches v in G and does not form a C′

V pattern, then the reduction from
G to G′ removes two edges incident with v, which preserves the parity of v. If a CV or CU
pattern touches v in G, then one edge vu′ (u′ ∈ U ) is removed and one edge vv′ (v′ /∈ U ) is
added, which preserves the parity of v. Finally if a C′

V pattern {u′, v, v′} touches v, then the
edge vu′ is removed, as well as an edge vw from the path of S that contains the edge vv′. The
edge vv′ is kept in the reduced graph. Thus, v has lost two incident edges, and so its degree is
preserved.

In conclusion, we may apply the resolution rules of compatible patterns in any order.
Since the definitions of patterns do not create cycles, do not use additional colors, and

since the 2-coloring cS of S fits the color requirements of all patterns in M, the subdivision
composite rule ({R1, . . . ,Rk}, S, cS) associated with (M, S) is valid.

Let us introduce the notion of settled special vertex, to characterize the special vertices that
are already compatible with the rest of the configuration and whose remaining neighbors do
not need to be further altered.

Definition 4.11 (Settled vertices). Let G be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a

4-family U . Let S be a semi-subdivision rooted on U .
We say that a special vertex u is lone-settled w.r.t. S if:
• u forms a CV or C′

V pattern and shares at most one remaining neighbor with each of the

other special vertices, and the two remaining neighbors of u are not the two remaining
neighbors of a CU pattern; or

• u forms a CN pattern and its remaining neighbors are disjoint from S and from the remain-
ing neighbors of other special vertices.

A special vertex is settled if it is lone-settled or forms a CT2NA pattern {u, u′, v, v′} with

another special vertex u′, such that v, v′ are disjoint from S and from the remaining neighbors of
other special vertices.

Note that in this definition, the CV pattern formed by a lone-settled special vertex can
touch the subdivision S. By Claim 4.10 (p. 49), we deduce immediately that if all four vertices
of U are settled w.r.t. S, there exists a mappingM of U compatible w.r.t. S.

Figure 13 provides a few examples of unsettled special vertices: on the left a CN pattern
touching the subdivision, in the middle two CN patterns sharing a remaining neighbor, and
on the right a CU and a CV pattern sharing both remaining neighbors. None of the depicted
special vertices are settled.
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v1

v

u1
S

S
S

S

S

v1 v2v

u1 u2
S

S
S S

S
S

v1

v2

u1

u2

u3

S
S

S

S
S

S

S
S

S

Figure 13: Examples of unsettled vertices

4.3 Redirection procedure

To further decrease the number of problematic cases to consider in the rest of the proof, we
consider a set of local transformations that, when applied exhaustively to a K-subdivision S
rooted on a 4-family U , return another K-subdivision S ′ rooted on U , of the same type and
which does not contain some inconvenient configurations. The special vertices of U can be
more easily mapped to patterns in S ′ than in S.

This procedure does not preserve the chordlessness of a subdivision it is applied to, so let
us consider the following weaker properties that are preserved by the procedure (as is proven
in Claim 4.13, p. 54).

Given a K-subdivision S rooted on U , an A-chord of S is a chord on a path of S incident
with a special vertex u ∈ U that is unsettled or forms a C′

V pattern w.r.t. S (see Figure 14a);
and a B-chord is a chord between two remaining neighbors of u ∈ U on a path of S that is not
incident with u (see Figure 14b). We say respectively that u has an A-chord, a B-chord.

A K-subdivision satisfies property A (resp. property B) if it does not have an A-chord (resp.
a B-chord). A chordless K-subdivision obviously satisfies properties A and B.

u

u′

v1

v2

S

S

S

SS

(a) A-chord

u

u′ u′′

v1 v2

S
S

S

S SS

(b) B-chord

Figure 14: The configurations that are avoided by properties A and B

Let us now define the procedure that helps take care of problematic cases in aK-subdivision.

Definition 4.12 (Redirection procedure). Let G be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration
w.r.t. a 4-family U , and S be a K-subdivision rooted on U , such that S satisfies properties A

and B. The redirection procedure consists in applying as many times as possible the redirection
operations CX1, CX2, CX3 and CX4 to S.
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Note that these configurations are defined on u1, u2 but may be in contact with unspecified
remaining neighbors of u3, u4, in which case we apply the redirections anyway. The contacts
with paths from S that would prevent us from applying the redirections are specified.

Remark: the CV patterns on the drawings illustrating the redirections could turn out to
be CT2NA patterns, and are only featured as an indication.

u1

u2

v1
v2

v
w1/w2

S
S

S
S

S

S

 

u1

u2

v1
v2

v
w1/w2

S
S

S
S

CV S

SCN

Redirection CX1, when w1 = w2

• CX1: The vertices u1, u2 are linked by a path u1 ∼ u2 of S of the form (u1, w1, Q, w2, u2),
with w1 = w2 if l(Q) = 0. The vertices u1, u2 have exactly one common remaining
neighbor v and have another remaining neighbor v1, v2 respectively, both adjacent to v.
The vertices v1 and w1 are non-adjacent. No path from S touches v, v1 or v2.
Redirection protocol: We replace the path u1 ∼ u2 in S with the path (u1, v, u2).

u1

u2

v1
v2

v
w1/w2

S
S

S
S

S

S

 

u1

u2

v1
v2

v
w1/w2

S
S

S
S

CV
S

S

SCN

Redirection CX2, when w1 = w2

• CX2: The vertices u1, u2 are linked by a path u1 ∼ u2 of S of the form (u1, w1, Q, w2, u2),
with w1 = w2 if l(Q) = 0. The vertices u1, u2 have exactly one common remaining
neighbor v and have another remaining neighbor v1, v2 respectively, both adjacent to v.
The vertices v1 and w1 (resp. v2 and w2) are adjacent. No path from S touches v, v1 or
v2.
Redirection protocol: We replace the path u1 ∼ u2 in S with the path (u1, v1, v, u2).
The vertices v, w1 are the new remaining neighbors of u1 and are not adjacent, otherwise
{u1, v, v1, w1} would form aK4, contradicting Claim 4.2 (p. 36).
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u1

u2

v1

v2

v

w1

P
P

P
P

S

S

S

 

u1

u2

v1

v2

v

w1

S

S
S

CV

S

S

S

SC′
V

Redirection CX3, when w1, v1 are not adjacent

u1

u2

v1

v2

v

w1
S

S

S
S

S

S

S
 

u1

u2

v1

v2

v

w1
S

S
S

CV

S

S

S

S

S

C′
V

Redirection CX3 when w1, v are not adjacent

• CX3: The vertices u1, u2 are linked by a path u1 ∼ u2 of S, they have exactly one re-
maining neighbor v in common, and u1, u2 have another remaining neighbor v1, v2 re-
spectively. v1, v2 are both adjacent to v. There is another special vertex u3 such that
there is a path u1 ∼ u3 in S of the form P = (u1, w1, Q, v2, Q

′, u3), with l(Q) ≥ 0 (so
w1 may be equal to v2) and l(Q′) ≥ 1. No path from S touches v nor v1.
Redirection protocol: The vertex w1 cannot be adjacent to both v and v1, otherwise
{u1, v, v1, w1} would induce aK4 in the graph, a contradiction by Claim 4.2 (p. 36). We
distinguish between two cases:

– Ifw1, v1 arenot adjacent: we replace the pathP inSwith the pathP ′ = (u1, v, v2, Q
′, u3);

– If w1, v1 are adjacent: then necessarily w1, v are not, and in this case we replace
P in S with the path P ′ = (u1, v1, v, v2, Q

′, u3).
In both cases, the two new remaining neighbors of u1 are not adjacent.
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Redirection CX4

• CX4: The vertices u1, u2 are linked by a path u1 ∼ u2 of the form (u1, w1, Q, w2, u2), with
l(Q) ≥ 0 (with w1 = w2 if l(Q) = 0). The vertices u1, u2 have two adjacent remaining
neighbors v, v′ in common. No path from S touches v nor v′.
Redirectionprotocol: Theremust be a non-edge e among vw1, v

′w1, otherwise {u1, v, v
′, w1}

form an induced K4, which contradicts the fact that G has a (CII) configuration by
Claim 4.2 (p. 36). Let us say that e = vw1. We replace the path u1 ∼ u2 in S with the
path (u1, v

′, u2).

In all cases, the special vertex u1 is given a new set of remaining neighbors that are not
adjacent. The procedure terminates, as each redirection requires two special vertices that have
adjacent remaining neighbors to be applied, and increases the number of special vertices with
non-adjacent remaining neighbors.

We define the associated property: a subdivision satisfies Property C if no redirection can
be applied. We say that a subdivision is strong if it satisfies properties A, B and C.

To justify the choice of this procedure and the notion of strong subdivision, we prove that
it preserves properties A and B and the structure of K-subdivision.

Claim 4.13. The redirection procedure preserves properties A and B.

Proof. LetG be a planar graph with a 4-familyU and aK-subdivision S rooted on U , such that
S satisfies properties A and B. Let S ′ be the subdivision obtained by applying the redirection
procedure to S. Let us prove that S ′ satisfies properties A and B as well.

• CX1, CX4: Redirection configurations CX1 and CX4 feature two special vertices u1, u2

and only modify one (u1, u2)-path in the subdivision, by replacing it with another of
length 2. No path of length 2 has a B-chord, and since an edge u1u2 ∈ E(G) already
constitutes a path of S, the new path does not have an A-chord either. Since the paths
of S are internally disjoint, the vertices w1, w2 do not belong to S ′ and thus cannot be
part of an A-chord or a B-chord.

• CX2: In redirection configuration CX2, the new (u1, u2)-path P
′ has length 3, hence does

not contain B-chords. Since the remaining neighbors of u1, u2 w.r.t. S
′ do not belong to

S ′ except one (v), the other paths of S ′ do not contain B-chords either. The remaining
neighbors of u2 are disjoint from P ′, hence u2 does not have an A-chord, but u1 does
however. We claim that property A is still satisfied because u1 is (lone-)settled w.r.t. S

′.
The remaining neighbors of u1 are not adjacent, hence u1 is unsettled only if it forms a
CT2NA pattern with u3 or u4 (this pattern would then touch S ′), since u3, u4 do not form
a CU pattern as S satisfies property A.
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Let us first consider the case where S is a K4-subdivision, and assume u3 has w1, v as
its remaining neighbors w.r.t. S ′ (it has the same remaining neighbors w.r.t. S, since
only the remaining neighbors of u1, u2 were modified). Then {u1, w1, v} and {v1, u2 =
u4, u3} induce a K3,3-minor of G (by contracting the path u2 ∼ u4 to a vertex, see
Figure 15), contradicting the planarity of G.

w1
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v2
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S S

S

S

S

Figure 15: TheK3,3-minor formed by {u1, w1, v} and {v1, u2 = u4, u3} if S is aK4-subdivision
(the path u2 ∼ u3 is not pictured)

Now let us take a look at the case where S is a C4+-subdivision and assume that u3 or
u4 has w1, v as its remaining neighbors w.r.t. S ′ (thus w.r.t. S). If u1, u2 are 1-linked, u3

or u4 has a remaining neighbor in the solo (u1, u2)-path P , contradicting the property
“1-linked” of S. If u1, u2 are 2-linked, then {u1, w1, v} and {v1, u2, u3} induce a K3,3-
minor (see Figure 16), again a contradiction. Thus, u1 cannot form a CT2NA pattern, so
forms a CV pattern and is lone-settled.
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Figure 16: TheK3,3-minor formed by {u1, w1, v} and {v1, u2, u3} if S is a C4+-subdivision

• CX3: The remaining neighbors v, v2 of u2 w.r.t. S
′ belong to the new (u1, u3)-path P ′ of

S ′ and the edge vv2 belongs to P ′, so u2 does not have an A-chord nor a B-chord.
The remaining neighbors of u3, u4 are not modified by the redirection. The paths of S
incident with u4 are not modified, so u4 does not have an A-chord, and a B-chord of u4

could only belong to the new path P ′ of S ′. An A-chord of u3 could only belong to P ′,
as its other incident paths of S were not modified, and u3 does not have a B-chord, as
its non-incident paths of S were not modified. We claim that none of u3 and u4 have an
A-chord or B-chord on P ′ in S ′ if they did not in S.
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We examine the case of u1 at the end of this proof. Let us make several observations
that will help us prove our claims.
Whether S is aK4- or a C4+-subdivision, it contains a (u1, u2)-path P12, a (u2, u4)-path
P24, a (u3, u4)-path P34, as well as the path P = P13, split into a (u1, v2)-sectionQ13 and
a (v2, u3)-section T13, all these paths having no special vertex as internal vertex.

