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Abstract

A hypergraph is conformal if it is the family of maximal cliques of a graph. In this
paper we are interested in the problem of determining when is the family of minimal
transversal of maximal cliques of a graph conformal. Such graphs are called clique dually
conformal (CDC for short). As our main results, we completely characterize CDC graphs
within the families of triangle-free graphs and split graphs. Both characterizations lead to
polynomial-time recognition algorithms. We also show that the class of CDC graphs is closed
under substitution, in the strong sense that substituting a graph H for a vertex of a graph
G results in a CDC graph if and only if both G and H are CDC.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we consider some properties of graphs related to maximal cliques and their minimal
transversals. These are closely related to certain hypergraph concepts, which we now recall.

A hypergraph is a finite set of finite sets called hyperedges. A hypergraph is said to be
Sperner [44] (also called simple [6, 7] or a clutter [41]) if no hyperedge contains another, and
conformal if any set of vertices such that any two belong to a hyperedge is itself contained
in a hyperedge (see, e.g., [41]). Sperner hypergraphs and conformal hypergraphs have been
extensively studied in the literature, due to their numerous applications in combinatorics and
in many other fields of mathematics and computer science (see, e.g., [1, 5, 6, 20]). Sperner
hypergraphs enjoy a useful duality relation via the operation mapping a Sperner hypergraph H
to its dual hypergraph Hd (also called the blocker of H; see, e.g., Schrijver [41]), defined as the
collection of all minimal transversals (also called minimal hitting sets), that is, inclusion-wise
minimal sets of vertices intersecting each hyperedge in at least one vertex. The useful duality
relation states that Hdd = H, that is, when restricted to the family of Sperner hypergraphs, the
duality operator is an involution (see, e.g., Berge [6], Schrijver [41], and Crama and Hammer [17]).
A similar duality holds for conformal hypergraphs, for the operator of mapping a conformal
hypergraph H to its antiblocker Ha, defined as the set of all inclusion-wise maximal sets of
vertices intersecting each hyperedge in at most one vertex. If H is conformal, then Haa = H (as
shown by Woodall [47, 48]; see also Schrijver [41]).

While the antiblocker of any hypergraph is both conformal and Sperner, the dual hypergraph
of any hypergraph is always Sperner but may fail to be conformal. This observation leads to
the concept of dually conformal hypergraphs, defined as hypergraphs whose dual is conformal.
Variants of dual conformality are important for the dualization problem (see Khachiyan, Boros,
Elbassioni, and Gurvich [31, 32, 33]). While the complexity of Dual Conformality, that is,
the problem of recognizing dually conformal hypergraphs, is an open problem, in a recent work,
Boros, Gurvich, Milanič, and Uno [12] showed that the problem belongs to co-NP and developed
a polynomial-time algorithm for the case of hypergraphs with bounded size hyperedges.

The close connections with graphs stem from the fact that hypergraphs that are both
conformal and Sperner are precisely the collections of maximal cliques of graphs (see [5]). More
precisely, for every conformal Sperner hypergraph H, there exists a graph G such that H is
the clique hypergraph C(G) of G, the hyperedges being exactly the maximal cliques of G. For
example, using this connection, the fact that Haa = H when restricted to conformal hypergraphs
is a simple consequence of the fact that graph complementation operation is an involution.
Furthermore, exploiting the connection with graphs, the approach from [12] was shown to have
applications in algorithmic graph theory, leading to a polynomial-time algorithm for checking,
for any fixed positive integer k, if the upper clique transversal number of a given graph G is at
most k. The upper clique transversal number of a graph is defined as the maximum cardinality
of a minimal transversal of maximal cliques; we refer to the recent work of Milanič and Uno [39]
for more details.

An interesting special case of Dual Conformality is the case when the input hypergraph
is conformal, or, equivalently, is the hypergraph of all maximal cliques of some graph. This leads
to the following property of graphs introduced in [12]. A graph G is said to be clique dually
conformal (CDC) if its clique hypergraph is dually conformal.

The class of CDC graphs turns out to be quite rich. While we cannot completely characterize
them, and even the complexity of their recognition is open, we provide many interesting classes
of CDC graphs. Our work provides a novel aspect to the study of graph clique transversals,
which has been a subject of extensive investigation in the literature (see, e.g., [2, 3, 4, 9, 12, 14,
15, 19, 21, 24, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 43]).
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Our results

We construct several infinite families of CDC graphs (see Section 4) and obtain the following
results:

1. The substitution operation takes as input two graphs and substitutes the first graph for a
vertex of the second (see Section 5 for a precise definition). We show that the class of CDC
graphs is closed with respect to substitution, in the strong sense that a graph constructed
from two smaller graphs via substitution is CDC if and only if both constituent graphs are
CDC (Theorem 5.5).

2. A graph is P4-free if it does not contain an induced path on 4 vertices. We show that
P4-free graphs are CDC (Corollary 3.14).

3. A graph is triangle-free if it does not contain three pairwise adjacent vertices. We provide a
characterization of triangle-free CDC graphs (Theorem 6.14), leading to a polynomial-time
recognition algorithm (Theorem 6.20).

4. A graph is split if its vertex set can be partitioned into a clique and an independent set. We
give a characterization of split CDC graphs (Theorem 7.5), leading to a polynomial-time
recognition algorithm (Corollary 7.7).

An important concept in developing these results is the clique-dual transformation, which
associates to any graph G another graph Gc with the same vertex set, in which two vertices are
adjacent if and only if they belong to a minimal transversal of the maximal cliques of G (see
Section 3). In particular, it turns out that the class of CDC graphs is closed not only under
substitution but also under taking the clique-dual.

Let us also remark that triangle-free CDC graphs are related to two well-known graph classes:
Kőnig-Egerváry graphs and well-covered graphs (see Section 6).

Structure of the paper

In Section 2 we summarize the necessary preliminaries. In Section 3 we present some basic
properties of the clique-dual transformation. In Section 4 we construct infinite families of
CDC and non-CDC graphs. In Section 5 we show that the class of CDC graphs is closed
under substitution. In Sections 6 and 7 we characterize the CDC graphs within the classes of
triangle-free and split graphs, respectively. In Section 8 we discuss a discrete dynamical system
related to CDC graphs. We conclude the paper in Section 9 with several open questions.

2 Preliminaries

Graphs. All graphs considered in this paper are finite, simple, and undirected, except for
Section 8, where we also consider directed graphs. The neighborhood of a vertex v ∈ V (G),
that is, the set of vertices adjacent to v in G, is denoted by NG(v). The closed neighborhood
of v is denoted by NG[v] and defined as NG(v) ∪ {v}. Given a set S ⊆ V (G), the neighborhood
of S is denoted b NG(S) and defined as the set of vertices in V (G) \ S that have a neighbor
in S. In all these notations, the subscript G is omitted when the graph is clear from context. A
clique in a graph is a set of pairwise adjacent vertices, an independent set (also called a stable
set) is a set of pairwise non-adjacent vertices, a vertex cover is a set of vertices intersecting all
edges, a matching is a set of pairwise disjoint edges, and a matching is perfect if every vertex
belongs to a matching edge. A clique (resp., independent set) is maximal if it is not contained
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in any larger clique (resp., independent set). A clique transversal in a graph is a set of vertices
containing at least one vertex from each maximal clique; a clique transversal is minimal if it
does not contain any smaller clique transversal. Given a graph G, its complement G is defined
by the same vertex set, V (G) = V (G), and the complementary edge set: two distinct vertices
u, v ∈ V (G) are adjacent in G if and only if they are nonadjacent in G. (Recall that we restrict
ourselves to simple graphs.) A graph is triangle-free if it does not have a clique of size three,
split if its vertex set can be partitioned into a clique and an independent set, and cobipartite if
its complement is bipartite, or, equivalently, its vertex set is a union of two cliques. We denote
by ∼= the graph isomorphism relation.

Hypergraphs. A hypergraph is a pair H = (V,E) where V is a finite set of vertices and E is
a set of subsets of V called hyperedges such that every vertex belongs to a hyperedge. For a
hypergraph H = (V,E) we write E(H) = E and V (H) = V , and denote by dim(H) = maxe∈E |e|
its dimension. We only consider graphs and hypergraphs with nonempty vertex sets. For a
vertex v ∈ V its degree deg(v) = degH(v) is the number of hyperedges in E that contain v and
∆(H) = maxv∈V deg(v) is the maximum degree of H. A hypergraph is Sperner if no hyperedge
contains another, or, equivalently, if every hyperedge is maximal. Given a hypergraph H, its
co-occurrence graph is the graph G(H) with vertex set V (H) that has an edge between two
distinct vertices u and v if there is a hyperedge e of H that contains both u and v.

Conformal hypergraphs. We recall a characterization of conformal graphs due to Gilmore.

Theorem 2.1 (Gilmore [23]; see also [6, 7, 50]). A hypergraph H = (V,E) is conformal if and
only if for every three hyperedges e1, e2, e3 ∈ E there exists a hyperedge e ∈ E such that

(e1 ∩ e2) ∪ (e1 ∩ e3) ∪ (e2 ∩ e3) ⊆ e .

The following characterization of conformal Sperner hypergraphs due to Beeri, Fagin, Maier,
and Yannakakis [5] (see also Berge [6, 7] for the equivalence between Properties 1 and 2)
establishes a connection between conformal Sperner hypergraphs and graphs.

Theorem 2.2 ([5]; see also [6, 7]). For every Sperner hypergraph H, the following properties are
equivalent.

1. H is conformal.

2. H is the clique hypergraph of some graph.

3. H is the clique hypergraph of its co-occurrence graph.

Subtransversals. Given a hypergraph H = (V,E), a set S ⊆ V is a subtransversal of H if S
is a subset of a minimal transversal. The following characterization of subtransversals due to
Boros, Gurvich, and Hammer [11, Theorem 1] was formulated first in terms of prime implicants
of monotone Boolean functions and their duals, and reproved in terms of hypergraphs in [10].
Given a set S ⊆ V and a vertex v ∈ S, we denote by Ev(S) the set of hyperedges e ∈ E such
that e ∩ S = {v}.

Theorem 2.3 (Subtransversal criterion. Boros, Gurvich, Elbassioni, and Khachiyan [10]; see also
Chapter 10 in Crama and Hammer [17]). Let H = (V,E) be a hypergraph and let S ⊆ V . Then S
is a subtransversal of H if and only if there exists a collection of hyperedges {ev ∈ Ev(S) : v ∈ S}
such that the set (

⋃
v∈S ev) \ S does not contain any hyperedge of H.

We will also need the algorithmic version of the result. We assume that a given hypergraph
is represented with an edge-vertex incidence matrix and a doubly-linked representation of its
incident pairs (see [12] for a detailed description).
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Corollary 2.4 (Boros, Gurvich, Milanič, and Uno [12]). Let H = (V,E) be a hypergraph
with dimension k and maximum degree ∆, given by an edge-vertex incidence matrix and a
doubly-linked representation of its incident pairs, and let S ⊆ V . Then, there exists an algorithm
running in time

O

(
k|E| ·min

{
∆|S| ,

(
|E|
|S|

)|S|
})

that determines if S is a subtransversal of H. In particular, if |S| = O(1), the complexity is
O(k|E|∆|S|).

3 The clique-dual of a graph

In this section we introduce the clique-dual graph of a graph, relate this transformation to
CDC graphs, illustrate it with several examples, and discuss graphs G such that the graph, its
clique-dual, and its complement are all isomorphic to each other, as well as graphs for which
their clique-dual is either the graph itself or its complement.

3.1 Definition, basic properties, and examples

We denote by Cd(G) the dual hypergraph of C(G); the hyperedges of Cd(G) are precisely the
minimal clique transversals of G. Furthermore, we denote by Gc the clique-dual of G, that
is, the graph with vertex set V (G), in which two distinct vertices are adjacent if and only if
they belong to the same hyperedge of Cd(G) (see Figure 3.1 for an example). In words, Gc

is the co-occurrence graph of the hypergraph of minimal clique transversals of G. Note that
V (Gc) = V (G) and two distinct vertices in V (G) are adjacent in Gc if and only if they belong
to a common minimal clique transversal of G. Recall that a graph G is clique dually conformal
(CDC for short) if its clique hypergraph is dually conformal, that is, if C(Gc) = Cd(G).

1

2

43

5

G

C(G)
1

2

43

5

1

2

43

5

1

2

43

5

Cd(G)

Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

Figure 3.1: The clique-dual of a graph.

