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Abstract

A graph is reconstructible if it is determined up to isomorphism by the multiset of its proper
induced subgraphs. The reconstruction conjecture postulates that every graph of order at least 3
is reconstructible.

We show that interval graphs with at least three vertices are reconstructible. For this purpose
we develop a technique to handle separations in the context of reconstruction. This resolves a
major roadblock to using graph structure theory in the context of reconstruction. To apply our
novel technique, we also develop a resilient combinatorial structure theory for interval graphs.

A consequence of our result is that interval graphs can be reconstructed in polynomial time.

1 Introduction

Due to its fundamental nature, the reconstruction conjecture is one of the most prominent open
problems in graph theory [LS16]. First posed by Kelly and Ulam in 1942 [Kel57], it inquires to what
extent the structure of a graph is determined by its parts. Intuitively it asks whether the (n− 1)-
vertex induced subgraphs of a graph G of order n determine the graph G up to isomorphism.

More formally, for a vertex v ∈ V (G) of a finite simple undirected graph G, we define the
card Gv to be the class [G− v]∼= of graphs isomorphic to G− v. Thereby, a graph of order n gives
rise to a multiset of n cards {{Gv : v ∈ V (G)}}, which is called the deck of G. The central question
is now whether non-isomorphic graphs can have the same deck. A small example consists of the
complete graph on two vertices and its complement. The deck of each of these graphs consists of
two 1-vertex graphs.

The reconstruction conjecture postulates that this is the only counterexample in the sense that
every graph of order at least 3 is determined (up to isomorphism) by its deck.

The conjecture succinctly captures the fundamental question of whether the global structure of
a graph is determined by its induced substructures.

Since it is readily stated, many graph theorists have approached the conjecture over time.
Yet, despite 70 years of research, the reconstruction conjecture remains wide open and one of the
most tenacious unresolved problems in structural graph theory. Overall this highlights gaps in our
understanding of graph structure theory. Indeed, the conjecture remains open even for many basic
graph classes that are generally considered well understood (see related work below).
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The fundamental question has long attracted significant interest (we refer to surveys and
books [Har74, BH77, Bon91, Bab95, Lau03, AFLM10, LS16]). It also has numerous applications
on a broad range of domains. These include finite model theory [EH22, Bra23], machine learn-
ing [Sha93, BFZB23, CMR21], isomorphism problems [ZKT85], and complexity questions surround-
ing them [KH94, HHRT07, KSU10, Hub11, HHSW20]. Related forms of reconstruction problems
arise for other combinatorial objects [KR97, KLS09, ACKR89], and also in related topics such as
constraint satisfaction problems [MRT11] and topology [PS17]. Non-discrete variants are related to
computed tomography (CT) (see [MW14]).

At first sight, the conjecture may seem obviously true. However, Stockmeyer found an infinite
family of tournament pairs which show that for directed graphs the conjecture is false [Sto77]. This
rules out various approaches to reconstruction that do not take the undirected nature of simple
graphs into account.

This may explain why, even today, there seems to be no clear consensus on whether to believe
in the conjecture. Another contributing factor could be that in general progress towards resolving
the conjecture has been slow. Recent research has focused on variants and related aspects of recon-
struction (see related work below), but regarding the original problem only limited insights have
been reported.

Let us discuss which graph classes are known to be reconstructible. All graphs of order at
least 3 in the following natural classes are reconstructible: trees [Kel57], separable graphs with-
out degree-1 vertices [Bon69], outerplanar graphs [Gil74], regular graphs (see [BH77]), unit inter-
val graphs [vR83], non-trivial Cartesian products, and bipartite permutation graphs [KSU12]. We
should highlight the fact that, apart from the 2012 result on bipartite permutation graphs, all of
the other results are more than 40 years old.

Recently it has also been shown computationally that graphs with up to 13 vertices are recon-
structible [McK22].

In this paper we take a novel approach to the reconstruction conjecture using isomorphism-
related concepts and structure theory. Indeed, we are interested in showing larger graph classes
to be reconstructible. For this we develop techniques to handle separations in the context of re-
construction. We then apply our techniques to the class of interval graphs. These are known to
be recognizable [vR83] (i.e., we can infer from the deck whether the graph is an interval graph).
However, they were only known to be reconstructible in special case of unit length intervals. Using
our new techniques we prove that interval graphs are reconstructible.