Observation 2. The special vertex u3 does not have v1 as a remaining neighbor w.r.t. S.

Proof. If it were the case, thenGwould contain aK3,3-minor induced by {u1, u3, v} and
{u2, v1, v2}, obtained by contracting P12, P34, Q13 and T13 to one edge, and P24 to one
vertex (see Figure 17). This would contradict the planarity of G.
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u4S
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Figure 17: The K3,3-minor formed by {u1, u3, v} and {u2, v1, v2} in Observation 2

Observation 3. The special vertex u3 does not have v as a remaining neighbor w.r.t. S.

Proof. Because the paths P24 and P34 are disjoint from v, v1, v2, the vertices u1, u3 would
then belong to two different regions of the plane delimited by the three edges u2v, u2v2,
vv2 (see Figure 18). This is a contradiction with the almost 4-connectivity of G.

v1

v2

v

u1

u2

u3

u4

S

S

S

S

S

Q13

Figure 18: The planar embedding of the graph of Observation 3

Observation 4. The special vertex u4 does not have two remaining neighbors (w.r.t. S) v4
in T13, and v

′
4 ∈ {v, v1}.
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Proof. If v′4 = v1, contracting the (v2, v4)-section of T13 gives us a K3,3-minor of G
induced by {u1, v, u4} and {u2, v1, v2}, a contradiction (see Figure 19a). If v′4 = v, then
by planarity u1, u4 must belong to two different regions of the plane delimited by the
three edges u2v, vv2 and u2v2 (see Figure 19b), again a contradiction to the almost 4-
connectivity of G.
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(a) TheK3,3-minor formed by {u1, u4, v}
and {u2, v1, v2 = v4} in Observation 4

if v′4 = v1
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(b) The planar embedding of the

graph of Observation 4 if v′4 = v

Figure 19: The K3,3-minor and the planar embedding of Observation 4

Observation 5. The special vertex u4 does not have w1, v as its remaining neighbors w.r.t.

S if w1, v are non-adjacent.

Proof. If it were the case, there would be a K3,3-minor in G induced by {u1, u4, v2}
and {u2, w1, v} (see Figure 20), a contradiction with the planarity of G (note that by
assumption w1, v are non-adjacent, hence w1 6= v2).
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Figure 20: TheK3,3-minor formed by {u1, u4, v2} and {u2, w1, v} in Observation 5

Since only the (u1, u3)-path P changes into the path P ′, and the remaining neighbors of
u3, u4 are not changed by the redirection, u3 (resp. u4) may only have an A-chord (resp.
B-chord) on the new path P ′. This (u1, u3)-path in incident with u3 so u3 does not have
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a B-chord on it, and no A-chord either by Observations 2 and 3. Note that if u3 has an
A-chord in S, then u3 forms a CV pattern w.r.t. S, and the same pattern w.r.t. S ′.
P ′ is not incident with u4, so u4 does not have an A-chord on it, and Observation 4 tells
us that it does not have a B-chord either.
As for u1, note that in the version with w1, v1 non-adjdacent, the new remaining neigh-
bors of u1 are disjoint from S, thus u1 forms a CV or CT2NA pattern disjoint from S (since
no pair of special vertices form a CU pattern by property A), hence is settled. In the ver-
sion with w1, v non-adjacent, the edge u1v is an A-chord of u1, but Observations 3 and 5
tell us that neither u3 nor u4 can form a CT2NA pattern with u1. Again, since no pair
of special vertices form a CU pattern by property A of S, u1 is left lone-settled by the
redirection, and property A is satisfied by S ′.

Claim 4.14. Let G be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a 4-family U . Then G
contains a strong K-subdivision rooted on U .

Proof. By Lemma 4.4 (p. 37), G contains a chordless K-subdivision S rooted on U . In par-
ticular, S satisfies properties A and B. Since by Claim 4.13 (p. 54) the redirection procedure
preserves properties A and B, and since the type of subdivision (K4 or C4+) is preserved by
each redirection operation, then the result follows if S is aK4-subdivision.

Now assume that S is aC∗
4+-subdivision. We prove that after application of any redirection

operation to S, the obtained subdivision S ′ is a C∗
4+-subdivision, and the result follows by

induction. By Claim 4.13 (p. 54), S ′ satisfies properties A and B. Observe that the redirection
operations preserve the ends of the paths of S; in particular, vertices that are k-linked stay
k-linked after application of an operation. Observe that in each redirection configuration, the
two special vertices u1, u2 involved have a common remaining neighbor that is disjoint from S.
Therefore, by property “2-linked”, the two special vertices u1, u2 involved in the configuration
cannot be 2-linked: they are necessarily 1-linked.

Let us prove the three properties of C∗
4+ of S ′ in order.

• Property “0-linked”: The only special vertices whose remaining neighbors are modified
by a redirection operation are the special vertices u1 and u2 involved in the redirection
configuration. Therefore, if uj, uk are 0-linked special vertices, then their remaining
neighbors w.r.t. S ′ are the same as w.r.t. S, and property “0-linked” of S ′ is implied by
the same property of S.

• Property “1-linked”: Let ui, uj be 1-linked special vertices associated with a path Pij of
S, and uk ∈ U \ {ui, uj}. Assume for contradiction that uk has a remaining neighbor vk
w.r.t. S ′ that is an internal vertex of the (ui, uj)-path P ′

ij of S
′. If vk is not a remaining

neighbor of uk w.r.t. S, then the operation applied to S involves uk, and the edge ukvk
belongs to S. However, we can check in all redirection operations that when an edge
uv incident with a special vertex u is removed from the subdivision, then v does not
belong to the subdivision after the operation is applied. This is a contradiction with
the definition of vk, therefore vk is indeed a remaining neighbor of uk w.r.t. S. Thus,
P ′
ij 6= Pij .

Since uk is 0-linked with one of ui, uj , the vertex vk cannot be a remaining neighbor of
both w.r.t. S, by “0-linked” property of S. So the operation applied to S cannot be CX1

or CX4, as their new path has length 2.
The operation cannot be CX3 either, since in this case ui, uj must be the vertices u1, u3

in the definition of this configuration (so that P ′
ij is the new path); ui, uj are 1-linked,

and the operation is applied on the vertices u1, u2, which are also 1-linked as mentioned
above. Thus, ui or uj is 1-linked to two different special vertices, a contradiction.
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If the operation is CX2, then vk cannot be the common remaining neighbor v of u1, u2 in
the definition, since uk is 0-linked to one of them. If vk is the v1 of CX2, then {uk, v, w1}
and {u1, u2, v1} induce aK3,3-minor inG (by contracting the (w1, u2)-section of u1 ∼ u2

to an edge, and contracting a (uk, u2)-path of S or a (uk, um)-path and a (um, u2)-path
of S to an edge, for um ∈ U \ {u1, u2, uk}), a contradiction to the planarity of G.

• Property “2-linked”: Let ui, uj be two 2-linked special vertices. Since the operations are
applied on 1-linked special vertices, exactly one of these two special vertices, say ui, is
involved in the operation (as u1 or u2 in the definitions) applied to S. Let v be a common
remaining neighbor of ui, uj w.r.t. S

′. If v was not a common remaining neighbor of
ui, uj w.r.t. S, then it was a remaining neighbor of uj and not ui, as uj is not involved in
the operation: the edge uiv belongs to S, and more precisely belongs to a solo (ui, uk)-
path Pik of S between the two 1-linked special vertices ui and uk ∈ U \ {ui, uj}. Thus,
uj has a remaining neighbor (w.r.t. S) that is an internal vertex of a solo path of S, a
contradiction with the “1-linked” property of S.
Therefore, the potential common remaining neighbors v, v′ of ui, uj w.r.t. S

′ are also
their common remaining neighbors w.r.t. S. So by property “2-linked” of S, ui, uj have
at most one remaining neighbor v, and it belongs to a parallel (uk, ul)-path Pkl of S that
is not incident with ui, uj . If the path Pkl was not modified by the operation, the result
follows. If Pkl was modified into a path P ′

kl of S
′, then the operation is necessarily CX3

(as in the others, only a solo path is modified). The special vertex ui is the u2 in the
definition, as it keeps the same special neighbor v2 in S and S ′. This vertex belongs to
both Pkl and P ′

kl, and the result follows.
This proves that S ′ is a C∗

4+-subdivision, and the result follows by induction.

4.4 Sufficiency of the (CII) rules

As with the (CI) configurations, we need to make sure the composite rules we define in this
section can indeed be applied, and yield a contradiction with the existence of their associated
configuration in anMCE. Let us first prove that the rules we will define throughout this section
allow us to find a good coloring of anMCE, thus a contradiction, similarly to Lemma 3.6 (p. 24).

Lemma 4.15. AnMCE with a 4-family U does not contain a subdivision composite configuration
made up of a semi-subdivision S rooted on U and a mappingM of U compatible w.r.t. S.

Proof. Let G be such an MCE, and assume it contains the composite configuration X =
({C1, . . . , Ck}, S)where {C1, . . . , Ck} is a compatible mapping of U . The associated composite
ruleRX = (X, f r

X , f
c
X) is thus valid. We build a good coloring c ofG to show a contradiction.

Let us first build a coloring pc of G′ using the right number of colors. Similarly to the
proof of Lemma 3.6 (p. 24), let us color each K3 component of G′ with a cycle of length 3
and eachK−

5 component with a cycle of length 5 and a path of length 4. We color each other

components with a good coloring. Thus, pc uses the right number of colors (⌊ |V (G′)|
2

⌋), with
a mix of cycles and paths. Let c0 = f c

X(G, pc) be the coloring of G obtained from pc by RX .

SinceRX is valid, c0 has the right number of colors (⌊ |V (G)|
2

⌋) again with some cycles instead
of paths. We build iteratively a good coloring c of G, by starting from c0 and using Lemma 3.5
(p. 24) to successively replace a pair of colors, inducing a path and a cycle, by another pair of
colors inducing two paths.

Observe that the cycles induced by colors of c0 are disjoint in G. Indeed, the cycles in pc
are disjoint because they belong to different connected components; the cycles of pcmay have
been deviated into longer cycles in c0, but since the internal vertices of the deviated sections
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are all special vertices, and since each special vertex is involved in at most one deviation, then
no vertex of G can belong to the intersecion of two cycles in c0.

First let us prove that no K3 connected component can appear in G′. Let K be such a
component, colored with a cycle in pc, and let C be the cycle of G induced by the same color
in c, after some deviations. Observe that if one pattern involved in the deviations is CT1, CT2A

or CT2NA, one vertex of K is supposed to have odd degree in G′, which is impossible sinceK
is aK3. SinceK is a connected component ofG′, the vertices of C on V (K) are only incident
with edges of G[V (K)], edges between special vertices and their remaining neighbors, and
edges from the subdivision S. A semi-subdivision has at most one pair of intersecting paths,
sharing exactly one vertex. Hence, there are at least two vertices in V (K) which are incident
with 2 edges of C and 0 or 2 edges of S, and so these two vertices have a degree of at most 4
in G. This contradicts Lemma 3.2, so noK3 component can be created in G′.

Now let K be a K−
5 component of G′, and let C ′, P ′ be the cycle and path coloring it in

G′. Let C, P be the cycle and path induced in c0 by the same colors as C ′, P ′. C has not
been treated yet and is thus induced by the same color in c as in c0. If P = P ′, then it is
disjoint from the cycles treated in previous iterations of c, and thus has not been involved in a
replacement of a pair of colors. Otherwise, P results from deviations of P ′ on special vertices,
or an extension of P ′ by at most two edges (one for each of its endpoints) to special vertices.
If u is a special vertex touching P , since u belongs to exactly one pattern of the mapping ofX ,
then u does not touch a cycle treated in any previous iteration of c. Thus P is again disjoint
from the cycles treated in the previous iterations. In both cases, P is induced by the same color
in c as in c0.