Observation 3.1. For every graph G, the following two conditions are equivalent.

1. G is CDC.

2. The maximal cliques of Gc are exactly the minimal clique transversals of G.
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The importance of the clique-dual operation for the study of CDC graphs follows from the
fact that the class of CDC graphs is closed under taking the clique-dual.

Proposition 3.2. Let G be a CDC graph. Then the clique-dual Gc is also a CDC graph.
Furthermore, Gcc = G.

Proof. Since G is a CDC graph, the clique hypergraph C(G) is dually conformal, implying, by
Theorem 2.2, that Cd(G) = C(Gc). Since the clique hypergraphs are Sperner, the above equation
also implies that C(G) = Cd(Gc). Hence, the dual of the hypergraph C(Gc) is conformal, showing
that Gc is a CDC graph. The above equation implies that the minimal clique transversals of Gc

are exactly the maximal cliques of G. Consequently, we have Gcc = G.

However, there exist (non-CDC) graphs G with Gcc ̸= G. For example, if G is the 5-cycle,
then Gc and Gcc are the complete graph and the edgeless graph on 5 vertices, respectively (we
refer to Example 4.1 for more details).

The next example shows that there exist graphs G whose clique-dual is not CDC and that
we may have Gcc = G even if G is not CDC.

Example 3.3. Let G be the 9-vertex graph depicted in Figure 3.2.

G

1 4

3
5

Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

2

67

8

9

1

2
3

4
6

8

5

9

7

Figure 3.2: Two non-CDC graphs that are clique-duals of each other. In each of the two graphs,
every maximal clique except the shaded one is a minimal clique transversal of the other graph.

The clique hypergraph of G consists of the following 7 hyperedges:

E(C(G)) =
{
{1, 2, 3}, {1, 2, 4}, {1, 3, 8}, {1, 8, 9}, {2, 3, 6}, {2, 4, 5}, {3, 6, 7}

}
.

Its dual consists of the following 13 hyperedges:

E(Cd(G)) =
{
{1, 2, 3}, {1, 2, 6}, {1, 2, 6}, {1, 3, 4}, {1, 3, 5}, {1, 4, 6}, {1, 5, 6},
{2, 3, 8}, {2, 3, 9}, {2, 6, 8}, {2, 7, 8}, {3, 4, 8}, {3, 4, 9}

}
.

The co-occurrence graphs of these two hypergraphs are the graphs G and Gc depicted in
Figure 3.2. Note, however, that the set {4, 6, 8} is a maximal clique of Gc that is not a hyperedge
of Cd(G). This means that the hypergraph Cd(G) is not conformal, or, equivalently, C(G) is not
dually conformal. Hence, G is not a CDC graph.

Repeating the procedure starting with Gc instead of G, we obtain that the clique hypergraph
of Gc consists of 14 hyperedges,

E(C(Gc)) = E(Cd(G)) ∪
{
{4, 6, 8}

}
.
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Its dual hypergraph consists of 6 hyperedges:

E(Cd(Gc)) =
{
{1, 2, 4}, {1, 3, 8}, {1, 8, 9}, {2, 3, 6}, {2, 4, 5}, {3, 6, 7}

}
= E(C(G)) \

{
{1, 2, 3}

}
.

In this particular case we have Gcc = G. However, the set {1, 2, 3} is a maximal clique of G that
is not a hyperedge of Cd(Gc). Similarly as before, this means that Gc is not a CDC graph. ▲

There exist graphs G such that the graph G, its clique-dual Gc, and its complement G are
all isomorphic to each other. A computer search revealed that up to 9 vertices, there exist only
three graphs with this property: the one-vertex graph K1, the 4-vertex path, and a 9-vertex
graph described in the next example.

Example 3.4. Let G be the 9-vertex graph shown in Figure 3.3.

G

1

4

3

5

2

6

78

9

G

6

7

3

9

8

5

24

1

Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

6

4

3

9

2

1

87

5

Figure 3.3: A graph G isomorphic to its complement G and its clique-dual Gc.

The clique hypergraph of G consists of the following 10 hyperedges:

E(C(G)) =
{
{1, 4, 8}, {1, 6, 8}, {1, 7, 8}, {2, 5, 7}, {3, 6, 8}, {3, 6, 9}, {3, 7, 8}, {3, 7, 9},
{5, 7, 8}, {5, 7, 9}

}
.

Its dual consists of the following 10 hyperedges:

E(Cd(G)) =
{
{1, 3, 5}, {1, 3, 7}, {1, 6, 7}, {2, 8, 9}, {3, 5, 8}, {3, 7, 8}, {4, 6, 7}, {5, 8, 9},
{6, 7, 8}, {7, 8, 9}

}
.

The co-occurrence graphs of these two hypergraphs are the graphs G and Gc depicted, along with
the complement of G, in Figure 3.3. Note also that the graph G is CDC, since the hypergraph
Cd(G) coincides with the clique hypergraph of Gc and is therefore conformal. ▲

Observation 3.5. Let G be a graph such that Gcc ∼= G and Gc ∼= G. Then G, G
c
, and Gc are

all isomorphic to each other.

Proof. Since the graphs Gc and G are isomorphic to each other, so are their clique-duals. Thus,
G ∼= Gcc ∼= G

c
. Similarly, applying complementation, the isomorphism relation Gc ∼= G implies

that Gc ∼= G = G.

Proposition 3.2 and Observation 3.5 imply the following.

Corollary 3.6. If G is CDC and Gc ∼= G, then G, G
c
, and Gc are all isomorphic to each other.

Furthermore, all graphs in the quintuple (G, Gc, G, G
c
, Gc) are CDC.
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We conclude this subsection with a characterization of pairs of graphs that are clique-duals
of each other. An edge clique cover of a graph G is a set of cliques of G covering all edges of G.

Proposition 3.7. Two graphs with the same vertex set are clique-duals of each other if and
only if for each of the two graphs, the family of its minimal clique transversals forms an edge
clique cover of the other graph.

Proof. Let G1 and G2 be two graphs with the same vertex set. Assume that G1 and G2 are
clique-duals of each other. By symmetry, it suffices to prove that the minimal clique transversals
of G1 form an edge clique cover of G2. We have G2 = Gc

1, that is, G2 is the co-occurrence graph
of the hypergraph of minimal clique transversals of G1. Thus, every minimal clique transversal
of G1 is a clique in G2. Furthermore, for every edge uv of G2 there exists a minimal clique
transversal T of G1 such that {u, v} ⊆ T . It follows that the minimal clique transversals of G1

form an edge clique cover of G2.
Assume now that for each of the two graphs, the family of its minimal clique transversals

forms an edge clique cover of the other graph. By symmetry, it suffices to prove that G2 = Gc
1.

We have V (Gc
1) = V (G1) = V (G2). Consider two distinct vertices u and v in V (G2) = V (Gc

1).
If uv ∈ E(G2), then there exists a minimal clique transversal T of G1 such that {u, v} ⊆ T and
consequently uv ∈ E(Gc

1). Thus, E(G2) ⊆ E(Gc
1). Similarly, if uv ∈ E(Gc

1), then there exists a
minimal clique transversal T of G1 such that {u, v} ⊆ T . The fact that the family of minimal
clique transversals of G1 forms an edge clique cover of G2 implies that T is a clique in G2. Since
{u, v} ⊆ T , we obtain that u and v are adjacent in G2. We thus have E(Gc

1) ⊆ E(G2) and
consequently E(G2) = E(Gc

1), that is, G2 = Gc
1.

3.2 Graphs for which Gc coincides with either G or G

We now show that the only graph that is equal to its clique-dual is K1, and interpret this result in
the language of hypergraphs. Note that by G = Gc we really mean equality of graphs; examples
of equivalence up to isomorphism will be given in Section 6 (see Theorem 6.6 in particular).

Boros et al. [12] showed that complete graphs are the only graphs in which all minimal
clique transversals have size one. In fact, as we show next, the condition that all minimal clique
transversals are themselves cliques is already sufficient to guarantee the same conclusion. A
universal vertex in a graph G is a vertex adjacent to all other vertices.

Lemma 3.8. Let G be a graph in which all minimal clique transversals are cliques. Then G is
complete.

Proof. Let G be a graph that is not complete. Then, G contains a vertex u that is not universal.
Let S = V (G) \ N(u), that is, S is the set consisting of u and all non-neighbors of u in G.
Then S intersects all maximal cliques in G because any maximal clique in G that does not
contain any non-neighbor of u must contain u, otherwise it would not be maximal. Since S is a
clique transversal in G, there exists a minimal clique transversal T ⊆ S. Any maximal clique
C containing u does not contain any non-neighbors of u, hence S ∩ C = {u} and consequently
T ∩ C = {u}; in particular, this shows that u ∈ T . Fix a non-neighbor w of u and a maximal
clique D containing w. Then, the set T ∩D is non-empty. Let z be a vertex in T ∩D. Note that
u ̸∈ D and thus z ̸= u. Furthermore, since T ∩N(u) = ∅, we infer that z is a non-neighbor of u.
Therefore, T contains a pair of non-adjacent vertices u and z, and hence is not a clique.

Using Lemma 3.8, it is now easy to derive the announced characterization of graphs for
which G and Gc coincide.

Theorem 3.9. The only graph G such that Gc = G is K1.

9



Proof. Immediate from the observation that Kc
1 = K1, Lemma 3.8, and the fact that in any

complete graph, all minimal clique transversals have size one.

We translate this result into hypergraph terms. To this end, we first prove the following
claim.

Lemma 3.10. Let H be a hypergraph such that Hc = Hd. Then H consists of a single vertex
and a single hyperedge of size one.

Proof. Let G be the co-occurrence graph of H. By definition, the conformalization Hc is the
clique hypergraph of G. Since Hd is equal to Hc, it is conformal and therefore also equals to the
clique hypergraph of G. Since (Hd)d = H, the hypergraph H is the dual of the clique hypergraph
of G, that is, its hyperedges are precisely the minimal clique transversals of G.

Consider an arbitrary minimal clique transversal S of G. Then S is a clique in G, since any
two distinct vertices in S are adjacent in the co-occurrence graph of Hd, which is G. We showed
that every minimal clique transversal in G is a clique. Thus, by Lemma 3.8, G is complete.
It follows that the hyperedges of H, which are the minimal clique transversals of G, are all
singletons. But since G is the co-occurrence graph of H, this is only possible if G is the one-vertex
graph and, consequently, H consists of a single vertex and a single hyperedge of size one.

A hypergraph H is said to be self-dual if Hd = H. Note that every self-dual hypergraph is
Sperner, since Hd is Sperner by definition.

Theorem 3.11. Let H be a self-dual hypergraph. Then H is conformal if and only if H consists
of a single vertex and a single hyperedge of size one.

Proof. Let H be a self-dual conformal hypergraph. Then, Hc = H = Hd. By Lemma 3.10, H
consists of a single vertex and a single hyperedge of size one. The other direction is trivial.

Given two graphs G and H, we say that G is H-free if no induced subgraph of G is isomorphic
to H. The following theorem characterizes graphs for which G and Gc are complements of each
other.

Theorem 3.12 (Theorems 2 and 3 in Gurvich [26]; see also Chapter 10 in Crama and
Hammer [17]). For every graph G, the following three properties are equivalent.

1. The graphs G and Gc are edge-disjoint.

2. Gc = G.

3. G is P4-free.

The following property of P4-free graphs was shown by Gurvich [26] and also by Karchmer,
Linial, Newman, Saks, and Wigderson [30] (see also Gurvich [25] and Golumbic and Gurvich [17,
Chapter 10]).

Theorem 3.13 ([26, 30]; see also [17, 25]). Let G be a P4-free graph and S ⊆ V (G). Then S is
a minimal clique transversal in G if and only if S is a maximal independent set.

Corollary 3.14. Every P4-free graph is CDC.

Proof. Let G be a P4-free graph. By Theorem 3.12, Gc = G. By Observation 3.1, it suffices to
show that in G, the maximal independent sets coincide with the minimal clique transversals.
This holds by Theorem 3.13.
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4 Examples of CDC and non-CDC graphs

In this section, we give additional examples of CDC graphs and non-CDC graphs, including two
infinite families of split CDC graphs and three infinite families of cobipartite CDC graphs.

4.1 Warm-up examples

In Figure 4.1 we show four small CDC graphs.

P4 C4 the bull the boat

Figure 4.1: Four small CDC graphs.