Theorem 1. Every interval graph on at least three vertices is reconstructible.

We should remark that when it comes to which graphs are challenging, the reconstruction con-
jectures behaves differently to many typical graph theoretical problems. Indeed, note that recon-
structibility of regular graphs is trivial. But conversely showing reconstructibility of trees required
effort. Overall it is generally not clear how to apply graph structure theory to the problem. In fact,
when it comes to classes that do not have built-in regularity, we provide one of the largest classes
of graphs for which reconstructibility is known.

As a direct consequence, by combining our theorem with previous work on problems related to
decks [KSU10] we conclude that reconstruction of interval graphs is efficiently possible.

Corollary 2. Interval graphs can be reconstructed in polynomial time.
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Techniques. To prove the theorem we develop three key techniques: (1) a reconstruction method
based on separations, (2) a suitable method to annotate structural information in parts of the
graphs, and (3) a strategy to identify resilient parts of the graph that serve as anchors for recon-
struction.

We believe techniques have applications beyond our main result. In particular we believe that
our techniques for reconstruction may be adapted to graphs of bounded tree width and beyond. In
any case, our technique is the first method for reconstruction that is compatible with traditional
methods of decomposing a graph with a separator of more than one vertex. This resolves a major
roadblock to using graph structure theory in the context of reconstruction.

We also develop a combinatorial structure theory for interval graphs that may have applications
beyond reconstruction. The important property is that the structure is, to some extent, resilient to
vertex deletion.

In addition to the three techniques, we also develop various tricks to handle edge cases. We
describe the techniques in more detail next.

1. Reconstruction by separation. Our first new technique (Reconstruction-by-Separation,
Lemma 24), which is central to our approach, is to decompose the graph along a structurally
simple separator. The hope is that we can reassemble the graph (uniquely up to isomorphism) from
sufficient information on the parts. To make this work, it is clear that we need to understand how
vertices in the different parts are interconnected via the vertices in the separator.

This general technique is not specific to interval graphs. In the concrete case of interval graphs,
we separate the graph along a so-called “clean clique separation” into two parts. To reconstruct how
the separator is attached to the parts, we ensure that within each of the parts the neighborhoods
of the separator-vertices are linearly ordered by inclusion.

2. Annotated graphs and distant vertices. Our second technique consists of using anno-
tated graphs and the Distant Vertex Lemma (Lemma 25). For this, note that in order to reassemble
the graph, we only need to know how many neighbors a vertex has within a part. This is the case
because vertices with an equal number of neighbors are adjacent to exactly the same vertices. We
formalize this information by annotating the graphs that are induced by the parts as to contain
sufficient information on their connections in the rest of the graph.

To determine the annotation of the graph, we choose cards of vertices that are “farthest
away” from the separator. Our concept of “farthest away” must be defined in a combinatorial,
isomorphism-invariant manner, which complicates the matter.

3. Structure theory for interval graphs. The core problem that remains is that we need
to locate the separator in the cards. The challenge is that we do not know where a vertex has been
deleted. It seems very difficult to describe such a separator of the graph in combinatorial terms
that allow us to locate it in cards without fail. For example, a separator-vertex might have been
removed in a card. To address this, we allow the separator under consideration to vary according
to the structure of the graph. Indeed, we identify for interval graphs certain resilient parts of the
graph which we can often locate in cards as follows (see Figure 1).

We define the bulk of the graph as the graph spanned (in a well-defined combinatorial sense) by
all the maximal degree vertices. If the bulk does not span the entire graph, there will be vertices
that are not in the closed neighborhood of the bulk. These vertices naturally partition into one or
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flankoutsiders

bordering maximum degree classes

bulk

clean clique separations

Figure 1: The figure illustrates our structure theorem on an interval representation shown inside
the dashed box. The green thick intervals correspond to maximum degree vertices. While the figure
helps to convey the intuition behind the definitions of outsiders, bulk and flank, crucially, the actual
definitions are combinatorial and independent of the interval representation.

two combinatorially well-defined components (intuitively left and right) which we call flanks. We
can use the common neighbors of a flanks and the bulk as the separator, which turns out to induce
a clean clique separation. However, it may be the case that there are no flanks. In this case we define
the so-called outsiders which, again in a combinatorially well-defined sense, are certain leftmost or
rightmost vertices. Here we can use the open neighborhood of an outsider class as separator.