Observe that V (C) ∩ V (P ) ⊆ V (K), so |V (C) ∩ V (P )| ≤ 5. We distinguish between
three cases:

• C results from a deviation of C ′: then its length is different from 5. By Observation 1
(p. 24), C ∪ P does not form the exceptional graph.

• C ′ has not been deviated, but P ′ has: then V (C) = V (K), and there is an edge ofK
that does not belong to (C ∪P )[V (C)]. Thus (C ∪P )[V (C)]  (C ′ ∪P ′)[V (C ′)] = K ,
and so (C ∪ P )[V (C)] does not form a K−

5 , and by Observation 1 (p. 24), C ∪ P does
not form the exceptional graph.

• NeitherC ′ nor P ′ have been deviated: then (C∪P )[V (C)] = K , which is aK−
5 , and

so E(K) ⊆ E(G). The edges of K split G into 6 regions bounded by triangles. Since
the graph is almost 4-connected w.r.t. all the special vertices, they belong to the same
region of the graph. Hence at most 3 vertices from K are neighbors of special vertices.
Since there is at most one vertex of degree at most 4 in G, all vertices from K , except
maybe one, have their degree changed between G and G′. Only 3 of them can belong
in patterns, thus at least one of them is touched by a path Q induced by a color of c and
different from P . Since C ∪ P forms the exceptional graph, by Observation 1 (p. 24)
C∪Q does not, and sinceC ′ has not been deviated, |C| = 5, and so |V (C)∩V (Q)| ≤ 5.

In all three cases, Lemma 3.5 (p. 24) gives us a decomposition of C ∪ P or C ∪Q into two
new paths Q′, Q′′. We replace C, P or C,Q in c, depending on the case, with Q′, Q′′.

The coloring c contains the same number of colors as c0 in all iterations, with one less cycle
at each iteration. When allK3 and K−

5 components have been treated, the resulting coloring
c is a good path decomposition of G, a contradiction.

In order to show a contradiction, we now need to prove that an MCE containing a con-
figuration (CII) indeed contains a subdivision composite configuration made up of a semi-
subdivision rooted on its 4-family and a compatible mapping.
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Lemma 4.16. LetG be a planar graphwith a (CII) configurationw.r.t. a 4-familyU , that admits

a strongK-subdivision rooted onU . ThenG contains a subdivision composite configurationmade
up of a semi-subdivision S rooted on U and a compatible mapping w.r.t. S.

Note that the subdivision is a semi-subdivision and so it may havemissing edges or having
two paths crossing, but it is 2-colorable, and therefore sufficient to produce a good coloring of
G if G is an MCE, and therefore show a contradiction.

The rest of this section constitutes a proof of this lemma, before the conclusion in which
we show that Lemma 4.1 (p. 35) ensues.

4.5 Distant problems

In the following, we prove that the graph admits a composite configuration made up of a
subdivision and a set of compatible patterns. We will distinguish two types of “problems”
that could occur and prevent us from applying directly a reduction {CN ,CN ,CN ,CN}. First,
a CN pattern could cause a “distant problem” by touching a path of the subdivision, and the
associated reduction rule could create a cycle in the coloring. Then, some special vertices
from U could cause a “close problem” by sharing some of their remaining neighbors and the
CN patterns would not be compatible. We first treat the cases with at least 3 distant problems
(Lemma 4.21, p. 67), then the cases with at most 2 distant problems and no close problems
(Lemma 4.23, p. 76) and finally the cases with at most 2 distant problems and some close
problems (Lemma 4.25, p. 86).

Definition 4.17 (Distant problem). Let G be a planar graph with a 4-family U and let S be a
strongK-subdivision rooted on U . Let u ∈ U be a special vertex and P be a path of S that is not

incident with u. We say that u causes a distant problem on P if the three conditions are satisfied:
• u has two adjacent remaining neighbors v, v′ that are disjoint from U ;
• exactly one of its remaining neighbors belongs to P ;

• if some other special vertex u′ has one of v, v′ as a remaining neighbor, then u′ is settled.

v1 v2

u

u′ u′′

S S

S SS

Figure 21: Distant problem caused by a special vertex u

Figure 21 provides an example of distant problem. Only the path P from the definition is
represented.

This definition is motivated by the fact that because of property B, an unsettled special
vertex u cannot have both its remaining neighbors belong to a path P not incident with u.

Note that if three special vertices cause distant problems, the fourth one is lone-settled,
because of the last condition in the definition of distant problem and by properties A and B.

Once we 2-color the subdivision S such that each vertex of U is at the end of a color, a
distant problem is active if the color that ends on u is the same as the color of the path P . A
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distant problem is otherwise inactive. We can treat inactive distant problems as CN patterns,
as the coloring fits the color requirements of the pattern (i.e. the color requirements of the two
patterns (CNe) and (CNo)). Since the distant problems are caused by special vertices u which
have their remaining neighbors v, v′ adjacent, we refer to {u, v, v′} as the triangle of u.

We prove here two results that are convenient for the rest of the proof.

Claim 4.18. AK4-subdivision can be 2-colored so as to inactivate up to 2 distant problems that
are on different paths of S.

Proof. Let S be a K4-subdivision rooted on {u1, u2, u3, u4}. Let us assume w.l.o.g. that u1

causes a distant problem on the path u2 ∼ u3. The following 2-coloring of S inactivates the
distant problem of u1: {(u3 → u2 → u1 → u4), (u1 → u3 → u4 → u2)}.

If S has a second distant problem on a different path, then there are several possible cases.
Either u3 causes a distant problem on u2 ∼ u4 (case A) or on u1 ∼ u4 (case B). These cases
are symmetric with the ones where u2 causes a distant problem on u3 ∼ u4 and u1 ∼ u4

respectively. If instead the second distant problem is caused by u4 on (w.l.o.g.) u1 ∼ u3,
then this is equivalent to case A: just replace (1, 2, 3, 4) with (3, 4, 2, 1) to obtain case A. The
coloring of the previous case inactivates the two distant problems of case A, and the coloring
{(u4 → u1 → u3 → u2), (u1 → u2 → u4 → u3)} of S inactivates those of case B.

Claim 4.19. Let G be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a 4-family U and a
strong C∗

4+-subdivision rooted on U , such that G does not have aK4-subdivision rooted on U . If
ui, uj ∈ U are 1-linked, then at most one of them has a remaining neighbor belonging to S.

Proof. By property “1-linked” of S and property A, the remaining neighbors of ui, uj are on
parallel paths of S. Let us assume for contradiction that the 1-linked special vertices u1, u2

are such that u1 has a remaining neighbor v1 on a (u2, u4)-path P2 of S and u2 has a re-
maining neighbor v2 on a (u1, u3)-path P1 of S: let P1 = (u1, Q1, v2, Q3, u3) and P2 =
(u2, Q2, v1, Q4, u4).

Let S ′ be the set of paths of S different from P1, P2, and let P ′
1 = (u1, v1, Q4, u4) and

P ′
2 = (u2, v2, Q3, u3), as depicted on Figure 22. These (u1, u4)-path and (u2, u3)-path are

internally disjoint from the paths of S ′, henceS ′∪{P ′
1, P

′
2} forms aK4-subdivision ofG rooted

on U , a contradiction. Hence, two 1-linked special vertices cannot both have a remaining
neighbor in S.

Finally, S cannot have three distant problems or more, as two of them would be caused by
a pair of 1-linked special vertices.

We define below the “distant configurations” that correspond to subdivisionswith at least 3
distant problems. We first introduce a routing operation that helps us take care of these distant
problems. For each distant configuration, we perform a redirection of the subdivision S into a
subdivision S ′, to turn each special vertex causing a distant problem into a settled one. When
S has a distant problem caused by ui and S

′ has a new path of the form (ui, vi, Q, uj), the goal
is to turn the distant problem on ui into a CV pattern. To do so, we use the following operation.

Definition 4.20 (Routing operation). Let G be a planar graph with a 4-family U and a strong
K-subdivision S rooted on U . Let u ∈ U have two adjacent remaining neighbors v1, v2 w.r.t. S,
and let w be a neighbor of u that belongs to S. Assume that u causes a distant problem, with v1
touching a path of S. One of v1, v2, say v′, is not adjacent to w, otherwise {u, v1, v2, w} would
form an inducedK4 in the graph, which contradicts the fact thatG has a (CII) configuration by
Claim 4.2 (p. 36).
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Figure 22: Display of the underlying K4-subdivision of G rooted on U

The paths ofS are redirected to create a new subdivisionS ′, containing a pathP ′ = (u, v1, Q, u′),
and such that w does not belong to S ′. Applying the routing operation on u consists in replacing

the edge uv1 in P ′ by the edges uv2, v2v1 if v
′ = v1, and leaving P

′ as it is otherwise.

v1 v2

w
u
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SP
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SS

 

u

u′

u′′
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wP ′

P ′
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Figure 23: On the left: u causes a distant problem on a path P = u′ ∼ u′′ of the subdivision.
In the middle: a new subdivision is considered for some reduction rule, with a new path P ′ =
u′ ∼ u. On the right: the routing operation modifies the path P ′ = u′ ∼ u in order to choose
two non-adjacent vertices (v1, w) as remaining neighbors for u.

This routing operation ensures that the two remaining neighbors of u in S ′ are w, v′ and
are thus non-adjacent. The vertex u now forms a CV pattern w.r.t. S ′ and we justify for each
application of the routing operation that u is left settled. For all cases, we provide a subdivision
S and describe a mapping of compatible patterns that settles all vertices.
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List of the distant configurations:

The distant configurations are the configurationsD1, D2,D3,D4 listed below.
Each configuration describes a 4-family U and a strong K-subdivision S, such that at least

3 special vertices of U cause a distant problem on S. For each configuration, we describe a new

semi-subdivision S ′. The routing operation is applied to S ′ for all unsettled special vertices.
We provide for each configuration a subdivision composite rule made up of CV and CN pat-

terns. We justify for each rule that the mapping is compatible w.r.t. S ′.
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S

S
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S
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P
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Figure 24: Semi-subdivision of D1

Configuration D1

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4

• u1 causes a distant problem on the path u2 ∼ u4: it has a remaining neighbor v1 such
that u2 ∼ u4 = (P 1

2 , v1, P
1
4 )

• u2 causes a distant problem on the path u3 ∼ u4: it has a remaining neighbor v2 such
that u3 ∼ u4 = (P 2

3 , v2, P
2
4 )

• u3 causes a distant problem on the path u1 ∼ u4: it has a remaining neighbor v3 such
that u1 ∼ u4 = (P 3

1 , v3, P
3
4 )

We transform theK4-subdivision S into anotherK4-subdivision S
′, by removing the paths

u1 ∼ u4, u2 ∼ u4, u3 ∼ u4, and adding the paths (u1, v1, P
1
4 ), (u2, v2, P

2
4 ), (u3, v3, P

3
4 ).

After the routing operation is applied, all unsettled special vertices are turned into CV
patterns.

Remark: u4 could not form a C′
V pattern in S by property A and planarity, hence it stays

lone-settled in S ′.
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Figure 25: Semi-subdivision of D2

Configuration D2

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4

• u2 causes a distant problem on the path u1 ∼ u3: it has a remaining neighbor v2 such
that u1 ∼ u3 = (P 2

1 , v2, P
2
3 )

• u3 causes a distant problem on the path u2 ∼ u4: it has a remaining neighbor v3 such
that u2 ∼ u4 = (P 3

2 , v3, P
3
4 )

• u4 causes a distant problem on the path u1 ∼ u2: it has a remaining neighbor v4 such
that u1 ∼ u2 = (P 4

1 , v4, P
4
2 )

We transform theK4-subdivision S into aC4+-subdivision S
′, by removing the paths u1 ∼

u2, u1 ∼ u3 and u2 ∼ u4, and adding the paths (u2, v2, P
2
1 , u1), (u3, v3, P

3
2 , u2), (u4, v4, P

4
1 , u1).