We leave it as an exercise for the reader to verify that the graphs depicted in Figure 4.1
are CDC. The fact that P4 and C4 are CDC graphs also follows from a characterization of
triangle-free CDC graphs, which we will develop in Section 6 (see, e.g., Theorem 6.6). Infinite
families of CDC graphs generalizing the bull and the boat, respectively, will be presented in
Sections 4.3 and 4.4.

4.2 Examples of non-CDC graphs

In Figure 4.2 we show four small non-CDC graphs.

P5 C5 the 3-sunthe net

Figure 4.2: Four small non-CDC graphs.

As we explain next, each of these four graphs is a member of an infinite family of non-CDC
graphs.

Example 4.1. The 5-cycle C5 is not CDC. The clique hypergraph C(C5) is equal to the C5.
Fixing an order v1, . . . , v5 of the vertices along the cycle, the dual hypergraph Cd(C5) has
vertex set {v1, . . . , v5} and five hyperedges: {v1, v2, v4}, {v2, v3, v5}, {v3, v4, v1}, {v4, v5, v2}, and
{v5, v1, v3}. It is easy to see that this hypergraph is not conformal, for example by verifying
that it is not the clique hypergraph of its co-occurrence graph, which is the complete graph with
vertex set {v1, . . . , v5}. Let us remark that the fact that C5 is not a CDC graph also follows
from a characterization of triangle-free CDC graphs given by Theorem 6.14. ▲

We leave it as an exercise for the reader to verify that the 5-vertex path P5 is also not CDC.
In fact, it follows from Theorem 6.14 that no path Pn or cycle Cn with n ≥ 5 is a CDC graph.

In our next two examples, we identify two infinite families of non-CDC split graphs. Split
CDC graphs will be characterized in Section 7.
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Example 4.2. Fix an integer n ≥ 3 and let G be the graph vertex set {u1, . . . , un}∪{v1, . . . , vn},
in which C = {u1, . . . , un} is a clique, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, vertices ui and vi are adjacent,
and there are no other edges. The clique hypergraph of G consists of the following hyperedges:

E(C(G)) = {C} ∪ {{ui, vi} : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} .

For a set S ⊆ {u1, . . . , un}, we denote by f(S) the set of all vertices vj such that 1 ≤ j ≤ n
and uj ̸∈ S. It is not difficult to verify that the dual hypergraph of the clique hypergraph of G
consists of the following hyperedges:

E(Cd(G)) = {S ∪ f(S) : ∅ ≠ S ⊆ {u1, . . . , un}} .

The co-occurrence graphs of these two hypergraphs are the graphs G and Gc depicted in
Figure 4.3. Note that Gc is the graph obtained from the complete graph with vertex set V (G)
by removing from it the edges of the perfect matching {uivi : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}.

G

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

u5 v5

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

u5 v5

S

f(S)

Figure 4.3: An example of a non-CDC split graph G (for n = 5) and its clique-dual. In the
graph G an example of a minimal clique transversal of the form S ∪ f(S) is also shown.

Observe that the set {v1, . . . , vn} forms a maximal clique in the graph Gc, but is not a
hyperedge of Cd(G). Therefore, the hypergraph Cd(G) is not conformal, since it is not the
clique hypergraph of its co-occurrence graph. Note that the assumption n ≥ 3 is necessary for
the vertices v1 and v2 to be adjacent in Gc. In fact, for n = 2 the corresponding graph G is
isomorphic to the 4-vertex path, which is CDC. ▲

Example 4.3. Fix an integer n ≥ 3 and let G be the graph vertex set {u1, . . . , un}∪{v1, . . . , vn},
in which C = {u1, . . . , un} is a clique, for each i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n} with i ̸= j, vertices ui and vi are
adjacent, and there are no other edges. The clique hypergraph of G consists of the following
hyperedges:

E(C(G)) = {C} ∪ {(C \ {ui}) ∪ {vi} : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} .
The dual hypergraph of the clique hypergraph of G consists of the following hyperedges:

E(Cd(G)) = {{ui, uj} : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n} ∪ {{ui, vi} : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} .

The co-occurrence graphs of these two hypergraphs are the graphs G and Gc depicted in
Figure 4.4. Note that Gc is a member of the non-CDC-family presented in Example 4.2.

Since the set {u1, . . . , un} forms a maximal clique in the graph Gc that is not a hyperedge
of Cd(G) (since n ≥ 3), we infer that the hypergraph Cd(G) is not conformal. Note again the
above argument fails for n = 2; indeed, for n = 2 the corresponding graph G is isomorphic to
the 4-vertex path, which is CDC. ▲
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G Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

u1

u2

u3

u4

u5

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

u5 v5

v1

v2

v3

v4

v5

Figure 4.4: An example of a non-CDC split graph G (for n = 5) and its clique-dual.

4.3 Two infinite families of split CDC graphs

Interestingly, the above two families of non-CDC split graphs can be turned into CDC split
graphs by a small modification, namely by extending one of the maximal cliques of each of these
graphs into a larger maximal clique by adding to it one additional vertex. We omit the proof
that these graphs are CDC, since this follows from a characterization of split CDC graphs that
we will present in Theorem 7.5.

Example 4.4. Fix an integer n ≥ 1 and let G be the graph vertex set {u0, u1, . . . , un} ∪
{v1, . . . , vn}, in which C = {u0, u1, . . . , un} is a clique, for each i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n} with i ̸= j,
vertices ui and vi are adjacent, and there are no other edges.

G Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

u5 v5

u0

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

u5 v5

u0

Figure 4.5: An example of a CDC split graph G (for n = 5) and its clique-dual.

The graph G and its clique-dual are depicted in Figure 4.5. Note that this family of examples
generalizes the two graphs in Figure 3.1. ▲

Example 4.5. Fix an integer n ≥ 1 and let G be the graph vertex set {u0, u1, . . . , un} ∪
{v1, . . . , vn}, in which C = {u0, u1, . . . , un} is a clique, for each i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n} with i ̸= j,
vertices ui and vi are adjacent, and there are no other edges.

The graph G and its clique-dual are depicted in Figure 4.6. ▲

Graphs in Examples 4.2 and 4.4 (or those from Examples 4.3 and 4.5) show that the class
of CDC graphs is not closed under vertex deletion. Another construction leading to the same
conclusion will be presented at the end of Section 6.2.
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G Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

u1

u2

u3

u4

u5

u0

v1

v2

v3

v4

v5

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

u5 v5

u0

Figure 4.6: An example of a CDC split graph G (for n = 5) and its clique-dual.

4.4 Three infinite families of cobipartite CDC graphs

By Proposition 3.2, if a graph G is CDC, then so is its clique-dual Gc. Thus, the clique-duals of
graphs from Examples 4.4 and 4.5 are cobipartite CDC graphs. We now describe three further
infinite families of cobipartite CDC graphs.

Example 4.6. Fix an integer n ≥ 1 and consider the graph G with vertex set {u0, u1, . . . , un}∪
{v0, v1, . . . , vn}, in which C = {u0, u1, . . . , un} and D = {v0, v1, . . . , vn} are cliques, for each
i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, vertices ui and vi are adjacent, and there are no other edges. Note that for n = 1,
we obtain the 4-vertex path P4, for which the CDC property was already observed. The clique
hypergraph of G consists of the following hyperedges:

E(C(G)) = {C,D} ∪ {{ui, vi} : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} .

For a set S ⊆ {u1, . . . , un}, we denote by f(S) the set of all vertices vj ∈ D such that 1 ≤ j ≤ n
and uj ̸∈ S. It is not difficult to verify that the dual hypergraph of the clique hypergraph of G
consists of the following hyperedges:

E(Cd(G)) = {{u0} ∪ (D \ {v0}), {v0} ∪ (C \ {u0})} ∪ {S ∪ f(S) : ∅ ≠ S ⊂ {u1, . . . , un}} ,

where ⊂ denotes the proper inclusion relation on sets. The co-occurrence graphs of these two
hypergraphs are the graphs G and Gc depicted in Figure 4.7.

G

u0

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

v0

S

f(S)

Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

u0

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

v0

Figure 4.7: An example of a cobipartite CDC graph G (for n = 4) and its clique-dual. In the
graph G an example of a minimal clique transversal of the form S ∪ f(S) is also shown.

The graph G is CDC, since the hypergraph Cd(G) coincides with the clique hypergraph of
Gc and is therefore conformal. ▲
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Example 4.7. For graphs in our next family, we first describe their complements (which are also
CDC). Informally speaking, these are subdivided stars with all branches of length two, except
one, which is of length one. More precisely, fix an integer n ≥ 1 and let G be the graph vertex set
{u0, u1, . . . , un} ∪ {v0, v1, . . . , vn} and edge set {u0v0} ∪ {u0ui : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} ∪ {uivi : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}.
The maximal cliques of G are precisely its edges.

Similarly as in Example 4.6, for a set S ⊆ {u1, . . . , un} we denote by f(S) the set of all
vertices vj such that 1 ≤ j ≤ n and uj ̸∈ S. It is not difficult to verify that the dual hypergraph
of the clique hypergraph of G consists of the following hyperedges:

E(Cd(G)) =
{
{v0, u1, . . . , un}

}
∪
{
{u0} ∪ S ∪ f(S) : S ⊆ {u1, . . . , un}

}
.

This hypergraph is conformal, since it coincides with the clique hypergraph of its co-occurrence
graph, Gc (see Figure 4.8). The graph Gc is the graph vertex set V (G) in which the vertex u0
has a unique non-neighbor v0, the vertex v0 has neighborhood {u1, . . . , un}, which forms a clique,
and the subgraph induced by V (G) \ {u0, v0} is a complete graph minus a perfect matching
{uivi : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}.

G

u0

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

v0

Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

v0

u1

u2

u3

u4

v1

v2

v3

v4

u0

S

f(S)

Figure 4.8: An example of a bipartite CDC graph G (for n = 4) and its clique-dual.

Note that the graph Gc is cobipartite; moreover, it can be observed that Gc is isomorphic to
the complement of G. This is not a coincidence. The graph G is a triangle-free graph satisfying
the condition of Theorem 6.6 and hence the graph Gc is isomorphic to G, which is also a CDC
graph. It can be verified that the minimal clique transversals of Gc are exactly the edges of G.
For more details, see Section 6. ▲

Example 4.8. The construction is similar as in Example 4.6, but with more edges. Fix an
integer n ≥ 2 and consider the graph G with vertex set {v1, . . . , v2n}, in which two distinct
vertices vi and vj are adjacent if and only if |i− j| < n. The maximal cliques of G are precisely
the sets Cj = {vi : j ≤ i ≤ j + n− 1} where j ∈ {1, . . . , n+ 1}, that is,

E(C(G)) = {C1, . . . , Cn+1} .

Note that each maximal clique of G has size n. Let S be a hyperedge of the dual hypergraph
Cd(G), that is, S is a minimal transversal of the maximal cliques of G. Then S contains a vertex
from C1, that is, a vertex vi with 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Let vi be the vertex in S ∩ {v1, . . . , vn} with the
largest index. Similarly, S contains a vertex from Cn+1, that is, a vertex vj with n+ 1 ≤ j ≤ 2n.
Let vj be the vertex in S ∩ {vn+1, . . . , v2n} with the smallest index. The minimality of S implies
that S ∩ {v1, . . . , vn} = {vi}, since if v ∈ (S ∩ {v1, . . . , vn}) \ {vi}, then the set S \ {v} is also a
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clique transversal of G. Similarly, S ∩ {vn+1, . . . , v2n} = {vj}. Thus, every minimal transversal
of the maximal cliques of G contains exactly one vertex from {v1, . . . , vn} and exactly one vertex
from {vn+1, . . . , v2n}. It follows that the co-occurrence graph of Cd(G) is bipartite and hence,
Cd(G) is conformal and G is CDC.

A more precise description of the hypergraph Cd(G) (and thus of its co-occurrence graph, Gc)
can also be easily obtained: a set S = {vi, vj} with vi ∈ {v1, . . . , vn} and vj ∈ {vn+1, . . . , v2n} is
a minimal clique transversal of G if and only if |j − i| ≤ n, that is,

E(Cd(G)) = {{vi, vj} : 1 ≤ i ≤ n < j ≤ n+ i} .

The co-occurrence graphs of these two hypergraphs are the graphs G and Gc displayed in
Figure 4.9.