4. Edge cases. The three techniques described so far outline our general approach. However,
in the concrete applications there are several conceptual problems that repeatedly occur, especially
in edge cases. Let us, at a high level, describe the crux of the recurring issues.

Intuitively, due to possible left-right symmetries of interval graphs, it is often challenging to
determine whether a vertex was deleted on the left or the right “side” of the graph. This can
happen for example when the “side” from which the vertex was deleted is exactly one vertex larger
than the other “side” and, after the deletion, the sides look similar. In this case, our solution is
often to delete a vertex from the smaller “side”.

A similar issue appears when the “sides” have the same order (and look similar) in the original
graph. When a vertex v is then deleted and we inspect the card Gv, we can distinguish the “sides”
in Gv due to their size. However, we may not be able to infer how the “sides” of Gv correspond to
the sides of G. To address this issue we typically use several cards besides Gv to recover sufficient
information by observing that some subgraph is simultaneously present in all the cards considered.

Finally, another issue may be that when a vertex is removed, no vertices are left on a “side”.
It may then be difficult to locate the “side” within the card at all. This issue typically appears in
edge cases and is resolved using case distinctions for concrete situations.

Overall, these issues make many parts of the proof somewhat technical. Many edge cases turn
out to require careful attention to detail or different techniques.
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Outline. After some related work (Section 2) and preliminaries (Section 3) we develop a structure
theory for interval graphs (Section 4). This structure theory discusses clean clique separations and
linearly ordered neighborhoods. It also introduces the decomposition of a graph into the bulk, the
(possibly empty) flanks, and the vertices connecting the bulk with the flanks. We then discuss
annotated subgraphs (Section 5) and develop two techniques to reconstruct a graph decomposed
along a clean clique separation. These techniques are Reconstruction-by-Separation (Lemma 24)
and the Distant Vertex Lemma (Lemma 25).

We then argue first that the sizes of the flanks are reconstructible (Section 6) which allows us
to treat the case with two flanks (Section 7). We then introduce outsiders (Section 8) which allow
us to resolve the case with no flanks (Section 9). The case with exactly one flank (Section 10) is in
some sense a combination of the techniques of the other two cases.

2 Related Work

Reconstruction problems have been widely studied in combinatorics and theoretical computer sci-
ence. We refer to surveys on the reconstruction conjecture [Har74], [BH77], [LS16, Chapters 8–11]
for broader context. In the following we summarize key results in addition to those mentioned in
the introduction.

Various graph invariants are known to be reconstructible such as planarity, connectivity, the
characteristic polynomial, and the Tutte polynomial [Tut79].

Regarding reductions, the reconstruction conjecture is true if all 2-connected graphs are recon-
structible [Yan88]. A recent strengthening of this involves additional restrictions on the diameter,
co-diameter, and triangle-freeness [CLMS24].

Many variants of reconstructibility have been considered over the years. These include recon-
structibility from smaller subgraphs, for example, cubic graphs are reconstructible from the deck
of two-vertex deleted cards [KNWZ21], edge reconstruction, which for example, is possible for
claw-free graphs [EPY88], and versions of switching reconstruction [Sta85, BM11, MS14].

The reconstruction number is the minimum number of well-chosen cards that suffice to recon-
struct the graph. The adversary reconstruction number of a graph is the minimum number k of
cards such that every k-multiset of cards uniquely determines the graph. It has been shown that
almost every graph has adversary reconstruction number 3 [Bol90, Mü76, Myr88].

Motivated by applications in graph machine learning, reconstruction based only on color re-
finement information (also known as 1-dimensional Weisfeiler-Leman algorithm) of the cards was
recently investigated [AKV24]. Finally, there are algebraic formulations of the conjecture [OT16],
for the edge reconstruction conjecture also in terms of combinatorial K-theory [CG24].