After the routing operation is applied, all unsettled special vertices are turned into CV
patterns.

Remark: u1 could only form a C′
V pattern in S on the path u3 ∼ u4 by property A and

planarity, and this path was not modified in S ′. Hence, u1 remains lone-settled in S ′.
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Figure 26: Reduction of configuration D3

Configuration D3

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4

• u1 and u2 cause distant problems on the path u3 ∼ u4: they have remaining neighbors
v1, v2 respectively, such that u3 ∼ u4 = (P 12

3 , v1, P
12, v2, P

12
4 )

• u3 causes a distant problem on the path u1 ∼ u2: it has a remaining neighbor v3 such
that u1 ∼ u2 = (P 3

1 , v3, P
3
2 )

• Remark: u4 may cause a distant problem on u1 ∼ u2; it has a remaining neighbor v4
that may belong to P 3

1 or P 3
2

We transform theK4-subdivision S into a C4+-subdivision S ′ by removing the paths u1 ∼
u2 and u3 ∼ u4, and adding the paths (u1, P

3
1 , v3, u3) and (u2, v2, P

12
4 , u4). We consider the

following 2-coloring of S ′: {red = (u1 → u3 → u2 → u4), blue = (u2 → v2 → u4 → u1 →
v3 → u3)}. There is no need to apply the routing operation.

The special vertex u3 is turned into a CV pattern. The special vertices u1, u4 are treated as
CN patterns. The CN pattern of u4may cause a distant problem on the newpath (u1, P

3
1 , v3, u3),

but this path is colored blue and u4 uses the color red, hence the distant problem is inactive.
The patterns used are CN (u1), CV (u2), CN (u3), CN (u4).
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Figure 27: Semi-subdivision of D4

Configuration D4

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4

• u1 causes a distant problem on the path u2 ∼ u4: it has a remaining neighbor v1 such
that u2 ∼ u4 = (P 1

2 , v1, P
1
4 )

• u2 causes a distant problem on the path u1 ∼ u3: it has a remaining neighbor v2 such
that u1 ∼ u3 = (P 2

1 , v2, P
2
3 )

• u3 causes a distant problem on the path u1 ∼ u4: it has a remaining neighbor v3 such
that u1 ∼ u4 = (P 3

1 , v3, P
3
4 )

• u4 causes a distant problem on the path u2 ∼ u3: it has a remaining neighbor v4 such
that u2 ∼ u3 = (P 4

2 , v4, P
4
3 )

We transform the K4-subdivision S into another K4-subdivision S ′ by keeping the paths
u1 ∼ u2 andu3 ∼ u4 fromS and adding the paths (u1, v1, P

1
4 , u4), (u2, v2, P

2
3 , u3), (u3, v3, P

3
1 , u1),

(u4, v4, P
4
2 , u2).

By planarity and definition of distant problem, the routing operation does not need to be
applied for all the special vertices to be turned into CV patterns.

The following lemma shows how a planar graph with (CII) configuration can be treated
with one of the distant configurations if the associated subdivision has at least three distant
problems.

Lemma 4.21 (Distant lemma). Let G be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a 4-
family U , with a strong K-subdivision S rooted on U . If G has at least 3 distant problems w.r.t.
S, then G contains a configuration among {D1, D2, D3, D4}.

Proof. If S is aC4+-subdivision, we may assume thatG does not have aK4-subdivision rooted
on U . Then Claim 4.19 (p. 62) tells us that S cannot have 3 distant problems or more, which
contradicts our hypothesis. Hence S is a K4-subdivision.

Let us call i-path a path of S that touches exactly i triangles of special vertices. We consider
the three quantities, for i ∈ {0, 1, 2}, pi := |{i-paths}|. By property A, a special vertex u can
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only cause a distant problem on one of the three paths of S that are not incident with it: we
call these paths the potential paths of u. For the same reasons, a path of S can touch at most 2
triangles of special vertices.

We have p0 + p1 + p2 = 6 and p1 + 2 · p2 = number of distant problems = 3 or 4. Hence
we need to consider five cases, depending on whether there are 3 or 4 distant problems and
on the values the pi parameters.

• 3 distant problems, p1 = 3, p2 = 0. We have p0 = 3. If all three 0-paths are incident
with say u4, then there cannot be three 1-paths. Indeed, u3 would have to cause a distant
problem on u1 ∼ u2, then by planarity none of u1, u2 could cause a distant problem on
u2 ∼ u3, u1 ∼ u3 respectively.
Now let us assume that the three 0-paths form a subdivision of a triangle rooted on
{u1, u2, u3}. Thus u4 cannot cause any distant problem. The three 1-paths are u1 ∼
u4, u2 ∼ u4, u3 ∼ u4. Let us say w.l.o.g. that u3 causes a distant problem on u1 ∼ u4.
Thus by planarity u2 causes a distant problem on u3 ∼ u4, and u1 causes a distant
problem on u2 ∼ u4. This is the configuration D1.
Let us finally assume that the three 0-paths form a subdivision of a path on three edges,
rooted on U . Let us say that the 0-paths are u1 ∼ u4, u3 ∼ u4, u2 ∼ u3. The path
u2 ∼ u4 touches the triangle of either u1 or u3. If it touches the triangle of u3, then u1

cannot cause any distant problem (as its two other potential paths are 0-paths), thus in
this case both u2 and u4 cause a distant problem. There is only one possibility for u2:
it causes a distant problem on u1 ∼ u3; then there is only one possibility for u4, the
path u1 ∼ u2. This is the configuration D2. Now assume that instead, u2 ∼ u4 touches
the triangle of u1. By planarity and property A, only u3 can touch the 1-path u1 ∼ u2.
Again by planarity, only u4 can touch the 1-path u1 ∼ u3. This case is equivalent toD2:
(u1, u2, u3, u4) in D2 correspond to (u2, u1, u4, u3) in this case, in this order.

• 3 distant problems, p1 = 1, p2 = 1. We have p0 = 4: the four 0-paths can only either
form a subdivision of the “paw” graph (a triangle with an additional edge attached to
one vertex) or a subdivision of the cycle on four vertices. We can easily see that the first
case is impossible: let us say the non-0-paths are u1 ∼ u2, u1 ∼ u3; there must be a path
that touches two triangles of U , say it is u1 ∼ u2, that necessarily touches the triangles
of u3 and u4. Then by planarity, the path u1 ∼ u3 cannot touch the triangle of u2 and
thus cannot be a 1-path. Hence the 0-paths cannot form a paw.
Now let us assume that the 0-paths are u1 ∼ u3, u2 ∼ u3, u1 ∼ u4, u2 ∼ u4. Let us
assume w.l.o.g. that each of u1, u2 causes a distant problem on u3 ∼ u4, and u3 causes a
distant problem on u1 ∼ u2. This case can be treated as configurationD3.

• 4 distant problems, p1 = 4, p2 = 0. We have p0 = 2, so the two 0-paths can either
be incident on one vertex or disjoint. Let us consider the first case. Assume that u1 ∼
u4, u2 ∼ u4 are the 0-paths; the other four paths are 1-paths and must each touch one
triangle of U , so all of u1, u2, u3, u4 cause a distant problem. The vertex u3 causes a
distant problem on u1 ∼ u2, as it is its only potential path. Then w.l.o.g. u4 causes a
distant problem on u2 ∼ u3, and u1 can only cause a distant problem on u3 ∼ u4. Finally,
by planarity the triangle of u2 cannot touch the path u1 ∼ u3, its only potential path
left. Hence, the 0-paths cannot be incident.
Now let us assume that the two 0-paths are u1 ∼ u2, u3 ∼ u4. Assume w.l.o.g. that u1

causes a distant problem on u2 ∼ u4. Then u3 causes a distant problem on u1 ∼ u4 as it
is its last potential path. In the same way, u2 causes a distant problem on u1 ∼ u3 and
u4 on u2 ∼ u3. This is the configuration D4.

• 4 distant problems, p1 = 2, p2 = 1. Let us assume that u1 and u2 cause distant
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problems on the same 2-path u3 ∼ u4. By planarity, the triangle of u3 can only reach
the path u1 ∼ u2, and so does the triangle of u4. Therefore, there cannot be two distinct
1-paths. Hence, this case is impossible.

• 4 distant problems, p1 = 0, p2 = 2. If we assume that the path u3 ∼ u4 touches the
triangles of u1 and u2, then necessarily the path u1 ∼ u2 touches the triangles of u3 and
u4. This is again configurationD3.

This concludes the proof.

4.6 Semi-distant configurations

We can now focus on the cases where the subdivision has up to 2 distant problems. Let
us define another type of problem that we have to deal with in order to finish the proof of
Lemma 4.16 (p. 61).

Definition 4.22 (Close problem). LetG be a planar graph with a 4-family U and let S be a K-

subdivision rooted on U . A special vertex u ∈ U causes a close problem if it is unsettled w.r.t. S
and shares at least one of its remaining neighbors with at least one other unsettled special vertex.

Note that by definition there are either zero or at least two special vertices causing a close
problem; there cannot be a single special vertex causing a close problem on its own. Also,
note that by definition, an unsettled special vertex that does not cause a distant nor a close
problem forms a CN pattern that is disjoint from S and that touches only CV patterns, hence
its reduction rule can be applied safely.

Let us first deal with subdivisions that have at most 2 distant problems and no close prob-
lem, with the following semi-distant configurations and their associated subdivision composite
rules. We will then deal with subdivisions with close problems in Subsection 4.7.

List of the semi-distant configurations:

The semi-distant configurations are the configurations J1, J2, J3, J4, J5, J6 listed below.

Each configuration describes a 4-family U and a strong K-subdivision S, such that at most
2 special vertices of U cause a distant problem on S, and none cause close problems. For each

configuration, we describe a new semi-subdivision S ′. The routing operation is not applied to S ′

unless stated otherwise.
We provide for each configuration a subdivision composite rule. We justify for each rule that

the mapping is compatible w.r.t. S ′.
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Figure 28: J1 in a case where u1 and u3 cause distant problems

Configuration J1

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4

• At most 2 special vertices cause distant problems
• If there are two distant problems, they are not on the same path of S
• The special vertices that do not cause distant problems are settled
We consider a 2-coloring of S given by Claim 4.18 (p. 62) to inactivate the two potential

distant problems.
The patterns used are CN for all special vertices.
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Figure 29: J2 in a case where the length of u1 ∼ u2 is at least 2

Configuration J2

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4

• u1 andu2 cause distant problems on the pathu3 ∼ u4: the pathu3 ∼ u4 = (u3, P1, v1, P2, v2, P3, u4),
with v1, v2 being remaining neighbors of u1, u2 respectively, and l(P1), l(P2), l(P3) ≥ 1;
we denote v′1, v

′
2 the other remaining neighbor of u1, u2 respectively

• u3, u4 are settled
• Either l(u1 ∼ u2) ≥ 2 or neither u3 nor u4 has v

′
1, v

′
2 as remaining neighbors

• If u1 ∼ u2 has length 2 (u1, w, u2), then w has at most 1 neighbor among u3, u4, or at
least one of v′1, v

′
2 does not have a neighbor in {u3, u4}

We transform theK4-subdivision S into aC4+-subdivision S
′, by removing the paths u1 ∼

u2 and u3 ∼ u4 from S, and adding the paths (u1, v1, P1, u3) and (u2, v2, P3, u4).
The special vertices u1, u2 are thus turned into CV patterns, unless the path u1 ∼ u2 from

S has length 1, in which case u1, u2 form a CU pattern. By the fourth condition of this con-
figuration, neither u3 nor u4 has v

′
1, v

′
2 as remaining neighbors, thus they remain settled (the

case where one has v′1, v
′
2 as remaining neighbors is treated as J3).

Instead of CV patterns, u1 or u2 may form CT2NA patterns with u3 or u4. If there are two
such patterns, for instance CT2NA(u1, u3) and CT2NA(u2, u4), they may only intersect if they
have a common vertex in the path u1 ∼ u2 of S. By the last condition of the configuration,
this is not the case (this case is treated as J4).