Gc ≡ G(Cd(G))

v1

v2

v3

v4

v5

v6

v7

v8

v9

v10

G

v1

v2

v3

v4

v5

v6

v7

v8

v9

v10

Figure 4.9: An example of a cobipartite CDC graph G (for n = 5) and its clique-dual.

It can be observed that Gc is isomorphic to the complement of G. This is not a coincidence.
By Proposition 3.2, Gcc = G. Furthermore, the graph Gc is a triangle-free graph satisfying the
condition of Theorem 6.6 and hence the graph Gcc = G is isomorphic to Gc, or, equivalently, Gc

is isomorphic to G. ▲

As indicated by the above examples, bipartite CDC graphs may have CDC complements.
This is not a coincidence; in fact, even more generally, the complement of any triangle-free
CDC graph is also CDC (see Proposition 6.19). However, not all cobipartite CDC graphs are
complements of bipartite CDC graphs; for example, the graphs constructed in Example 4.6 are
not (it can be verified, for example using Theorem 6.14, that their complements are not CDC).

5 CDC graphs are closed with respect to substitution

In this section we show that the class of CDC graphs is closed with respect to substitution
operation, in the strong sense that a graph constructed from two smaller graphs via substitution
is CDC if and only if both constituent graphs are CDC. Given two graphs F and G and a vertex
v ∈ V (G), the operation of substituting F for v in G results in the graph denoted by Gv[F ] and
obtained from the disjoint union of G− v and F by adding all edges joining a vertex of NG(v)
with a vertex of F .

Our approach will rely on the substitution operation for hypergraphs, which is defined as
follows. Given two hypergraphs F and G with disjoint vertex sets and a vertex v ∈ V (G), the
operation of substituting F for v in G results in the hypergraph denoted by Gv⟨F⟩ and defined
as follows:

• the vertex set of Gv⟨F⟩ is V (F) ∪ (V (G) \ {v});
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• the hyperedge set of Gv⟨F⟩ is

{g ∈ E(G) : v ̸∈ g} ∪ {f ∪ (g \ {v}) : f ∈ E(F), v ∈ g ∈ E(G)} .

Note that Gv⟨F⟩ is Sperner if and only if F and G are Sperner. Note also that the result of the
graph substitution operation is different from the result of the hypergraph substitution operation
applied to the corresponding 2-uniform hypergraphs.1 Recall also that, in this paper, graphs,
unlike hypergraphs, may have isolated vertices.

Lemma 5.1. Let F and G be two graphs, v ∈ V (G), and F and G be, respectively, their clique
hypergraphs. Then

C(Gv[F ]) = Gv⟨F⟩ . (1)

Proof. Let C be a maximal clique in Gv[F ]. Assume first that C does not contain any vertex
of F . Then C is a clique in G, and in fact a maximal clique, since otherwise C would not be
a maximal clique in Gv[F ]. Assume now that C contains a vertex of F . Then the maximality
of C implies that C ∩ V (F ) is a maximal clique in F and that (C \ V (F )) ∪ {v} is a maximal
clique in G.

Conversely, if C is a maximal clique in G that does not contain v, then C is a maximal clique
in Gv[F ], and if C is a maximal clique in G that contains v, then for every maximal clique K in
F , the set (C \ {v}) ∪K is a maximal clique in Gv[F ].

It follows that

E(C(Gv[F ])) = {C ∈ G : v ̸∈ C} ∪ {K ∪ (C \ {v}) : K ∈ F , v ∈ C ∈ G} ,

that is, C(Gv[F ]) = Gv⟨F⟩, as claimed.

Lemma 5.2. Let F and G be two Sperner hypergraphs with disjoint vertex sets and let v ∈ V (G).
Then Gv⟨F⟩ is conformal if and only if F and G are conformal.

Proof. Assume first that F and G are conformal. Let F and G be the co-occurrence graphs of
F and G, respectively. Then F and G are the clique hypergraphs of F and G, respectively. By
Lemma 5.1,

Gv⟨F⟩ = C(Gv[F ]) .

In particular, Gv⟨F⟩ is conformal.
Assume now that H = Gv⟨F⟩ is conformal. We show that F and G are conformal by proving

that they satisfy the condition given by the characterization of conformal hypergraphs stated in
Theorem 2.1.

Claim 1. F is conformal.

Proof of claim. Suppose for a contradiction that F is not conformal. Then, by Theorem 2.1,
there exist three hyperedges f1, f2, f3 ∈ F such that no hyperedge f ∈ F satisfies S ⊆ f , where

S = (f1 ∩ f2) ∪ (f1 ∩ f3) ∪ (f2 ∩ f3) ;

in particular, S is nonempty. Let g be an arbitrary hyperedge in G such that v ∈ g. Then, for
each i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, the set hi = fi ∪ (g \ {v}) is a hyperedge of H. Since H is conformal, by
Theorem 2.1, H contains a hyperedge h such that

(h1 ∩ h2) ∪ (h1 ∩ h3) ∪ (h2 ∩ h3) ⊆ h .

1A hypergraph H is said to be k-uniform if |e| = k for all e ∈ E(H). Thus, 2-uniform hypergraphs are precisely
the (finite, simple, and undirected) graphs without isolated vertices.
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Note that
(h1 ∩ h2) ∪ (h1 ∩ h3) ∪ (h2 ∩ h3) = S ∪ (g \ {v}) .

Thus, S ⊆ h ∩ V (F), which implies that h ∩ V (F) ̸= ∅. It follows that there exists a hyperedge
f of F and a hyperedge g of G such that v ∈ g and h = f ∪ (g \ {v}). But this implies that
S ⊆ f , a contradiction.

Claim 2. G is conformal.

Proof of claim. Suppose for a contradiction that G is not conformal. Then, by Theorem 2.1,
there exist three hyperedges g1, g2, g3 ∈ G such that no hyperedge g ∈ G satisfies S ⊆ g, where

S = (g1 ∩ g2) ∪ (g1 ∩ g3) ∪ (g2 ∩ g3) ;

in particular, S is nonempty.
Let I = {i ∈ {1, 2, 3} : v ∈ gi}. We consider two cases depending on whether I is empty or

not.
Assume first that I = ∅. Note that for each i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, the set gi is a hyperedge of H. Since

H is conformal, by Theorem 2.1, H contains a hyperedge h such that S ⊆ h. Since we assumed
that no hyperedge of G contains S, there exists a hyperedge f of F and a hyperedge g of G such
that v ∈ g and h = f ∪ (g \ {v}). Consequently, S ⊆ h = f ∪ (g \ {v}) and since S ∩ f = ∅, we
obtain that S ⊆ g, a contradiction.

Assume now that I ≠ ∅. Let f be an arbitrary hyperedge in F . For i ∈ I, let hi = f∪(gi\{v}).
For i ∈ {1, 2, 3} \ I (if any), let hi = gi. Note that for each i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, the set hi is a hyperedge
of H. Let

Ŝ = (h1 ∩ h2) ∪ (h1 ∩ h3) ∪ (h2 ∩ h3) .

Note that Ŝ = (S \ {v}) ∪ f (where, if |I| = 1, then v ̸∈ S and S \ {v} = S). Since H is
conformal, by Theorem 2.1, H contains a hyperedge h such that Ŝ ⊆ h. Since f ⊆ Ŝ ⊆ h, we
infer that h ∩ V (F) ̸= ∅. It follows that there exists a hyperedge f̂ of F and a hyperedge ĝ
of G such that v ∈ ĝ and h = f̂ ∪ (ĝ \ {v}). Since Ŝ ⊆ h and Ŝ = (S \ {v}) ∪ f , we infer that
S \ {v} ⊆ h \ {v} = ĝ \ {v} and consequently S ⊆ ĝ, a contradiction with the assumption that
no hyperedge of G contains S.

Claims 1 and 2 complete the proof of the lemma.

The following lemma is well known (see, e.g., Bioch [8] for the statement in the slightly more
general setting of Boolean functions).

Lemma 5.3. For any two hypergraphs F and G with disjoint vertex sets and a vertex v ∈ V (G),
we have

Gv⟨F⟩d = Gd
v ⟨Fd⟩ .

Lemmas 5.1 and 5.3 imply the following.

Corollary 5.4. Let F and G be two graphs and v ∈ V (G). Let F and G denote, respectively,
the clique hypergraphs of F and G. Then

Cd(Gv[F ]) = Gd
v ⟨Fd⟩ .

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

Theorem 5.5. Let F and G be two graphs and v ∈ V (G). Then the graph Gv[F ] is CDC if and
only if F and G are CDC.
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Proof. Let F and G denote, respectively, the clique hypergraphs of F and G. By Corollary 5.4,
we have

Cd(Gv[F ]) = Gd
v ⟨Fd⟩ .

Note that the graph Gv[F ] is CDC if and only if the hypergraph Cd(Gv[F ]) is conformal.
By Lemma 5.2, this latter condition is equivalent to the claim that Fd and Gd are conformal,
which is in turn equivalent to the claim that F and G are CDC.

Note that Theorem 5.5 generalizes the result of Theorem 3.13. It is known that every P4-free
graph is either disconnected or the complement of a disconnected graph (this result has been
rediscovered independently several times, see, e.g., Sumner [45], Seinsche [42], and Corneil,
Lerchs, and Burlingham [16]; some further references can be found in Golumbic and Gurvich [17,
Chapter 10]). In particular, every P4-graph is the result of a substitution operation from smaller
P4-free graphs, implying an inductive argument by Theorem 5.5.

6 Triangle-free CDC graphs

In this section, we consider triangle-free graphs; for those, we better understand the structure
of minimal clique transversals. Indeed, if G is a triangle-free graph without isolated vertices,
then its maximal cliques are precisely its edges, and hence a set S ⊆ V (G) is a minimal clique
transversal in G if and only if it is a minimal vertex cover. In particular, for such graphs
Observation 3.1 can be restated in the following way.

Observation 6.1. Let G be a triangle-free graph without isolated vertices. Then G is CDC if
and only if the following two conditions hold.

1. Every maximal clique in Gc is a minimal vertex cover in G.

2. Every minimal vertex cover in G is a maximal clique in Gc.

Corollary 6.2. Let G be a triangle-free CDC graph without isolated vertices. Then, Gcc = G.

6.1 Some sufficient and some necessary conditions

We first develop a sufficient condition for a triangle-free graph to be CDC. The condition is
based on the following notions.

Definition 6.3. An edge {u, v} in a graph G is said to be bisimplicial if every vertex in N(u) is
adjacent to every vertex in N(v). A perfect matching M in a graph G is said to be bisimplicial
if all edges in M are bisimplicial in G.

Note that an edge {u, v} in a triangle-free graph G is bisimplicial if and only if it is not the
middle edge of any induced P4 in G.

A clique C in a graph G is said to be strong if it intersects all maximal independent sets, or,
equivalently, if there exists no independent set I such that I ⊆ NG(C) and C ⊆ NG(I). It is not
difficult to see that in a triangle-free graph, strong cliques are precisely the isolated vertices and
the bisimplicial edges. For later use, we state this observation explicitly.

Observation 6.4. Let G be a triangle-free graph and let {u, v} be a bisimplicial edge in G.
Then, every maximal independent set contains either u or v.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that there exists a maximal independent set I in G such that
u ̸∈ I and v ̸∈ I. By the maximality of I, each of u and v have a neighbor in I, say u′ and v′,
respectively. By the triangle-freeness, u′ ̸= v′. But then, u′–u–v–v′ is an induced P4 in G having
{u, v} as a middle edge, contradicting the assumption that {u, v} is bisimplicial in G.
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Applying the subtransversal criterion (Theorem 2.3) to the case of triangle-free graphs yields
the following.

Observation 6.5. Let G be a triangle-free graph and u, v ∈ V (G) be two distinct vertices. Then,
u and v are adjacent in Gc if and only if there exist two vertices u′ ∈ NG(u) and v′ ∈ NG(v)
such that either u′ = v′ or u′ is not adjacent to v′ in G.

The following result provides several properties of triangle-free graphs containing a bisimplicial
perfect matching, including a sufficient condition for a triangle-free graph to be CDC.

Theorem 6.6. Let G = (V,E) be a triangle-free graph that has a bisimplicial perfect matching.
Then the following holds.

1. Gc is isomorphic to G.

2. G and G are CDC.

Proof. Let M be a bisimplicial perfect matching in G. For each vertex v ∈ V (G), let us denote
by v′ the unique neighbor of v such that {v, v′} ∈ M . Consider the mapping f : V → V that
maps each vertex v ∈ V to the vertex v′. It is clear that f maps the vertex set of G bijectively
to itself. We claim that f is in fact a graph isomorphism from Gc to G, the complement of G.

Let u and v be two distinct vertices of G. Note that u ̸= v implies that u′ ̸= v′. We need
to show that the vertices u and v are adjacent in Gc if and only if the vertices f(u) = u′ and
f(v) = v′ are not adjacent in G. First, assume that u′ and v′ are not adjacent in G. Since {u, u′}
and {v, v′} are edges of the matching M in G, we have u′ ∈ NG(u) and v′ ∈ NG(v). Thus u and
v are adjacent in Gc by Observation 6.5.

Second, assume that u and v are adjacent in Gc. Since u and v are adjacent in Gc, we
infer by Observation 6.5 that there exist two (not necessarily distinct) vertices u1 ∈ NG(u) and
v1 ∈ NG(v) such that u1 is not adjacent to v1 in G. Note that u1 ̸= v since otherwise u1 would
be adjacent to v1. Similarly, v1 ̸= u. Suppose for a contradiction that the vertices f(u) = u′

and f(v) = v′ are adjacent in G. Since vertices u1 and v1 are non-adjacent in G but u′ and
v′ are, we cannot have u1 = u′ and v1 = v′. By symmetry, we may assume that u1 ̸= u′. If
v1 = v′, then u′ is adjacent to v1 and u1–u–u

′–v1 is an induced P4 in G having {u, u′} as the
middle edge, contradicting the fact that {u, u′} is bisimplicial in G. Thus, v1 ̸= v′. If u = v′,
then u′ = v and the fact that u1 is not adjacent to v1 in G would contradict the assumption that
the edge {u, u′} = {u, v} is bisimplicial in G. Thus, u ̸= v′ and, similarly, u′ ≠ v. It follows that
u1–u–u

′–v′–v–v1 is a walk in G in which every three consecutive vertices are pairwise distinct,
and, moreover, u ̸= v, u1 ̸= v, and u ̸= v1. The fact that G is triangle-free implies that u1 ̸= v′

and u′ ̸= v1. Thus, the only possible remaining equality between vertices of this walk is that
u1 = v1. Since the edge {v, v′} is bisimplicial in G, we infer that u′ is adjacent to v1. Thus,
we must have that vertices u1 and v1 are distinct, since otherwise {u1, u, u′} would induce a
triangle in G. But now, the path u1–u–u

′–v1 is an induced P4 in G having {u, u′} as the middle
edge. This contradicts the fact that {u, u′} is bisimplicial in G. We have shown that f is a
graph isomorphism from Gc to G.

Next, we show that G is CDC by showing that both conditions from Observation 6.1 are
satisfied: (i) every maximal clique in Gc is a minimal vertex cover in G, and (ii) every minimal
vertex cover in G is a maximal clique in Gc.

Consider first a maximal clique C in Gc. Since f is an isomorphism from Gc to G, the set
f(C) = {v′ : v ∈ C} is a maximal clique in G, and hence a maximal independent set in G. Since
M is a bisimplicial matching in G, Observation 6.4 implies that the set f(C) contains exactly
one vertex from each edge in M . It follows that C = V \ f(C) and hence C is a minimal vertex
cover in G.
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Conversely, let C be a minimal vertex cover in G and let I = V \ C. Then I is a maximal
independent set in G and therefore contains exactly one vertex from each edge in M . It follows
that C = V \ I = f(I). Since I is a maximal clique in G and f−1 = f is an isomorphism from
G to Gc, we infer that C = f(I) = {v′ : v ∈ I} is a maximal clique in Gc. This shows that G is
CDC.

Finally, since G is CDC and G is isomorphic to Gc, Proposition 3.2 implies that G is CDC.
This completes the proof.

Recall that Examples 4.7 and 4.8 are related to Theorem 6.6. We now explain this connection
in more detail.

The graphs constructed in Example 4.7 (see Figure 4.8) are triangle-free graphs admitting a
bisimplicial perfect matching. For example, in the graph G depicted in Figure 4.8 a bisimplicial
perfect matching is formed by the edges {ui, vi} for 0 ≤ i ≤ n (in the concrete example we have
n = 4). In fact, those graphs are a special case of the following construction. Given a graph
H = (V,E), we denote by H ⊙ K1 the corona of H, that is, the graph obtained from H by
adding a pendant edge to each vertex. Formally, V (H ◦K1) = V ∪ V̂ where V̂ = {v̂ : v ∈ V } is
a set of |V | new vertices, and E(H ◦K1) = E ∪ {vv̂ : v ∈ V }. For any triangle-free graph H,
the pendant edges added to H to form its corona form a bisimplicial perfect matching in the
graph H ⊙K1. Therefore, every such graph, as well as its complement, are CDC.

Corollary 6.7. The corona G of a triangle-free graph and its complement G are CDC.

Regarding the graphs constructed in Example 4.8, their clique-duals are triangle-free graphs
admitting a bisimplicial perfect matching. For example, in the graph Gc depicted in Figure 4.9
a bisimplicial perfect matching is formed by the edges {vi, vn+i} for 1 ≤ i ≤ n (in the concrete
example we have n = 5).

Next, we formulate a necessary condition for a triangle-free graph to be CDC.

Lemma 6.8. Let G be a triangle-free CDC graph without isolated vertices. Then every vertex
of G is an endpoint of a bisimplicial edge.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that there exists a vertex v ∈ V that is not contained in any
bisimplicial edge. First, we show that NG[v] is a clique in Gc. Any two vertices u,w ∈ NG(v) have
v as a common neighbor and hence, by Observation 6.5, they are adjacent in Gc. Furthermore,
for every neighbor w of v, since the edge {v, w} is not bisimplicial, it is the middle edge of an
induced P4 in G, say x–v–w–y. Then we can again apply Observation 6.5 to infer that v and w
are adjacent in Gc. Thus, NG[v] is a clique in Gc, as claimed. Let C be a maximal clique in Gc

such that NG[v] ⊆ C. If C is a vertex cover in G, then so is C \ {v}. Thus, C is not a minimal
vertex cover in G, and using Observation 6.1 we reach a contradiction with the assumption that
G is CDC.

Two distinct vertices u and v in a graph G are said to be twins if NG(u) = NG(v).
2 Note

that if u and v are twins in a graph G, then G is isomorphic to the graph obtained from the
graph G− v by substituting 2K1, the two-vertex edgeless graph, for u. Therefore, since 2K1 is
CDC, it follows from Theorem 5.5 that G is CDC if and only if G− v is CDC. In particular,
when studying CDC graphs, we may restrict our attention to twin-free graphs, that is, graphs
without any pairs of twins.

The next lemma is somewhat similar to the previous one. It gives a necessary condition for
twin-free triangle free graphs.

2In graph theory literature, twins are sometimes called false twins, to distinguish them from true twins, defined
as pairs of vertices u and v such that NG[u] = NG[v].
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Lemma 6.9. Let G be a twin-free triangle-free graph. Then every vertex of G belongs to at
most one bisimplicial edge.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that a vertex v ∈ V belongs to two bisimplicial edges, say
{v, w} and {v, z}, with w ≠ z. Since G is triangle-free, vertices w and z are non-adjacent.
Following that G has no twins, there exists a vertex x in G that is adjacent to precisely one
of w and z. By symmetry, we may assume that x is adjacent to w but not to z. Since G is
triangle-free and v–w–x is a path of length two in G, the vertex x is not adjacent to v. It follows
that x–w–v–z is an induced P4 in G having {v, w} as a middle edge, contradicting the fact that
{v, w} is bisimplicial in G.

6.2 A characterization of twin-free triangle-free CDC graphs

To arrive at a characterization of triangle-free CDC graphs that have no twins, first we need
to recall the Kőnig-Egerváry property of graphs. Given a graph G, we denote by α(G) its
independence number, that is, the maximum cardinality of an independent set in G, by τ(G) its
vertex cover number, that is, the minimum cardinality of a vertex cover in G, and by ν(G) its
matching number, that is, the maximum cardinality of a matching in G. Every graph G satisfies
α(G) + τ(G) = |V (G)| and τ(G) ≥ ν(G). If τ(G) = ν(G), then G is said to be Kőnig-Egerváry.
The Kőnig-Egerváry Theorem (see, e.g., [41]) states that every bipartite graph is Kőnig-Egerváry.

Lemma 6.10. Let G be a triangle-free graph that has a bisimplicial perfect matching. Then G
is Kőnig-Egerváry.

Proof. Let M be a bisimplicial perfect matching in G. Since M is a perfect matching, we have
ν(G) = |V (G)|/2. Furthermore, since each edge in M is bisimplicial, every maximal independent
set in G contains exactly one vertex from each edge in M . This implies that α(G) = |M | =
|V (G)|/2. It follows that τ(G) = |V (G)| − α(G) = ν(G), that is, G is Kőnig-Egerváry.

We will also need the notion of semi-perfect graphs. Given a graph G, we denote by θ(G)
its clique cover number, that is, the minimum number of cliques in G with union V (G). Every
graph G satisfies θ(G) ≥ α(G); if equality holds, then G is said to be semi-perfect.

Observation 6.11. Every triangle-free Kőnig-Egerváry graph with a perfect matching is
semi-perfect.

Proof. Since M has a perfect matching, we have ν(G) = |V (G)|/2 and θ(G) ≤ |V (G)|/2. Since G
is Kőnig-Egerváry, we have τ(G) = ν(G) = |V (G)|/2 and consequently α(G) = |V (G)| − τ(G) =
|V (G)|/2. Hence, θ(G) ≤ α(G) and G is semi-perfect.

A clique partition of a graph G is a partition of its vertex set into cliques. A minimum
clique partition is a clique partition of minimum cardinality. A graph G is said to be localizable
if it admits a partition of its vertex set into strong cliques (see [49]). The following result
characterizes localizable graphs within the class of semi-perfect graphs.

Theorem 6.12 (Hujdurović, Milanič, and Ries [29]). For every semi-perfect graph G, the
following conditions are equivalent.

1. G is localizable.

2. For every minimum clique partition of G, each clique in the partition is strong.

Corollary 6.13. Let G be a triangle-free semi-perfect graph. Then the following conditions are
equivalent:
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1. G has a bisimplicial perfect matching.

2. G has a perfect matching and every perfect matching in G is bisimplicial.

Proof. Trivially, the second condition implies the first one. So it suffices to assume that G has a
bisimplicial perfect matching M and show that every perfect matching in G is bisimplicial. Since
M is a partition of the vertex set of G into strong cliques, G is localizable. By Theorem 6.12,
every clique in any minimum clique partition of G is strong. In a triangle-free graph having a
perfect matching, minimum clique partitions are precisely its perfect matchings. Thus, G has a
perfect matching and every perfect matching in G is bisimplicial.

The following theorem gives several characterizations of triangle-free CDC graphs that are
twin-free.

Theorem 6.14. Let G be a twin-free triangle-free graph without isolated vertices. Then, the
following conditions are equivalent.

1. G is CDC.

2. Every vertex of G is an endpoint of a bisimplicial edge.

3. G has a bisimplicial perfect matching.

4. G has a unique bisimplicial perfect matching.

5. G has a perfect matching and every perfect matching in G is bisimplicial.

Proof. By Lemma 6.8, if G is CDC, then every vertex of G is an endpoint of a bisimplicial edge.
This shows that Condition 1 implies Condition 2.

Assume Condition 2, that is, every vertex of G is an endpoint of a bisimplicial edge. Let B
be a set of bisimplicial edges such that each vertex in G is an endpoint of an edge in B. By
Lemma 6.9, no two edges in B have an endpoint in common. Thus, B is a bisimplicial perfect
matching. This shows that Condition 2 implies Condition 3.

Next, assume G has a perfect matching M consisting of bisimplicial edges. By Lemma 6.9,
every vertex of G belongs to at most one bisimplicial edge. It follows that M is a unique
bisimplicial perfect matching in G. This shows that Condition 3 implies Condition 4.

Next, assume G has a unique bisimplicial perfect matching. By Lemma 6.10, G is
Kőnig-Egerváry and hence, by Observation 6.11, G is semi-perfect. By Corollary 6.13, G
has a perfect matching and every perfect matching in G is bisimplicial. This shows that
Condition 4 implies Condition 5.

If G has a perfect matching and every perfect matching in G is bisimplicial, then clearly G
has a bisimplicial perfect matching. Thus, Condition 5 implies Condition 3.