The patterns used are CV (u1), CV (u2), or CT2NA(ui, uj) for i ∈ {1, 2} and j ∈ {3, 4}, or
CU(u1, u2), CN (u3), CN(u4).
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Figure 30: Reduction of configuration J3

Configuration J3

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4

• u1 andu2 cause distant problems on the pathu3 ∼ u4: the pathu3 ∼ u4 = (u3, P1, v1, P2, v2, P3, u4),
with v1, v2 being remaining neighbors of u1, u2 respectively, and l(P1), l(P2), l(P3) ≥ 1;
we denote v′1, v

′
2 the other remaining neighbor of u1, u2 respectively

• l(u1 ∼ u2) = 1
• u4 has v

′
1, v

′
2 as remaining neighbors

• u3 is settled
Remark: u4 is initially settled, but the rule that follows changes its CV nature into a CN

one.
We transform theK4-subdivision S into aC4+-subdivision S

′, by removing the paths u1 ∼
u2 and u3 ∼ u4 from S, and adding the paths (u1, v1, P1, u3) and (u2, v2, v

′
2, u4).

The special vertices u1, u2 are thus turned into a CU pattern, while u4 is turned into a CN .
If v2 is adjacent to u4, it becomes one of its remaining neighbors in S ′, and in this case u4

causes a distant problem. We inactivate this problem by maybe swapping the colors of the
paths u2 ∼ u4 and (u2, v2, v

′
2, u4) in a 2-coloring of S ′.

The patterns used are CU (u1, u2), CN (u3), CN(u4).
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Figure 31: Reduction of configuration J4. Example of a 2-coloring of S ′

Configuration J4

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4

• u1 has two adjacent remaining neighbors v1, v
′
1, with v1 ∈ u3 ∼ u4

• u2 has two adjacent remaining neighbors v2, v
′
2 with v2 ∈ u3 ∼ u4

• v1, v2 may be equal, or come in any order on u3 ∼ u4

• u1 ∼ u2 has length 2: call the third vertex w
• u3 has v

′
2, w as remaining neighbors

• u4 has v
′
1, w as remaining neighbors

We transform the K4-subdivision S into another K4-subdivision S ′ by replacing the path
u3 ∼ u4 by the path (u3, v

′
2, v2, . . . , u4). The vertices u3, u4 are turned into CV patterns and u2

into a C′
V pattern. Depending on the order of v1, v2 on the path u3 ∼ u4 of S, u1 forms a CN

that may cause a distant problem on the new path (u3, v
′
2, v2, . . . , u4). We consider a coloring

of S ′ given by Claim 4.18 (p. 62) to inactivate it.
The patterns used are CN (u1), C

′
V (u2), CV (u3), CV (u4).
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Figure 32: J5 when u1 and u4 cause distant problems

Configuration J5

Properties:
• The graph has a strong C∗

4+-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, such that u1, u2 are
1-linked and u1, u3 are 2-linked

• There are at most 2 distant problems: if there is at least one, we may assume w.l.o.g. that
u1 causes a distant problem on a (u2, u4)-path P24

• u2 is settled
• u3 is settled or causes a distant problem on the (u2, u4)-path P ′

24 of S different from P24

We consider a 2-coloring of S that inactivates the distant problems: {red = (u3 → u1 →
u2 → u4), blue = (u1 → u3 → u4 → u2)} in such a way that P24 receives the color red. The
distant problem of u1 is thus inactivated. Since the colors ending on u1 and u3 are different, and
since the colors of P24 and P

′
24 are different, the potential distant problem of u3 is inactivated.

If u4 causes a distant problem instead, we inactivate it by maybe swapping the colors of the
two paths between u1 and u3.

The patterns used are CN for all the special vertices, or possiblyCT2NA(u1, u2) and CT2NA(u3, u4).
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Figure 33: Reduction of configuration J6

Configuration J6

Properties:
• The graph has a strong C∗

4+-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, such that u1, u2 are
1-linked and u1, u3 are 2-linked

• u1 and u3 cause distant problems on a path P24 between u2 and u4

• u2 and u4 are settled and their remaining neighbors are disjoint from S
Assume w.l.o.g. that the path P24 = (u2, Q1, v1, Q2, v3, Q3, u4), where v1, v3 are remaining

neighbors of u1, u3 respectively, and l(Q1), l(Q2), l(Q3) ≥ 1. Each of u1, u3 has another re-
maining neighbor v′1, v

′
3 respectively, adjacent to v1, v3 respectively. The vertices v

′
1, v

′
3 belong

to a region of the graph delimited by the four paths P24, u1 ∼ u2, u3 ∼ u4 and a path P13 of
S between u1 and u3. Let P

′
13 be the other path of S between u1 and u3. We transform the

C4+-subdivision S into another C4+-subdivision S ′, by removing the paths P ′
13 and P24, and

adding the paths (u1, v1, Q1, u2) and (u3, v3, Q3, u4).
The remaining neighbors of u1 (resp. u3) w.r.t. S

′ are non-adjacent, and since the remaining
neighbors of u2 (resp. u4) are disjoint from S, (u1, u2) (resp. (u3, u4)) cannot from a CT2NA

pattern.
The special vertices u1, u3 are thus turned into CV patterns, unless the path P ′

13 has length
1, in which case they form a CU pattern. In the latter case, by property “0-linked”, none of
u2, u4 can have both v′1, v

′
3 as remaining neighbors, and by property “2-linked”, the remaining

neighbors of u2, u4 are disjoint, so u2 and u4 remain settled w.r.t. S ′.
The patterns used are CV (u1), CN(u2), CV (u3), CN (u4), or CU (u1, u3).
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The following lemma shows that we can treat any subdivision that has at most 2 distant
problems and no close problem with one of the semi-distant configurations.

Lemma 4.23 (Semi-distant lemma). LetG be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a
4-family U , with a strongK-subdivision S rooted on U . If G has at most 2 distant problems and

no close problem w.r.t. S, then G contains a configuration among {J1, J2, J3, J4, J5, J6}.

Proof. Let us consider the case where S is a K4-subdivision. If it has at most one distant
problem, or two distant problems on different paths of S, then this is configuration J1. If
u1, u2 ∈ U both cause distant problems on the same path u3 ∼ u4 of S, then we distinguish
between 3 cases. Let v1, v2 be the remaining neighbors of u1, u2 respectively that are on the
path u3 ∼ u4, and let v

′
1, v

′
2 be their other remaining neighbors. If l(u1 ∼ u2) = 1 and u3 or u4

has both v′1, v
′
2 as remaining neighbors, then this is configuration J3. If l(u1 ∼ u2) = 2, with

w as the middle vertex, w is adjacent to u3 and u4, and v
′
1, v

′
2 are remaining neighbors of u3 or

u4, then this is configuration J4. Otherwise, this is configuration J2.
Now let us consider the case where S is a C4+-subdivision. By property “1-linked” and

property A of S, the distant problems occur on parallel paths of S. Thus, if there is at most one
distant problem, this is configuration J5. By Claim 4.19 (p. 62), two distant problems cannot be
caused by 1-linked special vertices. Therefore, if there are two distant problems on different
paths of S, then this is configuration J5. If there are two distant problems caused by (w.l.o.g.)
u1, u3 on the same parallel (u2, u4)-path of S, by Claim 4.19 (p. 62) the remaining neighbors
of u2, u4 are disjoint from S, and this is configuration J6. This concludes the proof.

K4

1 distant problem: J1

2 distant problems on different paths: J1

2 distant problems on the same path:

General case: J2

Specific case #1
(contact CU+CV ): J3

Specific case #2
(contact CT2NA+CT2NA): J4C4+

≤ 1 distant problem: J5

2 problems

On different paths: J5

On the same path: J6

Figure 34: Semi-distant lemma trees of cases
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4.7 Close configurations

For simplicity, we define some macros that encapsulate several patterns and configurations
from the redirection procedure.

• CD1: In this configuration, u1, u2 ∈ U are linked by a path u1 ∼ u2 in S. The vertices
u1, u2 have a common remaining neighbor v and have another remaining neighbor v1, v2
respectively, both adjacent to v. The vertices v and v1 are disjoint from S, and if v2 is in
S, it belongs to a path of S incident with u1 and not u2.
First let us assume that v2 is not in S. If the path u1 ∼ u2 has length 1, then it is a CDa

pattern if v1, v2 are not adjacent, or a CDb pattern if they are. If u1 ∼ u2 has length at
least two, then this is forbidden by the redirection procedure, as this is a CX1 or CX2

configuration depending on whether v1 is adjacent to the neighbor w1 of u1 on u1 ∼ u2.
Now if there is a path u1 ∼ u′ in S that touches v2, with u′ 6= u2, then it is a CX3

configuration, forbidden by property C.
• CD2: The vertices u1, u2 are linked by a path u1 ∼ u2 in S. The vertices u1, u2 have two
remaining neighbors v, v′ in common. No path of S touches v, v′.
If v, v′ are not adjacent, then this is (CT2NAa) or (CT2NAb) depending on the parity of
v, v′. Now assume v, v′ are adjacent, and let l be the length of u1 ∼ u2. If l = 1, then
{u1, u2, v, v

′} form an induced K4, contradicting the fact that G has a (CII) configura-
tion by Claim 4.2 (p. 36). Then l ≥ 2 and this is configuration CX4 from the redirection
procedure, hence forbidden by property C.

To summarize, apart from forbidden configurations removed by the redirection procedure,
a CD1 macro is a CDa or CDb pattern. A CD2 is a CT2NA pattern and in this case u1, u2 are
therefore settled if no unsettled special vertex shares remaining neighbors with them. See
Figure 35.
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u2
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u2

S
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u2
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u1

u2

S
S

S
S
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(CD2)

 

v v′

u1

u2

P2P2
P1

P1 P1P2

(CT2NA)

Figure 35: Possible patterns for each macro

Let us now introduce the remaining configurations, with which we treat all the cases of
K-subdivisions with close problems.
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List of the close configurations:

The close configurations are the configurations R1, . . . , R9 listed below.
Each configuration describes a strongK-subdivisionS rooted on a 4-familyU = {u1, u2, u3, u4},

such that at most two special vertices cause distant problems, and some special vertices cause close

problems. We describe for each a subdivision composite rule made up of a semi-subdivision S ′ (if
not specified, S ′ = S) and a compatible mapping w.r.t. S ′.

Remark: When two remaining neighbors of a special vertex form a CN pattern or a C′
V

pattern, we denote it by CN for simplicity. This does not change the case analysis.

u1 u2

u3

u4

v

v2v1

S

S
S

S
S

S

 

u1 u2

u3

u4

v

v2v1S
S

S
S

S
CN

CN

CD1

Figure 36: Reduction of configuration R1. u3, u4 may cause distant problems

Configuration R1

Properties:
• The graph has a strongK4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, with 2 special vertices
involved in a close problem: u1, u2 share a remaining neighbor v

• v /∈ S
• u1, u2 each have another remaining neighbor v1, v2 respectively, and v1 6= v2
• Remark: each of u3, u4 is either settled or causes a distant problem
We consider a 2-coloring of S given by Claim 4.18 (p. 62) to inactivate the two potential

distant problems on u3 and u4. If one of v1, v2 is not adjacent to v, then its associated special
vertex forms a CV pattern and is thus settled: a contradiction, as u1 and u2 are the ones causing
a close problem. Hence v1, v2 are both adjacent to v. The vertices u1 and u2 form a CD1

configuration, hence a CDa or CDb pattern. Note that v2 cannot belong to the path u1 ∼ u3

and v1 cannot belong to u2 ∼ u3, as this would form a CX3 configuration, forbidden by the
redirection procedure.

The patterns used are CDa or CDb(u1, u2), CN (u3), CN (u4).
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Figure 37: Reduction of configuration R2

Configuration R2

Properties:
• The graph has a strongK4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, without distant prob-
lems and such that 2 special vertices are involved in a close problem: u1, u2 share two
remaining neighbors v, v′

• v /∈ S and v′ ∈ S
• Remark: each of u3, u4 is either settled or causes a distant problem
By planarity and property A, there is at most one distant problem, caused by u3 or u4 on

the path u1 ∼ u2. If it is the case, we assume w.l.o.g. that this is u3.
Let us color S with this 2-coloring: {red = (u2 → u1 → u3 → u4), blue = (u1 → u4 →

u2 → u3)}. The colors ending on u1, u2 are different, so u1, u2 form a CT2NA pattern that
crosses the red path u3 ∼ u4. This is authorized by the definition of CT2NA. The potential
distant problem of u3 is inactive in this coloring of S.