Finally, observe that Condition 3 implies Condition 1, which follows from Theorem 6.6.

6.3 Consequences of Theorem 6.14

Observe first that Theorem 5.5 together with Theorem 6.14 leads to a complete characterization
of triangle-free CDC graphs.

Next, the equivalence of Conditions 1, 4, and 5 imply the following.

Corollary 6.15. Every twin-free triangle-free CDC graph without isolated vertices has a unique
perfect matching.
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However, there are connected twin-free triangle-free graphs with a unique perfect matching
that are not CDC, for example, the path P6.

Another consequence is implied by Lemma 6.10 and Theorem 6.14.

Corollary 6.16. Let G be a twin-free triangle-free CDC graph. Then G is Kőnig-Egerváry.

Remark 6.17. In Corollary 6.16, the assumption that G is twin-free is necessary. A triangle-free
CDC graph that is not Kőnig-Egerváry can be obtained as follows. First, let H = C5 ⊙K1 be
the corona of the 5-cycle. Then H is a triangle-free CDC graph, by Corollary 6.7. Let G be
the graph obtained from H by substituting 2K1 into each vertex of degree 3 in H. Clearly, G
is triangle-free, and by Theorem 5.5, G is a CDC graph. However, G is not Kőnig-Egerváry.
The graph has 15 vertices, hence its matching number is at most 7 (in fact, it is exactly 7).
Its independence number is equal to the weighted independence number of the graph H in
which each vertex of the 5-cycle has weight 2 and each pendant vertex has weight 1. Let I be
an independent set in H and let k be the number of vertices that the set contains from the
5-cycle. Then k ∈ {0, 1, 2} and the weight of I is at most 5 + k, since the vertices from the
5-cycle contribute a weight of 2k and the vertices outside the cycle contribute 5 − k. Thus,
the independence number of G is at most 7 (in fact, it is exactly 7). Consequently, the vertex
cover number of G is at least 15− 7 = 8, and since the matching number of G is at most 7, we
conclude that G is not Kőnig-Egerváry.

A graph G is well-covered if all its minimal vertex covers have the same cardinality, or,
equivalently, if all its maximal independent sets have the same cardinality. If G is a localizable
graph, with a partition of its vertex set V (G) = {C1, . . . , Ck} into strong cliques, then every
maximal independent set S in G contains exactly one vertex from each clique Ci; thus, every
localizable graph is well-covered. While the converse implication is generally not true (consider
for example the 5-cycle or the 7-cycle), it holds in the class of perfect graphs (see [29]). Our
next consequence of Theorem 6.14 is the following.

Corollary 6.18. Every twin-free triangle-free CDC graph is localizable and thus well-covered.

Proof. A graph is localizable if and only if all of its components are localizable. Thus, it suffices
to show that every connected twin-free triangle-free CDC graph is localizable. For the one-vertex
graph, this is trivial, and if G has at least two vertices, then Theorem 6.14 implies that G has
a perfect matching M consisting only of bisimplicial edges. Such a matching is a partition of
V (G) into strong cliques, and hence G is localizable.

For general (not necessarily twin-free) triangle-free CDC graphs, Theorem 6.14, and the fact
that the class of CDC graphs is closed under substitution, imply the following result.

Proposition 6.19. Let G be a triangle-free CDC graph. Then Gc is isomorphic to G. In
particular, G is CDC. Furthermore, the graphs G

c
and Gc are both isomorphic to G.

Proof. The proof is by induction on n = |V (G)|. The base case n = 1 is trivial. Let n > 1 and
let G be a triangle-free CDC graph. If G is not a result of the substitution operation, then G is
twin-free and has no isolated vertices and, hence, the fact that Gc is isomorphic to G follows
from Theorems 6.6 and 6.14. Assume now that there exist two graphs F and H and a vertex
v ∈ V (H) such that G = Hv[F ]. Let F , G, and H be the clique hypergraphs of F , G, and H,
respectively. By Corollary 5.4, we have

Gd = Hd
v⟨Fd⟩ . (2)

Recall that, by the definition of the clique-dual, the graphs F c, Gc, and Hc are the co-occurrence
graphs of the hypergraphs Fd, Gd, and Hd, respectively. By Theorem 5.5, the graphs F and H are
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CDC. Since they are isomorphic to induced subgraphs of G, they are triangle-free. Thus, by the
induction hypothesis, F c ∼= F and Hc ∼= H. Since G = Hv[F ], we infer that G = Hv[F ] = Hv[F ]
by the definition of substitution. Consequently, G is isomorphic to the graph Hc

v [F
c]. By

Equation (2), the graph Gc is the co-occurrence graph of the hypergraph Hd
v⟨Fd⟩. Since the

hypergraphs Fd and Hd are conformal, they are the clique hypergraphs of the graphs F c and
Hc, respectively. Hence, by Equation (1), we have C(Hc

v [F
c]) = Hd

v⟨Fd⟩. It follows that Gc is
the co-occurrence graph of the clique hypergraph of the graph Hc

v [F
c] and hence Gc = Hc

v [F
c],

which is isomorphic to G, as already argued above. This shows that Gc is isomorphic to G.
Since G ∼= Gc and G is CDC, we infer using Proposition 3.2 that G is also CDC. By

Corollary 6.2, Gcc = G. In particular, every triangle-free CDC graph satisfies the conditions of
Observation 3.5. This implies that the graphs G

c
and Gc are both isomorphic to G.

Next, note that Theorem 6.14 implies that for any n ≥ 5, the cycle Cn is not CDC. However,
as already observed, adding pendant edges to any such cycle results in the CDC graph Cn ⊙K1.
This is another construction (besides those presented in Sections 4.2 and 4.3) showing that the
class of CDC graphs is not closed under vertex deletion.

Finally, we obtain a polynomial-time recognition algorithm for the class of triangle-free CDC
graphs.

Theorem 6.20. There exists an algorithm running in time O(|V |(|V |+ |E|)2) that determines
if a given graph G = (V,E) is a triangle-free CDC graph.

Proof. Given a graph G = (V,E), we can test in time O(|V |3) if G is triangle-free. We can
test in linear time if G is the result of a substitution of two smaller triangle-free graphs using
modular decomposition (see, e.g., [27, 38]). In fact, with this approach the problem of testing if
G is CDC is reduced to the same problem on O(|V |) induced subgraphs of G, none of which can
be decomposed further. By Theorem 5.5, G is CDC if and only if each of the obtained subgraphs
is CDC. Each of those subgraphs is either a one-vertex graph, or a twin-free triangle-free graph
without isolated vertices. In the latter case, by Theorem 6.14 the CDC property of such a
graph H is equivalent to the existence of a unique bisimplicial perfect matching. Testing if
an edge e ∈ E(H) is bisimplicial can be done in time O(|V (H)| + |E(H)|) = O(|V | + |E|).
Then, H is CDC if and only if every vertex of H is an endpoint of a unique bisimplicial edge.
This check can be performed in time O(|V (H)|). The total time complexity of the algorithm
is O(|V |3) +O(|V |+ |E|) +O(|V | · |E| · (|V |+ |E|)), which simplifies to O(|V |(|V |+ |E|)2), as
claimed.

7 Split CDC graphs

In this section, we characterize CDC split graphs. Recall that a graph G = (V,E) is said to be
split if it has a split partition, that is, a pair (K, I) such that K is a clique, I is an independent
set, K ∩ I = ∅, and K ∪ I = V .

We will use a characterization of minimal clique transversals of split graphs from [39]. Given
a graph G and a set of vertices X ⊆ V (G), we denote by NG(X) the set of all vertices in
V (G) \X that have a neighbor in X. Moreover, given a vertex v ∈ X, an X-private neighbor of
v is any vertex w ∈ NG(X) such that NG(w) ∩X = {v}.

Proposition 7.1 (Milanič and Uno [39]). Let G be a split graph with a split partition (K, I)
such that I is a maximal independent set and let X ⊆ V (G). Let K ′ = K ∩X and I ′ = I ∩X.
Then X is a minimal clique transversal of G if and only if the following conditions hold:

(i) K ′ ̸= ∅ if K is a maximal clique.
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(ii) I ′ = I \NG(K
′).

(iii) Every vertex in K ′ has a K ′-private neighbor in I.

We first describe the structure of the clique-dual of a split graph G.

Lemma 7.2. Let G be a split graph with a split partition (K, I) such that I is a maximal
independent set, and let u and v be two distinct vertices of G. Then the following holds:

(i) If u, v ∈ K, then uv ∈ E(Gc) if and only if the sets NG(u) ∩ I and NG(v) ∩ I are
incomparable with respect to inclusion.

(ii) If u ∈ K and v ∈ I, then uv ∈ E(Gc) if and only if uv ̸∈ E(G).

(iii) If u, v ∈ I and K is a maximal clique in G, then uv ∈ E(Gc) if and only if the sets
K \NG(u) and K \NG(v) have a non-empty intersection.

(iv) If u, v ∈ I and K is not a maximal clique in G, then uv ∈ E(Gc).

Proof. Recall that u and v are adjacent in Gc if and only if they belong to a common minimal
clique transversal of G. We use Proposition 7.1 to prove the four properties in order.

For claim (i), set K ′ = {u, v} and I ′ = I \NG(K
′). By Proposition 7.1, the set K ′ ∪ I ′ is a

minimal clique transversal of G if and only if every vertex in K ′ has a K ′-private neighbor in I.
This is equivalent to the condition that the sets NG(u)∩ I and NG(v)∩ I are incomparable with
respect to inclusion.

Consider now claim (ii). Assume first that uv ∈ E(Gc). Then there exists a minimal clique
transversal K ′∪I ′ of G such that u ∈ K ′ ⊆ K and v ∈ I ′ ⊆ I. By (ii) of Proposition 7.1, we have
I ′ = I \NG(K

′). Hence, u and v are non-adjacent in G. Conversely, assume that uv ̸∈ E(G).
Let K ′ = {u} and I ′ = I \ NG(u). Then v ∈ I ′. Since I is a maximal independent set in G,
vertex u must have a neighbor in I, and thus properties (i)–(iii) from Proposition 7.1 hold for
the sets K ′ and I ′. It follows that K ′ ∪ I ′ is a minimal clique transversal of G containing u and
v, and hence uv ∈ E(Gc).

Next we show claim (iii). Assume first that uv ∈ E(Gc). Then there exists a minimal clique
transversal K ′ ∪ I ′ of G such that K ′ ⊆ K and {u, v} ⊆ I ′ ⊆ I. By (i) from Proposition 7.1,
the set K ′ is nonempty. Since we also have I ′ = I \NG(K

′), every vertex in K ′ is adjacent to
neither u nor v. This implies that in G, vertices u and v have a common non-neighbor in K.
Conversely, assume that the sets K \NG(u) and K \NG(v) have a non-empty intersection. Let
w be an arbitrary vertex in this intersection. Let K ′ = {w} and I ′ = I \NG(K

′). Then K ′ ̸= ∅
and {u, v} ⊆ I ′. Furthermore, since I is a maximal independent set in G, vertex w must have
a neighbor in I, and thus properties (i)–(iii) from Proposition 7.1 hold for the sets K ′ and
I ′. Hence K ′ ∪ I ′ is a minimal clique transversal of G containing u and v, which implies that
uv ∈ E(Gc).

Finally, we prove claim (iv). Note that we have I = K ′∪I ′ where K ′ = ∅ and I ′ = I \NG(K
′).

Since K is not a maximal clique, conditions (i)–(iii) from Proposition 7.1 are all satisfied, and
hence I is a minimal clique transversal of G. Consequently, since {u, v} ⊆ I, we infer that
uv ∈ E(Gc).

We are now ready to characterize CDC split graphs. In order to state the characterization,
we need to introduce some further notation and definitions.

Definition 7.3. Let H = (V,E) be a hypergraph. We say that H has the Sperner-private
property (or SP property for short) if for every inclusion-wise maximal subfamily F ⊆ E of
hyperedges such that the hypergraph (V, F ) is Sperner, there exists a collection of vertices
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(vf : f ∈ F ) such that for all f ∈ F , the vertex vf ∈ V is an F -private element of f , that is,
{e ∈ F : vf ∈ e} = {f}.

Definition 7.4. A split graph G with a split partition (K, I) is said to:

• have the Sperner-private (SP) property if the hypergraph (I, {NG(v) ∩ I : v ∈ K}) has the
SP property;

• be 2-well-dominated if all inclusion-wise minimal subsets S ⊆ I such that K ⊆ NG(S) are
of size two.