The patterns used are CT2NA(u1, u2), CN(u3) (or C
′
V ), CN (u4).

Configuration R3

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S
• u1, u2 each have two remaining neighbors v1, v

′
1 and v2, v

′
2 respectively

• v1, v2 belong to u3 ∼ u4; by convention u3 ∼ u4 = (u3, P1, v1, P2, v2, P3, u4), with
l(P1), l(P3) ≥ 1 and l(P2) ≥ 0 (so v1 may equal v2)

• If v1 6= v2, v
′
1, v

′
2 are disjoint from S

• Remark: if v1 = v2, then v′1, v
′
2 may belong to u3 ∼ u4 and v′1 may equal v′2

• If v′1 (resp. v
′
2) does not belong to S, then it is adjacent to v1 (resp. v2)

• u3, u4 each have two remaining neighbors v3, v
′
3 and v4, v

′
4 respectively

• The path u1 ∼ u2 does not have length 1
• If u1 ∼ u2 has length 2, letw be its middle vertex. Thenw has at most 1 neighbor among
u3, u4, or at least one of v

′
1, v

′
2 does not have a neighbor in {u3, u4}
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Figure 38: R3 when v1 6= v2, v
′
1 6= v′2

We transform theK4-subdivision S into a C4+-semi-subdivision S ′ by removing the paths
u1 ∼ u2 and u3 ∼ u4, and adding the paths (u1, v1, P1, u3) and (u2, v2, P3, u4) if v1 6= v2 or if
v1 = v2 and v′1 6= v′2. Otherwise, we have v1 = v2 and v′1 = v′2, and we assume u3 ∼ u4 =
(u3, Q1, v

′
1, Q2, v1, Q3, u4). In this case, we add the paths (u1, v

′
1, Q1, u3) and (u2, v1, Q3, u4)

to S ′ instead. This semi-subdivision has two paths that intersect if v1 = v2 and v′1 6= v′2
(l(P2) = 0), but it is 2-colorable with the coloring {red = (u2 → u4 → u1 → v1 → u3), blue =
(u1 → u3 → u2 → v2 → u4)}.

Since the path u1 ∼ u2 of S does not have length 1, the special vertices u1, u2 form CV
patterns in S ′.

The special vertices u3, u4 may form CT2NA patterns in S ′ with each of u1, u2. These pat-
terns may only touch each other on the path u1 ∼ u2 from S, but the last condition of the
configuration ensures that this is not the case (this case is treated as configuration J4).

Otherwise, the vertices u3, u4 form CN patterns if they do not have common remaining
neighbors. These CN patterns are compatible with the CV patterns of u1, u2.

Remark: If v′1 6= v′2 and u4 has both as its remaining neighbors, then u4 forms a CV pattern
which touches the CV patterns of u1 and u2. The precise case where u4 has v1, v2 as remaining
neighbors and u1 ∼ u2 has length 1 in S is treated as configuration J3.

The special vertices u3, u4 may also form a CT1, CT2A or CT2NA pattern, since the colors
ending on each vertex are different in any 2-coloring of S ′.

The patterns used are CV (u1), CV (u2) and CT1, CT2A or CT2NA(u3, u4), or CN for u3, u4.
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Figure 39: R4 when l(u1 ∼ u2) ≥ 2 in S

Configuration R4

Properties:
• The graph has a strongK4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, with 3 special vertices
involved in a close problem: u1, u2, u3.

• The vertices u1, u3 share a remaining neighbor v13 /∈ S
• u1, u2, u3 share a remaining neighbor v123 (different from v13)
• u2 has another remaining neighbor v2 adjacent to v123
• Remark: u4 is either settled or causes a distant problem
By planarity and property A, v13 and v123 do not belong to S. The special vertices u1, u3

thus form a CD2 configuration, which is therefore a CT2NA pattern: the vertices v13 and v123
are non-adjacent. However, this pattern is not compatible with a CN pattern applied to u2.

The vertex u4 may cause a distant problem or cause a C′
V pattern on the path u1 ∼ u3

or (w.l.o.g.) u2 ∼ u3. We replace the K4-subdivision S with another K4-subdivision S ′ by
replacing the path u1 ∼ u2 with the path (u1, v123, u2). If u4 causes a distant problem on
u1 ∼ u3 or u2 ∼ u3, we use Claim 4.18 (p. 62) and consider a 2-coloring of S ′ that inactivates
it.

By planarity and property A, v2 does not belong to S. The vertices u1 and u2 form either
a CV and a CN in S ′, or a CU pattern depending on the length of the original u1 ∼ u2 in S.

The pattern used are CV (u1), CN(u2), or CU (u1, u2), CV (u3), CN (u4) (or C
′
V ).
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Figure 40: Reduction of configuration R5. The special vertex u4 may cause a distant problem
on u1 ∼ u2 or u2 ∼ u3

Configuration R5

Properties:
• The graph has a strong K4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, with 3 vertices in-
volved in a close problem: u1, u2, u3.

• u1, u3 share a remaining neighbor v13 (which is not a neighbor of u2)
• u1, u2 share a remaining neighbor v12 (which is not a neighbor of u3)
• u2, u3 each have another remaining neighbor v2, v3 respectively, and v2 6= v3
• v3, v12 are not adjacent
• None of v13, v12, v2, v3 belong to S
• The graph contains the edges v13v3, v13v12, v12v2
• Remark: u4 is either settled or causes a distant problem
At least one edge among v2v13, v3v12 does not exist by planarity (otherwise {(u1, v2, v3),

(u2 = u3, v12, v13)} form a K3,3 minor by contracting the path u2 ∼ u3). Assume w.l.o.g. that
the edge v3v12 is absent from the graph.

The vertices u1, u3 form a CD1 configuration, and since v3v12 does not exist, they form a
CDb pattern. By planarity and property A, v2 does not belong to S. Hence, u2 can be treated
as a CN pattern that is compatible with the CDb pattern, since it touches only v12. We use
Claim 4.18 (p. 62) and consider a 2-coloring ofG that inactivates the potential distant problem
caused by u4.

The patterns used are CDb(u1, u3), CN (u2), CN(u4).
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Figure 41: R6 when u1, u2 and u3, u4 form CD1 configurations

Configuration R6

Properties:
• The graph has a strongK4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, with all 4 special ver-
tices involved in close problems

• u1, u2 share a remaining neighbor v12 /∈ S
• u3, u4 share a remaining neighbor v34 /∈ S
• u1, u2, u3, u4 each have another remaining neighbor v1, v2, v3, v4 respectively
• v1, v2 are disjoint from v3, v4
• Remark: it may be that v1 = v2 or v3 = v4
• v1, v2, v3, v4 are disjoint from S
This case is straightforward: each of (u1, u2) and (u3, u4) forms a CD1 or CD2 configuration,

which can be a CDa, CDb or CT2NA pattern. By definition, these two patterns are disjoint.
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Figure 42: R7 when l(u2 ∼ u4) ≥ 2 in S

Configuration R7

Properties:
• The graph has a strongK4-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, with all 4 special ver-
tices involved in one close problem

• u1, u2, u3 share a remaining neighbor v123 /∈ S
• u1, u2, u4 share a remaining neighbor v124 /∈ S
• u3, u4 do not share a remaining neighbor
• u3, u4 each have another remaining neighbor v3, v4 respectively, adjacent to v123, v124
respectively

We first claim that v4 cannot be adjacent to v123. If it is the case, then {(u1, u2, v4),
(u4, v123, v124)} form aK3,3-minor, a contradiction with the planarity of G.

We replace the K4-subdivision S with another K4-subdivision S ′ by removing the path
u2 ∼ u4 and adding the path (u2, v124, u4).

The special vertex u1 forms a CV pattern and u3 a CN pattern disjoint from S ′ by property
A and planarity. u2 forms a CV and u4 a CN pattern, unless the length of u2 ∼ u4 in S is 1. In
this case u2, u4 form a CU pattern, since v4, v123 are non-adjacent. The CN patterns are disjoint
and may only touch CV patterns, hence the mapping is compatible.

The patterns used are CV (u1), CN(u3) and either CV (u2) and CN (u4) or CU (u2, u4).
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Figure 43: R8 when u3 causes a distant problem and u1, u2 form a CD1 configuration. Example
of a 2-coloring of S

Configuration R8

Properties:
• The graph has a strong C∗

4+-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, such that u1, u2 are
1-linked and u1, u3 are 2-linked

• There is at most one distant problem, caused by u3 on a (u2, u4)-path of S if there is one
• u1, u2 share a remaining neighbor
• There is no remaining neighbor in common between one of u1, u2 and one of u3, u4

• Remark: if there is no distant problem, u3 and u4 may share a remaining neighbor
If u3 causes a distant problem, it is necessarily on a parallel (u2, u4)-path of S by property

“1-linked” of S and property A, and then we may swap the colors of the two (u2, u4)-paths in
a 2-coloring of S to inactivate this distant problem.

By the last property of this configuration, u1, u2 form a CD1 or CD2 pattern, and u3, u4 as
well if u3 does not cause a distant problem.

The patterns used are thus CDa, CDb or CT2NA for (u1, u2) andmaybe for (u3, u4), or CN(u3),
CN(u4).

Configuration R9

Properties:
• The graph has a strong C∗

4+-subdivision S rooted on u1, u2, u3, u4, such that u1, u2 are
1-linked and u1, u3 are 2-linked

• u2, u4 share exactly remaining neighbor v24, and it belongs to a parallel (u1, u3)-path
P13 of S

• The other remaining neighbors v2, v4 of u2, u4 respectively are both adjacent to v24
• The remaining neighbors of u1, u3 are disjoint from S
• Remark: there is no distant problem
Let us write P13 = (u1, Q1, v24, Q2, u3). We transform the C4+-subdivision S into another

C4+-(semi-)subdivision S ′ by removing the paths P13 and any of the two (u2, u4)-paths of
S, P24, and adding (u1, Q1, v24, u2) and (u3, Q2, v24, u4). This semi-subdivision has a contact
between the two new paths on v24, so in a 2-coloring of S ′ we may swap the colors of the two
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Figure 44: Reduction of configuration R9

(u1, u2)-paths to have different colors on the new paths.
The special vertices u2, u4 form CV patterns in S ′ by planarity, and since the remaining

neighbors of u1, u3 are disjoint from S, none of (u1, u2) or (u3, u4) form CT2NA patterns.
The patterns used are CN (u1), CV (u2), CN (u3), CV (u4), ormaybe CT2NA(u1, u2) or CT2NA(u3, u4).

Before entering the proof of the final lemma of this section, let us show a useful claim.

Claim 4.24. Let G be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a 4-family U , with a
K-subdivision S rooted on U .

If u ∈ U has no remaining neighbors in common with other special vertices, then either u
causes a distant problem in S or u is lone-settled.

Proof. Let us assume that u does not cause a distant problem in S. Since it does not share re-
maining neighbors with other special vertices, it cannot form a CT2NA pattern w.r.t. S. Hence,
since no pair of special vertices forms a CU pattern by property A, if the remaining neighbors
of u are non-adjacent, u forms a CV pattern and is lone-settled.

If its remaining neighbors are adjacent, since u does not share remaining neighbors and
does not cause a distant problem, either none or both of its remaining neighbors belong to
S. Then either its remaining neighbors are disjoint from S and u forms a CN pattern, or by
property B and planarity u has both remaining neighbors in S and forms a C′

V pattern. In both
cases, it is lone-settled.

We can now show how all the remaining cases of K-subdivisions with close problems can
be taken care of with the previous close configurations.

Lemma 4.25 (Close lemma). Let G be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a 4-
family U , with a K-subdivision S rooted on U , with at most 2 distant problems and some close
problems w.r.t. S. Then G has a configuration among {R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7, R8, R9, J4}.