Theorem 7.5. Let G be a split graph with a split partition (K, I) such that I is a maximal
independent set. Then G is CDC if and only if the following two conditions hold.

1. G has the SP property.

2. If K is a maximal clique in G, then G is 2-well-dominated.

Proof. Recall that by definition a graph G is CDC if its clique hypergraph is dually conformal.
By the definitions of dual conformality and of the clique-dual Gc, this is equivalent to the
condition that every maximal clique of the clique-dual Gc is a minimal clique transversal of G.

Assume first that every maximal clique of the clique-dual Gc is a minimal clique transversal
of G. We first show that G has the SP property, or equivalently, that the hypergraph H =
(I, {NG(v) ∩ I : v ∈ K}) has the SP property. Let F be an inclusion-wise maximal family of
hyperedges of H such that the hypergraph (I, F ) is Sperner. For each f ∈ F , there exists a
vertex uf of G such that uf ∈ K and f = NG(uf ) ∩ I. Let KF = {uf : f ∈ F}. We claim
that KF is a clique in the clique-dual Gc. Consider an arbitrary pair of distinct vertices u
and u′ in KF . Since the hypergraph (I, F ) is Sperner, the sets NG(u) ∩ I and NG(u

′) ∩ I are
incomparable with respect to inclusion. By claim (i) of Lemma 7.2, the vertices u and u′ are
adjacent in Gc. Hence, KF is a clique in Gc. Let C be a maximal clique in Gc such that KF ⊆ C.
By assumption, C is a minimal clique transversal of G. Thus, writing C = K ′∪ I ′ where K ′ ⊆ K
and I ′ ⊆ I, properties (i)–(iii) from Proposition 7.1 hold for the sets K ′ and I ′. In particular,
since KF ⊆ K ′, property (iii) implies that for every hyperedge f ∈ F , the corresponding vertex
uf ∈ KF has, in the graph G, a K ′-private neighbor vf in I. By construction of the hypergraph
H, we conclude that (vf : f ∈ F ) is a collection of vertices of H such that for each hyperedge
f ∈ F , the vertex vf is an F -private element of f . Thus, H has the SP property.

Next, we show that if K is a maximal clique in G, then G is 2-well-dominated. Assume
that K is a maximal clique in G and consider an arbitrary inclusion-wise minimal subset S ⊆ I
such that K ⊆ NG(S). Since K is a maximal clique in G, the set S is of size at least two.
Suppose for a contradiction that |S| ≥ 3. We claim that S is a clique in Gc. Consider two
distinct vertices u, v ∈ S. By the minimality of S, we have K ⊈ NG(u) ∪NG(v), and thus by
claim (iii) of Lemma 7.2, u and v are adjacent in Gc. It follows that S is a clique in Gc, as
claimed. Let C = K ′ ∪ I ′ be a maximal clique in Gc such that S ⊆ C, K ′ ⊆ K, and I ′ ⊆ I.
Since K ⊆ NG(S), every vertex in K is adjacent in G to a vertex in S, which by claim (ii)
of Lemma 7.2 implies that every vertex in K is non-adjacent in Gc to a vertex in S. Thus,
K ′ = ∅. Recall the assumption that every maximal clique of the clique-dual Gc is a minimal
clique transversal of G. In particular, C is a minimal clique transversal of G. However, since K
is a maximal clique of G, this contradicts the fact that C ∩K = K ′ = ∅. This shows that G is
2-well-dominated.

Let us now prove that the stated conditions are also sufficient for the CDC property. To this
end, assume that G has the SP property and, furthermore, that if K is a maximal clique in G,
then G is 2-well-dominated. We need to show that every maximal clique of the clique-dual Gc is
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a minimal clique transversal of G. Let C = K ′ ∪ I ′ be an arbitrary maximal clique of Gc with
K ′ ⊆ K and I ′ ⊆ I. To complete the proof of our claim, we verify that properties (i)–(iii) from
Proposition 7.1 hold for the sets K ′ and I ′.

We first establish property (i). Suppose for a contradiction that K is a maximal clique in
G but K ′ = ∅. Since C = I ′ is a maximal clique in Gc, every vertex in K is non-adjacent in
Gc with a vertex in I ′. By claim (ii) of Lemma 7.2, this implies that K ⊆ NG(I

′). Thus, there
exists an inclusion-wise minimal set S ⊆ I ′ such that K ⊆ NG(S). Since K is a maximal clique
in G, our assumption on G implies that G is 2-well-dominated. This means that S = {x, y} for
two distinct vertices x, y ∈ I ′. However, by claim (i) of Lemma 7.2 the fact that K ⊆ NG({x, y})
implies that x and y are non-adjacent in Gc, contradicting the fact that I ′ is a clique in Gc.
Thus, property (i) of Proposition 7.1 holds.

Next we establish property (ii) of Proposition 7.1. Claim (ii) of Lemma 7.2 implies that
no vertex in K ′ is adjacent in G with a vertex in I ′, that is, I ′ ⊆ I \ NG(K

′). Suppose that
the inclusion is strict. Then there exists a vertex u ∈ I \ (I ′ ∪ NG(K

′)). We consider two
cases depending on whether K ′ is empty or not. Suppose first that K ′ = ∅. By property (i) of
Proposition 7.1, we have that K is not a maximal clique. Thus I is a clique in Gc by claim (iv)
of Lemma 7.2. Since K ′ = ∅, we have I ′ ⊆ I, and the maximality of I ′ implies that I ′ = I.
However, this contradicts the fact that u ∈ I \ I ′. It remains to analyze the case when K ′ ̸= ∅.
Note that u ̸∈ C and therefore, by the maximality of C, there exists a vertex v ∈ C that is
not adjacent to u in Gc. The choice of u implies that u is not adjacent in G to any vertex in
K ′. By claim (ii) of Lemma 7.2, this means that u is adjacent in Gc to every vertex in K ′. In
particular, the vertex v cannot belong to K ′ and must therefore belong to I ′. Since u and v are
two vertices in I that are non-adjacent in Gc, we obtain from claim (iv) of Lemma 7.2 that K is
a maximal clique in G and, furthermore, by claim (iii) of Lemma 7.2, that K ⊆ NG({u, v}). By
the assumption of this case, we have K ′ ̸= ∅, thus there exists a vertex w ∈ K ′. Since u is not
adjacent in G to w, we must have vw ∈ E(G). Consequently, by claim (ii) of Lemma 7.2, we
have vw ̸∈ E(Gc), contradicting the fact that C is a clique in Gc. This shows that property (ii)
of Proposition 7.1 holds.

Finally, we show that property (iii) of Proposition 7.1 holds, that is, that every vertex in K ′

has a K ′-private neighbor in I. By claim (i) of Lemma 7.2, for every two distinct vertices u and
v in K ′, the sets NG(u) ∩ I and NG(v) ∩ I are incomparable with respect to inclusion. Thus, by
the SP property of G, there exists a collection of vertices (vx : x ∈ K ′) such that for all x ∈ K ′,
the vertex vx ∈ I is a K ′-private neighbor of x. Thus, property (iii) of Proposition 7.1 holds.

Thus, we conclude that C is indeed a minimal clique transversal of G.

Using Theorem 7.5, it is not difficult to verify that the graphs from Examples 4.4 and 4.5
are CDC, while those from Examples 4.2 and 4.3 are not.

Theorem 7.6. Let H = (V,E) be a hypergraph. There exists an algorithm running in time
O(|V ||E|2) that determines if H has the SP property.

Proof. We prove the theorem by showing that the condition that H does not have the SP
property is equivalent to the following condition: there exists a hyperedge e ∈ E such that
e is a subset of the union of hyperedges of H that are incomparable with e (with respect to
inclusion). Let us first argue that this is enough. To verify this condition, we iterate over all
hyperedges e ∈ E, and compute the union of the incomparable hyperedges. For each of the
O(|E|) hyperedges, the above computation can be done in time O(|V ||E|).

To see that this reformulation is equivalent with the lack of SP property, note that by
definition we must have a Sperner subfamily F ⊆ E and a hyperedge f ∈ F such that f does
not have an F -private element. This implies that f is a subset of the hyperedges in F \ {f}.
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Note also that all these hyperedges are incomparable with f since F is Sperner. To complete our
proof, we need to show that if there exists a hyperedge e ∈ E such that e is a subset of the union
of hyperedges of H that are incomparable with e, then we can construct a Sperner subfamily
F ⊆ E containing e such that e is a subset of the union of the hyperedges in F \ {e}. To see
this, consider all hyperedges in E that are incomparable with e, and choose a minimal subfamily
that contains e as a subset. Such a minimal subfamily together with e must be Sperner.

Corollary 7.7. There exists an algorithm running in time O(|V |8) that determines if a given
graph G = (V,E) is a CDC split graph.

Proof. Given a graph G = (V,E), we can test in time O(|V |+ |E|) if G is split and if this is the
case, compute a split partition (K, I) of G [28]. If K contains a vertex with no neighbors in I,
we remove it from K and add it to I. This can also be done in linear time since the algorithm
from [28] first computes the vertex degree, and K contains a vertex with no neighbors in I if
and only if K contains a vertex with degree |K| − 1.

We may thus assume that (K, I) is a split partition of G such that I is a maximal independent
set. We now apply Theorem 7.5 and test whether G has the SP property and whether it is
2-well-dominated when K is a maximal clique. To test the SP property, we first compute the
hypergraph H = (I, {NG(v) ∩ I : v ∈ K}). This can be done in time O(|K||I|) = O(|V |2). We
have |V (H)| = |I| = O(|V |) and |E(H)| ≤ |K| = O(|V |). By Theorem 7.6, we can determine
in time O(|V (H)||E(H)|2) = O(|V |3) if H has the SP property. If H does not have the SP
property, then we conclude that G is not a CDC graph. If H has the SP property and K is
not a maximal clique in G (which we can test in linear time), then we conclude that G is a
CDC graph. If H has the SP property and K is a maximal clique in G, then we still need to
test if G is 2-well-dominated. Note that since K is a maximal clique, every set S ⊆ I such that
K ⊆ NG(S) has size at least two. It thus suffices to verify that the hypergraph H does not
contain any subtransversal of size three. For each of the O(|V |3) subsets S ⊆ I of size three, we
apply Corollary 2.4 to verify in time O(|V (H)||E(H)|4) = O(|V |5) if S is a subtransversal of H.
If no such set is a subtransversal of H, then G is 2-well-dominated, and we conclude that G is a
CDC graph. Otherwise, we conclude that G is not a CDC graph. The total time complexity of
the algorithm is O(|V |8).

8 A relaxation of the CDC property: cycles of hypergraphs

We conclude the paper with a generalization of the concept of CDC graphs, or, more precisely,
of pairs of CDC graphs and their clique-duals.

First, we show that any dual pair of conformal hypergraphs gives rise to a pair of CDC
graphs that are clique-duals of each other. A dually conformal pair of Sperner hypergraphs is a
pair (H1,H2) of Sperner hypergraphs such that H2 = Hd

1 and both H1 and H2 are conformal.
To each dually conformal pair (H1,H2) of Sperner hypergraphs we can naturally associate a
pair of supporting graphs (G1, G2) such that Gi = G(Hi) for i = 1, 2.

Observation 8.1. Let (H1,H2) be a dually conformal pair of Sperner hypergraphs and let
(G1, G2) be the corresponding pair of supporting graphs. Then G1 and G2 are CDC graphs that
are clique-duals of each other.

Proof. For i ∈ {1, 2}, since Hi is Sperner and conformal, we have by Theorem 2.2 that Hi is
the clique hypergraph of its co-occurrence graph Gi. In particular, this implies that Gi is CDC.
Furthermore, by the definition of the clique-dual, we infer that Gc

1 = G(Hd
1) = G(H2) = G2.

Similarly, Gc
2 = G1.
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Given a hypergraph H, consider its co-occurrence graph G(H) and denote by Hc the clique
hypergraph of G(H). By definition, for any H its conformalization Hc is Sperner, conformal
and has the same vertex set as H, V (Hc) = V (H). Furthermore, Hc = H if and only if H is
Sperner and conformal. Note that in this case both operations c and d are involutions, that is,
Hcc = Hdd = H.