Proof. We start by solving the C4+ cases: see Figure 45 for the tree of cases.
If S is a C∗

4+-subdivision, let U = {u1, u2, u3, u4} be such that u1, u2 are 1-linked, and
u1, u3 are 2-linked. We can assume that G does not have aK4-subdivision rooted on U .

If S has distant problems, they are on parallel paths by property “1-linked” and property A.
By Claim 4.19 (p. 62), S does not have two distant problems caused by 1-linked special vertices.
If S has two distant problems caused by two 0-linked special vertices, then by property “0-
linked”, the other two 0-linked special vertices do not share remaining neighbors, and are thus
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lone-settled by definition of close problem and Claim 4.24 (p. 86). So S does not have close
problems, which is a contradiction. If S has two distant problem caused by 2-linked special
vertices, then by Claim 4.19 (p. 62), the other two special vertices have no remaining neighbor
on S. By property “2-linked”, this means that they do not share remaining neighbors, which
means that they are (lone-)settled and there is no close problem, a contradiction.

So S has at most one distant problem, caused by u3 if so. Let us first consider the case
where remaining neighbors of {u1, u2} are disjoint from the ones of {u3, u4}. If u3 causes a
distant problem, then by Claim 4.24 (p. 86) u4 is lone-settled, and thus (u1, u2)must form a CD1

or CD2 configuration to be unsettled. If u3 does not cause a distant problem, at least one pair
among (u1, u2) and (u3, u4) forms a CD1 or CD2 configuration. In all cases, this is configuration
R8.

Now, let us consider the casewhere {u1, u2} share some remainingneighborswith {u3, u4}.
By property “0-linked”, two 0-linked special vertices cannot share remaining neighbors. If
u2, u4 share remaining neighbors, by property “2-linked” they share exactly one and it belongs
to a parallel (u1, u3)-path of S. Therefore, by Claim 4.19 (p. 62), the remaining neighbors of
u1, u3 are disjoint from S, thus disjoint, and this is configuration R9.

C4+

2 distant problems: impossible

≤ 1 distant problem

r.n. of 2-linked disjoint: R8

Two 2-linked share a r.n.: R9

Figure 45: Close lemma: tree of C4+ cases

Let us now deal with theK4 cases: see Figure 46 for the tree of cases.
We first examine the cases in which there are only two vertices involved in a close problem:

we assume w.l.o.g. that these two vertices are u1, u2, they share a remaining neighbor v, and
u3, u4 are either settled or cause distant problems. One may form a CN pattern disjoint from
S and touching only patterns from settled vertices, but we treat it as settled.

We first examine the case where v /∈ S. If u1, u2 share only one remaining neighbor, this is
configuration R1. So now assume u1, u2 share another remaining neighbor v′. If v′ /∈ S, then
this is a CD2 configuration where u1, u2 form a CT2NA pattern, as no other special vertex can
cause a close problem by hypothesis, and by property A no path of S can touch v or v′. Thus
u1, u2 are settled, a contradiction. Otherwise, v

′ ∈ S and this is configuration R2.
Now let us assume that v ∈ S. By property A, v necessarily belongs to the path u3 ∼ u4.

We can immediately see that if u1, u2 share another remaining neighbor v′ /∈ S, then this is
a case that has already been treated, by swapping v and v′. Now u1, u2 may have another
common remaining neighbor v′ ∈ S, necessarily in the path u3 ∼ u4, or each of u1, u2 can
have another remaining neighbor v′1, v

′
2 respectively, both adjacent to v to be unsettled. All

these cases are treated as configuration R3, except in one particular case: there is a vertex w
on u1 ∼ u2 that is a common neighbor of u1, u2, u3, u4, the special vertex u4 is adjacent to v′1,
while u3 is adjacent to v

′
2, and in this case it is configuration J4. This concludes the cases with

two special vertices involved in a close problem.
Let us now examine the cases with 3 vertices involved in a close problem, say u1, u2, u3.

We can assumew.l.o.g. that u1, u3 share a remaining neighbor v13. There is at most one distant
problem, caused by u4 if so; otherwise, u4 is lone-settled by definition of distant problem. The
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special vertices u1, u2, u3 each have another remaining neighbor v1, v2, v3 respectively, and u2

has another remaining neighbor v′2 (these vertices are not necessarily distinct).
We first examine the case where v13 /∈ S.
If v1 = v3, we can denote this vertex by v′13. If u2 does not have v13 or v

′
13 as a remaining

neighbor, it is lone-settled by Claim 4.24 (p. 86), a contradiction with the hypothesis on u2;
so one of v13, v

′
13 is also a remaining neighbor of u2. By planarity, v13, v

′
13 cannot both be

remaining neighbors of u2. So let us say that v13 is not a remaining neighbor of u2, that the
vertices u1, u2, u3 have a common remaining neighbor v123, and that v2 6= v123. Since u2 is
unsettled, v2, v123 are adjacent and this is configuration R4.

Now let us take a look at the case where v1 6= v3. We distinguish between the case where
v13 is a shared remaining neighbor of u1, u2, u3 or not.

• v13 is also a remaining neighbor of u2, and we call it v123. If w.l.o.g. v1 = v2, then
this case is equivalent to the previous one, by swapping u2 and u3; hence we assume
that v1, v2, v3 are pairwise distinct. If one of v1, v2, v3 is not adjacent to v123, then its
special vertex is lone-settled, a contradiction; so all three of v1, v2, v3 are adjacent to v.
There are three CD1 configurations on (u1, u2), (u1, u3), (u2, u3), since by planarity and
property A v1, v2, v3 are disjoint from S. Each of these configurations forms a CDa or
CDb pattern by property C, so the three paths u1 ∼ u2, u1 ∼ u3, u2 ∼ u3 have length 1.
Then {u1, u2, u3} is a 3-cut in G that separates two neighbors of u1, a contradiction to
the almost 4-connectivity of G w.r.t. the special vertices.

• v13 is not a remaining neighbor of u2. Since by Claim 4.24 (p. 86) u2 has a remaining
neighbor in common with u1 or u3, we can assume w.l.o.g. that v1 = v2 and we call this
vertex v12.
First, assume v′2 = v3 and call it v23. Since u1, u2, u3 are unsettled, the graph contains
the edges v13v23, v23v12, v12v13. Thus, the three CD1 configurations on (u1, u2), (u1, u3)
and (u2, u3) are all CDa patterns by property C. Thus the three paths between u1, u2, u3

all have length 1, which is again a contradiction to the almost 4-connectivity of G w.r.t.
the special vertices.
Now assume v′2 6= v3. Due to u1, u2, u3 being unsettled, the graph contains the edges
v13v3, v13v12, v12v

′
2. By planarity, there is at most one edge among {v13v

′
2, v12v3}, so we

can assume w.l.o.g. that v12v3 is a non-edge and in this case we have configuration R5.
We can now examine the case where v13 ∈ S.
By property A, v13 necessarily belongs to u2 ∼ u4, thus u2 cannot have it as a remaining

neighbor by property A. The vertex u2 must be involved in the close problem, so it is adjacent
to v1, v3, or both.

First assume u2 is adjacent to both v1, v3. Since u1, u2, u3 are unsettled, we need to have
the edges v1v3, v1v13, v3v13, otherwise one of them is a settled CV pattern. However, in this
case {v13, v1, v3, u2, (u1 = u3)} form aK5-minor, by contracting the path u1 ∼ u3 to a vertex,
a contradiction with the planarity of G.

So now we assume w.l.o.g. that u2 is adjacent to v3 but not to v1: we say that v3 = v′2 and
we call it v23. Since u2, u3 are unsettled, we need the edges v2v23 and v13v23. But then this is a
CX3 configuration, which contradicts property C of the subdivision. This concludes the cases
of 3 special vertices involved in the close problem.

Let us finally examine the cases where all four special vertices are involved in one or two
close problems. By definition, there are no distant problems in S.

For a special vertex to cause a close problem, it needs to share some of its remaining neigh-
bors with another special vertex. Two cases may occur: either there are two independent close
problems each involving two special vertices, or there is one close problem involving all four
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special vertices. We start with the first case: u1, u2 are involved in a close problem, as well as
u3, u4, but the remaining neighbors of {u1, u2} and those of {u3, u4} are disjoint. We examine
all combinations of cases:

• u1, u2 share exactly one remaining neighbor v12; u3, u4 share exactly one remaining
neighbor v34. For all special vertices to be unsettled, we assume that the other remaining
neighbors v1, v2 of u1, u2 are adjacent to v12, and the other remaining neighbors v3, v4
of u3, u4 are adjacent to v34. If v12, v34 /∈ S, then none of v1, v2, v3, v4 can belong to S,
otherwise by property A the graph contains a redirection configuration CX3, forbidden
by property C. So this is configuration R6. By planarity, if one of v12, v34 belongs to S,
then the other one does too. If they both belong to S, this is configuration R3.

• u1, u2 share two remainingneighbors v12, v
′
12; u3, u4 share exactly one remainingneigh-

bor v34. Since u3, u4 are unsettled, their other remaining neighbors v3, v4 are adjacent
to v34. If none of v12, v

′
12 belongs to S, then neither do v3, v4, v34 by planarity. This is

again configuration R6. Now if say v12 belongs to S, it belongs to u3 ∼ u4 by property
A, and then by planarity v34 belongs to the path u1 ∼ u2. Thus, by planarity, v′12 must
also belong to S. This is once more configuration R3.

• u1, u2 share two remaining neighbors v12, v
′
12; u3, u4 share two remaining neighbors

v34, v
′
34. Using the same argument, either none of v12, v

′
12, v34, v

′
34 belong to S, or they

all do. In the former case this is again configurationR6, in the latter this is configuration
R3.

This concludes the case with two independent close problems. Let us now assume that all
four special vertices are involved in the same close problem. Let us decompose according to
the case (P1 or P2) of the remaining neighbors of u1, u2.

• u1, u2 share two remaining neighbors v12, v
′
12. We note that if at least one of v12, v

′
12 be-

longs to S, then it is impossible by planarity and property A to have both u3, u4 involved.
So v12, v

′
12 /∈ S. Assume w.l.o.g. that v12 is also a remaining neighbor of u3, and call it

v123. If u3, u4 share a remaining neighbor v34 (different from v123 by planarity), then by
property A if v34 ∈ S it can only belong to the path u1 ∼ u2, but it is impossible in this
case by planarity. Thus v34 /∈ S, and by planarity v34, v123 are not adjacent. But then
u3 is a settled CV pattern, a contradiction. So u3, u4 do not share a remaining neighbor.
For u4 to be involved, it must have (by planarity) v′12 as a remaining neighbor. This is
configuration R7.

• u1, u2 share exactly one remaining neighbor v12, and each have another remaining
neighbor v1, v2, both adjacent to v12. We first assume that v12 /∈ S. If u3 has v1 as a
remaining neighbor, then by planarity v1, v2, v12 must belong to the region of the graph
delimited by the paths u1 ∼ u2, u2 ∼ u3, u1 ∼ u3, and none of v1, v2, v12 can belong
to S (by property A and planarity). It is then impossible for u4 to be involved with the
close problem. So necessarily u3 has v12 as a remaining neighbor, we call it v123. By the
same argument it is impossible for u4 to be involved without making u3 a CV pattern,
thus settled, a contradiction. So finally assume that v12 belongs to S: by property A it
belongs to u3 ∼ u4. We can assume w.l.o.g. that u3 has v1 as a remaining neighbor (it
cannot have v12 by property A). By an argument used above, u3 cannot share a remaining
neighbor with u4 without being a CV pattern, so u4 has v2 as a remaining neighbor. This
is again configuration R3.

This concludes the proof.