For a hypergraph H, applying operations c and d alternately, we get the following sequence
of hypergraphs:

H,Hc,Hcd,Hcdc,Hcdcd, . . . (3)

For all i ≥ 0, let us denote by Hi the i-th hypergraph in the sequence (3) (with H0 = H), that
is, Hi is the hypergraph obtained from H after exactly i operations c or d in an alternating way.
In this sequence, all hypergraphs (except maybe H0) are Sperner and have the same (finite)
vertex set.

Consider the derived directed graph DH with vertex set {H0,H1,H2, . . .} and edge set
{(Hi,Hi+1) : i ≥ 0,Hi+1 ̸= Hi}, that is, we keep all the non-loop edges corresponding to the
above sequence of operations. Each edge is labeled either c or d depending on the type of the
corresponding operation (c for conformalization and d for dualization). Since the two operations
alternate, conformalization is only applied to hypergraphs with even indices, and dualization
only to hypergraphs with odd indices. In particular, all odd-indexed hypergraphs H2i−1 are
conformal. If any even-indexed hypergraph H2i is conformal, then H2i+1 = Hc

2i = H2i and
such an edge is omitted in D. On the other hand, since any odd-indexed hypergraph H2i−1 is
conformal, we have H2i = Hd

2i−1 = H2i−1 if and only if H2i−1 consists of a single vertex and a
single hyperedge of size one, by Theorem 3.11. This is only possible if H0 = H consists of a
single vertex and a single hyperedge of size one.

From now on we assume that H has at least two vertices.

Lemma 8.2. If |V (H)| > 1, then each vertex of DH has out-degree exactly one.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary vertex Hi of DH. If Hi+1 ̸= Hi, then Hi+1 is an out-neighbor of
Hi. If Hi+1 = Hi, then i is even (since i odd would imply that |V (H)| = 1, as explained above)
and therefore Hi+2 = Hd

i+1 ̸= Hi+1 = Hi and Hi+2 is an out-neighbor of Hi. Thus, in either
case, the out-degree of Hi is at least one.

Suppose for a contradiction that the out-degree of Hi is at least two. Then it must be exactly
two, since there can only be one outgoing edge labeled with c and one outgoing edge labeled
with d. Let (Hi,Hi+1) and (Hj ,Hj+1) be the two outgoing edges from Hi = Hj labeled c and d,
respectively. Note that this labeling assumption is without loss of generality, since otherwise we
could swap the roles of i and j. Then j is odd and hence the hypergraph Hj is conformal. But
this implies that Hi+1 = Hc

i = Hc
j = Hj = Hi, a contradiction to the fact that (Hi,Hi+1) is an

edge in DH.

We infer that the digraph DH has a very restricted structure. By Lemma 8.2, all the
out-degrees are exactly one. Since DH is a finite digraph with at most one vertex with in-degree
0 (namely, H0), it consists of a (possibly empty) directed path, followed by a unique directed
cycle. Therefore, there is a smallest positive integer p = p(H) called the period of H describing
the periodic behavior of the sequence (3) (after eliminating repeated consecutive elements),
defined as the length (that is, the number of edges) in the unique directed cycle in DH.

Since DH does not contain any loops, the period satisfies p(H) ≥ 2.
We now analyze the structure of short cycles in DH. To this end, Lemma 3.10 will be useful.

Consider an edge (Hi,Hi+1) of DH labeled d, that is, Hi+1 = Hd
i . We say that this edge is of

type:

• 0 if none of Hi and Hi+1 is conformal;
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• 1 if exactly one among Hi and Hi+1 is conformal;

• 2 if both Hi and Hi+1 are conformal.

Proposition 8.3. If |V (H)| > 1, then DH has no edges of type 0, the period p(H) is always
even, and p(H) = 2 if and only if DH has an edge of type 2.

Proof. Consider an edge (Hi,Hi+1) of DH labeled d. Then the index i must be odd, and hence
Hi is conformal. Thus, there are no edges of type 0.

Assume that (Hi,Hi+1) is of type 2. Then, (Hi,Hi+1) is a dually conformal pair of Sperner
hypergraphs. Furthermore, Hi+2 = Hc

i+1 = Hi+1 and Hi+3 = Hd
i+2 = Hd

i+1 = Hi. Thus, we
obtain a cycle of length two in DH. By Observation 8.1, this cycle corresponds to a pair of CDC
graphs that are clique-duals of each other. In this case, the period p(H) equals two.

Assume now that all edges of DH labeled d are of type 1. In this case, labels c and d alternate
on every walk in DH. Suppose that DH contains a cycle of length two. Since exactly one of the
two edges of the cycle is labeled by d, the cycle consists of two distinct hypergraphs Hi and
Hi+1 such that Hi is conformal and Hi+1 is not. In particular, i is odd, the edge (Hi,Hi+1) is
labeled by d, that is, Hi+1 = Hd

i , and the edge (Hi+1,Hi) = (Hi+1,Hi+2) is labeled by c, that is,
Hi = Hc

i+1. Since Hi+1 = Hd
i , we have Hd

i+1 = Hi. Combined with Hc
i+1 = Hi and Lemma 3.10,

we derive a contradiction with the assumption that |V (Hi+1)| = ||V (H)| > 1. We conclude that
the length of the unique cycle in DH is even and at least four, as claimed.

As noted in the above proof, the case when p(H) = 2, that is, the case when DH has a
cycle of length 2, corresponds to a CDC graph and its clique-dual (see also Proposition 3.2),
which is the main topic of this paper. Longer periods can be viewed as a relaxation of the CDC
property. In this case, conformal and non-conformal hypergraphs alternate. In particular, the
case of period 4 corresponds to a pair of non-CDC graphs that are clique-duals of each other (or,
equivalently, to a non-CDC graph G satisyfing Gcc = G; see Example 3.3).

Somewhat surprisingly, such longer cycles are rare. An exhaustive computer search shows
that there are none of them when n = |V (H)| ≤ 8. However, for n = 9 hypergraphs with periods
4 and 8 were found. Nevertheless, for n ≤ 10 we did not find any hypergraphs with periods 6 or
more than 8.

Example 8.4. The following sequence describes an example with vertex set {0, 1, . . . , 8} with
period 8. Note that the second and the last hypergraphs in the sequence coincide.

E(H) =
{
{0, 3}, {0, 5}, {0, 7}, {0, 8}, {1, 6}, {1, 8}, {2, 3}, {2, 4}, {2, 5}, {2, 8}, {3, 4},
{3, 7}, {4, 5}, {4, 6}, {4, 7}, {4, 8}, {5, 6}, {5, 7}, {6, 7}, {6, 8}, {7, 8}

}
,

E(Hc)=
{
{0, 3, 7}, {0, 5, 7}, {0, 7, 8}, {1, 6, 8}, {2, 3, 4}, {2, 4, 5}, {2, 4, 8}, {3, 4, 7},
{4, 5, 6, 7}, {4, 6, 7, 8}

}
,

E(Hcd) =
{
{0, 1, 4}, {0, 2, 3, 6}, {0, 4, 6}, {0, 4, 8}, {1, 2, 7}, {1, 4, 7}, {2, 6, 7}, {2, 7, 8},
{3, 5, 8}, {4, 6, 7}, {4, 7, 8}

}
,

E(Hcdc) =
{
{0, 1, 2}, {0, 1, 4}, {0, 2, 3, 6}, {0, 2, 3, 8}, {0, 4, 6}, {0, 4, 8}, {1, 2, 7}, {1, 4, 7},
{2, 6, 7}, {2, 7, 8}, {3, 5, 8}, {4, 6, 7}, {4, 7, 8}

}
,
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E(Hcdcd) =
{
{0, 3, 7}, {0, 5, 7}, {0, 7, 8}, {1, 3, 4, 7}, {1, 6, 8}, {2, 3, 4}, {2, 4, 5}, {2, 4, 8}

}
,

E(Hcdcdc) =
{
{0, 3, 7}, {0, 5, 7}, {0, 7, 8}, {1, 3, 4, 7}, {1, 4, 7, 8}, {1, 6, 8}, {2, 3, 4}, {2, 4, 5},
{2, 4, 8}, {4, 5, 7}

}
,

E(Hcdcdcd) =
{
{0, 1, 2, 5}, {0, 1, 4}, {0, 4, 6}, {0, 4, 8}, {1, 2, 7}, {1, 4, 7}, {2, 6, 7}, {2, 7, 8},
{3, 5, 8}, {4, 6, 7}, {4, 7, 8}

}
,

E(Hcdcdcdc) =
{
{0, 1, 2, 5}, {0, 1, 4}, {0, 2, 5, 8}, {0, 2, 6}, {0, 4, 6}, {0, 4, 8}, {1, 2, 7}, {1, 4, 7},
{2, 6, 7}, {2, 7, 8}, {3, 5, 8}, {4, 6, 7}, {4, 7, 8}

}
,

E(Hcdcdcdcd) =
{
{0, 3, 7}, {0, 5, 7}, {0, 7, 8}, {1, 6, 8}, {2, 3, 4}, {2, 4, 5}, {2, 4, 8}, {4, 5, 6, 7}

}
,

E(Hcdcdcdcdc)=
{
{0, 3, 7}, {0, 5, 7}, {0, 7, 8}, {1, 6, 8}, {2, 3, 4}, {2, 4, 5}, {2, 4, 8}, {3, 4, 7},
{4, 5, 6, 7}, {4, 6, 7, 8}

}
.

▲

Remark 8.5. Similar discrete dynamical systems for hypergraphs, based on complementation
instead of conformalization, were considered in several papers, in fact, in a much more general
setting (product of posets), by Cameron and Fon-Der-Flaass [13], Deza and Fukuda [18], and
Fon-Der-Flaass [22]. In contrast to our observations, very long cycles appear in such dynamical
systems, even for relatively small hypergraphs. See also Khachiyan, Boros, Elbassioni, and
Gurvich [32].

9 Conclusion

We conclude with some questions left open by this work.
The complexity of recognizing CDC graphs, posed in [12], is still open. While Theorem 6.20

and Corollary 7.7 imply that the problem of recognizing CDC graphs can be solved in polynomial
time for bipartite graphs and split graphs, the problem is also open in the special case of
cobipartite graphs.

Given that the class of CDC graphs is not hereditary (that is, closed under vertex deletion),
one should probably not expect a nice structural characterization of CDC graphs. Some natural
questions relating the class of CDC graphs to hereditary classes are also open. The first one asks
about the smallest hereditary graph class containing the class of CDC graphs. In particular, the
following question is open.

Question 1. Is every graph an induced subgraph of a CDC graph?

Note that Corollary 6.7 implies that any triangle-free graph is an induced subgraph of a
CDC graph.

From the other side, what is the largest hereditary class that is a subclass of the class of
CDC graphs? Equivalently, can we describe the family of non-CDC graphs that are minimally
non-CDC with respect to the induced subgraph relation?

Question 2. What are the minimally non-CDC graphs, that is, graphs H that are not CDC but
every proper induced subgraph of H is CDC?
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By Corollary 3.14, every non-CDC graph contains an induced P4; in particular, every
minimally non-CDC graph contains an induced P4. The four graphs depicted in Figure 4.2 are
minimally non-CDC. But there might be more.

Several questions also remain open with respect to the clique-dual transformation.

Question 3. Given two graphs G and H, what is the complexity of deciding if H = Gc?

A polynomial-time algorithm to the above problem would follow from a polynomial-time
algorithm to any of the following two problems.

Question 4. Given a graph G, what is the complexity of computing Gc?

Question 5. Given a graph G and two vertices u, v ∈ V (G), what is the complexity of deciding
if u and v are adjacent in Gc?

Note that if G belongs to a graph class with a polynomial bound on the number of maximal
cliques, then the problem from Question 5 and, hence, also the problems from Questions 3 and 4
can be solved in polynomial time. Indeed, in this case we can compute in polynomial time the
clique hypergraph of G (using, e.g., the algorithm from Tsukiyama et al. [46]), and then apply
Corollary 2.4 to the given vertex pair u, v.

Recall that if G is a CDC graph, then Gcc = G, and, as shown in Example 3.3, the converse
implication fails. However, we are not aware of a non-CDC graph G such that Gcc ≠ G and
Gcc ∼= G.

Question 6. Is there a graph G such that Gcc is isomorphic to G but not equal to it?

Recall that in Section 8, we observed that the dynamical system defined on the hypergraphs
with a given vertex set via the conformalization and dualization operations can have directed
cycles of lengths 4 and 8. Which other cycle lengths are possible?
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