89



K4

2 vertices involved in a close problem:
u1, u2 share a r.n. v

v /∈ S

u1, u2 share only one r.n.: R1

u1, u2 share a r.n. v
′

v′ /∈ S: impossible

v′ ∈ S: R2v ∈ S

u1, u2 share a r.n. v
′; v′ /∈ S: see case v /∈ S

u1, u2 share a r.n. v
′; v′ ∈ S: R3

u1 r.n. v1; u2 r.n. v2; v
′
1 6= v′2: R3, J4

3 vertices involved in a close problem: u1, u2, u3;
u1, u3 share a r.n. v13

v13 /∈ S

v1 = v3: R4

v1 6= v3: R5

v13 ∈ S: Impossible
4 vertices involved
in close problems

Two independent close problems
each involving two vertices:
u1, u2 share one r.n. v12;
u3, u4 share one r.n. v34

v12, v34 /∈ S: R6

v12, v34 ∈ S: R3

One close problem
involving all four vertices

P2: u1, u2 share two r.n. v12, v
′
12: R7

P1: u1, u2 share one r.n. v12: R3

Figure 46: Close lemma: tree of K4 cases
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Let us conclude this section by proving Lemma 4.16 (p. 61) and using it to prove Lemma 4.1
(p. 35).

Proof of Lemma 4.16 (p. 61). Let G be a planar graph with a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a 4-
family U , that admits a strong K-subdivision rooted on U . We prove that G contains a subdi-
vision composite configuration made up of a semi-subdivision S rooted on U and a compatible
mapping w.r.t. S.

By Lemma 4.21 (Distant lemma, p. 67), if G has at least 3 distant problems w.r.t. its strong
subdivision S, then it contains a configuration among {D1, D2, D3, D4}. Each of these con-
figurations is defined along with a semi-subdivision and a compatible mapping.

So let us assume G has at most 2 distant problems and no close problem w.r.t. S. By
Lemma 4.23 (Semi-distant lemma, p. 76), G admits a semi-distant configurations among {J1,
J2, J3, J4, J5, J6}, and we provided a semi-subdivision and a compatible mapping for each of
these configurations. If G has at most 2 distant problems and some close problems w.r.t. S,
then by Lemma 4.25 (Close lemma, p. 86), it contains a configuration among {R1, R2, R3, R4,
R5, R6, R7, R8, R9, J4}, again associated with a semi-subdivision and a compatible mapping
for each.

Proof of Lemma 4.1 (p. 35). Let G be a minimum counterexample. By Lemma 3.2 (p. 6), it does
not contain a configuration (CI).

Assume that G contains a (CII) configuration w.r.t. a 4-family U . By Claim 4.14 (p. 58),
G admits a strong K-subdivision S rooted on U . By Lemma 4.16 (p. 61), G contains a semi-
subdivision S ′ rooted on U and a compatible mapping w.r.t. S ′, which is a contradiction by
Lemma 4.15 (p. 59).

Lemma 3.1 (p. 3) ensues by combining Lemmas 3.2 (p. 6) and 4.1 (p. 35).
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5 There is no minimal counterexample

We complete the proof of Theorem 1.2 with the following lemma:

Lemma 5.1. Every connected planar graph on at least 3 vertices contains a configuration (CI)
or (CII).

Lemmas 3.1 (p. 3) and 5.1 together guarantee that every connected planar graph other
than K3 and K−

5 admits a good path decomposition – it is trivial to verify for connected
planar graphs on at most 2 vertices. To prove Lemma 5.1, we first need some definitions and
structural observations on planar graphs.

Given a planar graph G, a 1-contraction of G is an induced subgraph H of G on at least
2 vertices together with a vertex u1 ∈ V (H) such that all vertices have the same degree in
G and H , except possibly for u1. A graph H on at least 3 vertices is a 2-contraction of G if
there exists an edge u1u2 ∈ E(H) such that H \ u1u2 is a subgraph of G and every vertex
v 6∈ {u1, u2} satisfies dH(v) = dG(v). Additionally, there exists a (u1, u2)-path in G with all
internal vertices in V (G) \ V (H).

The damaged vertices of a p-contraction (p ∈ {1, 2}) are the vertices {u1}, {u1, u2} above.
Note that any induced subgraph ofG (on at least 2 vertices) can be turned into a 1-contraction
by selecting an arbitrary vertex as u1. Note that a 1-contraction with damaged vertex u1 can
be turned into a 2-contraction by selecting an arbitrary neighbour of u1 inH , unless the vertex
u1 has no neighbour in H . Note also that any p-contraction (p ∈ {1, 2}) of G is a minor of G
hence is planar.

A 2-contraction H ′ of G is smaller than a 2-contraction H of G with damaged vertices
{u1, u2} if V (H ′) ( V (H) and each of u1 and u2 either does not belong to V (H ′) or is a
damaged vertex of H ′. We may simply refer to a smaller 2-contraction than H if the damaged
vertices ofH are clear from context. A 2-contractionH ofG isminimal ifG admits no smaller
2-contraction.

Claim 5.2. Let G be a connected planar graph. Any minimal 2-contraction of G either contains
a non-damaged vertex of degree at most 4 or is 3-connected.

Proof. Assume for a contradiction thatH with damaged vertices u1, u2 is a counterexample to
the statement: H is minimal, not 3-connected and every vertex in V (H) \ {u1, u2} has degree
at least 5 in H (hence in G). By definition of a 2-contraction, V (H) \ {u1, u2} is non-empty.
We note that it suffices to exhibit a 2-contraction H ′ of G smaller thanH .

Since H is minimal, it is connected. Note that H is in fact 2-connected. Otherwise, let
x be a cut-vertex in H . There is a connected component C of H \ {x} containing none of
{u1, u2}. The graph G[C ∪ {x}] is a 1-contraction of G with damaged vertex x. Note that C
contains at least 5 vertices, as C is non-empty and every vertex in C has degree at least 5 in
G. We select an arbitrary neighbour y of x in C , and note that G[C ∪ {x}] is a 2-contraction
of G with damaged vertices x, y and u1, u2 6∈ C . This yields a smaller 2-contraction than H ,
a contradiction.

Therefore, H is 2-connected but not 3-connected. Let x1, x2 be a vertex cut of H . Since
u1u2 ∈ E(H), u1 and u2 do not belong to different connected components of H \ {x1, x2}.
Let C be a connected component H \ {x1, x2} that contains no ui. Since H is 2-connected,
there is a path between x1 and x2 whose internal vertices belong to V (H) \ C . We obtain a
2-contraction of G with damaged vertices {x1, x2} where each ui either does not belong to it
or is a damaged vertex, hence a contradiction.
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Claim 5.3. Let H be a minimal 2-contraction of a planar graph G. Either H contains a non-

damaged vertex of degree at most 4, or there are four non-damaged vertices {v1, v2, v3, v4} of
degree 5 with respect to which H is almost 4-connected.

Proof. Assume that H does not contain any non-damaged vertex of degree 4 or less, and let
u1, u2 be the damaged vertices of H .

We first assume thatH is 4-connected. Then it suffices to argue that there are four vertices
of degree 5 in V (H) \ {u1, u2}. Since H is 4-connected, we have dH(u1), dH(u2) ≥ 4. By
Euler’s formula, we have

∑
x∈V (H)(d(x)− 6) ≤ −12, hence

∑
x∈V (H)\{u1,u2}

(d(x)− 6) ≤ −8.
Since every non-damaged vertex of H has degree at least 5, the conclusion follows.

Therefore, we may assume the graph H is not 4-connected. Consider an embedding of
H where u1 and u2 lie on the outer-face. Since u1u2 ∈ E(H) and H is planar since it is a
2-contraction of G, such an embedding exists. For any vertex cut X of H that has size 3,
let p be the number of connected components in H \ X . Consider the minor of H obtained
by contracting each connected component into a single vertex. Since H is 3-connected (by
Claim 5.2), every resulting vertex is adjacent to all three vertices in X , which yields a K3,p-
minor where p is the number of connected components. Since H is planar, there is no K3,3-
minor, hence p = 2. At most one of the two connected components ofH\X contains damaged
vertices. If one of them contains damaged vertices, we let I(X) be the connected component of
H\X that does not contain damaged vertices andE(X) be the connected component ofH\X
that contains a damaged vertex. If neither component contains damaged vertices, then u1, u2 ∈
X . SinceH is 3-connected and u1, u2 belong to the outer-face, there is exactly one connected
component that contains no vertex of the outer-face; We let I(X) be that component. Let
E(X) be the other component. Observe that E(X) contains at least one vertex of the outer-
face.

Among all vertex cuts of H that have size 3, we select a vertex cut {x1, x2, x3} which
minimizes |I({x1, x2, x3})|. We first argue that C = I({x1, x2, x3}) contains at least four
vertices of degree 5. Indeed, since {x1, x2, x3} is minimal, every xi has at least 2 neighbors in
C . Hence by Euler’s formula on the graph C , we have

∑
x∈C(d(x)− 6) + 3× 2 ≤ −12. Since

every vertex inC has degree at least 5 inH , there are four non-damagedvertices {v1, v2, v3, v4}
in C that have degree 5 in H .

It remains to argue that H is almost 4-connected with respect to them. We show that no
3-cut of H separates two vertices of X ∪ C . Observe that this proves the two properties of
almost 4-connectivity. Assume for a contradiction that there is a vertex cut Y = {y1, y2, y3}
such that two vertices z1, z2 ∈ X∪C are in different connected components ofH\Y . Without
loss of generality, consider z1 ∈ I(Y ) and z2 ∈ E(Y ).

Note that H [X ∪ C] is connected and z1, z2 ∈ X ∪ C . However, z1 and z2 are in different
connected components of H \ Y . Since z1, z2 cannot be separated by a vertex cut contained
in X ∪ E(X), at least one of {y1, y2, y3}, say y1, belongs to C . Since {x1, x2, x3} minimizes
|I({x1, x2, x3})| over all vertex cuts of H of size 3, at least one of {y1, y2, y3}, say y3, belongs
to E({x1, x2, x3}).

We consider two cases depending on the cardinal of {x1, x2, x3} ∩ I(Y ).
• Assume that I(Y ) contains exactly one vertex in {x1, x2, x3}, say x1.
If y2 ∈ E(X), then we claim that {x1, y1} is a 2-cut that separates z1 from z2, a contra-
diction with the 3-connectivity of H . To prove it, we note that in Y ∪ I(Y ), there is a
path between z1 and each of {y1, y2, y3} whose internal vertices belong to I(Y ). How-
ever, since {x1, x2, x3} is a vertex cut of H and neither x2 nor x3 belongs to Y ∪ I(Y ),
every path between z1 and y2 whose internal vertices belong to I(Y ) involves the vertex
x1. Therefore, {x1, y1} separates z1 and y2, hence the conclusion.
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So y2 ∈ X∪C , and we now claim that {x1, y1, y2} is a vertex cut ofH , by the same argu-
ment: each path between z1 and y3 with internal vertices in I(Y ) involves x1. Observe
that it contradicts the choice of {x1, x2, x3}.

• Assume from now on that I(Y ) contains both x2 and x3, while x1 ∈ E(Y ). As above, we
argue that {y1, x2, x3} is a vertex cut ofH , which contradicts the choice of {x1, x2, x3}.
For completeness, we include the adaptedproof. We note that in {x1, x2, x3}∪I({x1, x2, x3}),
there is a path between z1 and each of {x1, x2, x3} whose internal vertices belong to
I({x1, x2, x3}). However, since Y is a vertex cut of H and neither y2 nor y3 belongs
to {x1, x2, x3} ∪ I({x1, x2, x3}), every path between z1 and x1 whose internal vertices
belong to I({x1, x2, x3}) involves the vertex y1. Therefore, {y1, x2, x3} separates z1 and
x1, hence the conclusion.

We can now use Claim 5.3 to obtain Lemma 5.1 (p. 92).

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Let G be a non-empty connected planar graph which contains no (CI)
configuration. Let u1 be the only vertex with degree at most 4 in G if any, and an arbitrary
vertex otherwise. Note that since G is connected and contains at least 3 vertices, the graph G
with damaged vertex u1 is a 1-contraction of G. Furthermore, the vertex u1 has at least one
neighbour u2, and the graph G with damaged vertices u1 and u2 is a 2-contraction of G. Let
H be a minimal 2-contraction of G that is either precisely G with damaged vertices u1, u2 or
smaller than it.

Every non-damaged vertex in H has the same degree in H and in G, and u1 is not a non-
damaged vertex in H . Therefore, Claim 5.3 applied to H yields that H is almost 4-connected
w.r.t. a 4-family {v1, v2, v3, v4}. HenceG is almost 4-connectedw.r.t. {v1, v2, v3, v4}, as desired.
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