3 Preliminaries

All graphs in this paper are finite and without loops or parallel edges. Let G be a graph. We denote
the vertex set and the edge set of G by V (G) and E(G), respectively. The order of G is |V (G)|.
By ∆(G) we denote the maximum degree of G. We set V∆(G) := {v ∈ V (G) : degG(v) = ∆(G)}.
For two disjoint vertex subsets U and W of G we denote the set of edges with one end in U and
the other end in W by E(U,W ). We use “{{” and “}}” to indicate multisets.
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Neighborhoods and neighborhood partitions. By NG(v) := {w ∈ V (G) : {v,w} ∈ E(G)}
and NG[v] := NG(v) ∪ {v} we denote the open and closed neighborhood of v, respectively. For a set
S ⊆ V (G) the set NG[S] :=

⋃
s∈S NG[s] is the closed neighborhood of S, NG(S) := NG[S] \ S is

the open neighborhood of S, and we set NG [S] := V (G) \NG[S] as the complement of the closed
neighborhood. We define

partG(S) := (S,NG(S), NG [S]).

Note that partG(S) is an ordered partition of V (G). A vertex v of G is universal if NG[v] = V (G).

Twin equivalence classes. Let G be a graph and let u and v be two vertices of G. If NG(u) =
NG(v), then u and v are true twins. If NG[u] = NG[v], then u and v are false twins. If u and v are
true or false twins, we say that u and v are twins. Note that true twins are non-adjacent and false
twins are adjacent. The relation which contains all pairs of twins in G is an equivalence relation
and the equivalence classes are called twin equivalence classes.

Interval graphs. A graph G is an interval graph if there exists a family {[ℓv , rv] : v ∈ V (G)}
of closed intervals over R, one interval for each vertex of G, such that two vertices u and v of G
are adjacent precisely if [ℓu, ru] ∩ [ℓv, rv] 6= ∅. In this case {[ℓv , rv] : v ∈ V (G)} is an interval
representation of G. For a vertex subset W ⊆ V (G) and a given interval representation of G we set
ℓW := min{ℓw : w ∈ W} and rW := max{rw : w ∈ W}. If G has an interval representation where all
intervals are of the same length, then G is a unit interval graph. If G has an interval representation
where no interval is properly contained in another interval, then G is a proper interval graph. A
graph is a unit interval graph if and only if it is a proper interval graph (see [BW99, Gar07, Rob69]).

A graph is chordal if it is free of induced cycles of length at least 4. A 3-vertex subset S of a
graph G is an asteroidal triple if S is an independent set of G and for each v ∈ S removing NG[v]
from G does not disconnect the two other vertices of S.

Lemma 3 ([LB62] and [FG65]). A graph is an interval graph if and only if it is chordal and has
no asteroidal triple.

Graph reconstruction. Let G be a graph. We denote by [G]∼= the class of all graphs isomorphic
to G. For each vertex v in V (G) we call Gv := [G− v]∼= a card of G. We will frequently think of Gv

as a canonical representative from [G − v]∼=, so we can talk about its vertices, edges, and similar.
The deck of G is the multiset

D(G) := {{Gv : v ∈ V (G)}}.

We say that G is reconstructible if every graph H with D(G) = D(H) is isomorphic to G.

Conjecture 1 (Reconstruction conjecture). Every graph of order at least 3 is reconstructible.

A graph invariant f is reconstructible if f(G) = f(H) for every pair of graphs G and H
with D(G) = D(H). For a given graph G we say that we can reconstruct f(G) if f(G) = f(H) for
every graph H with D(H) = D(G).

A graph class G is recognizable if the invariant of being in the class is reconstructible. It is
reconstructible if every graph in G is reconstructible. A vertex property is a function f ′ that associates
to every pair consisting of a graph G and a vertex v ∈ V (G) a mathematical object f ′(G, v).
An example would be the degree f ′(G, v) := degG(v). A vertex property f ′ is reconstructible if

6



the multiset {{[(G − v, f ′(G, v))]∼= : v ∈ V (G)}} is reconstructible. Here [(G − v, f ′(G, v))]∼= is the
isomorphism class of the pair (G − v, f ′(G, v)), where two pairs (G1 − v1, f

′(G1, v1)) and (G2 −
v2, f

′(G2, v2)) are isomorphic if there is a bijection from V (G1) to V (G2) which restricts to an
isomorphism between the first entries and to an isomorphism between the second entries. For the
degree this means that the first entries are isomorphic graphs and degG1

(v1) = degG2
(v2).

We want to highlight that there is also a stronger notion that is sometimes useful in reconstruc-
tion. We say that a vertex property f ′ is strongly reconstructible if f ′(G, v) = f ′(H,x) whenever
v ∈ V (G), x ∈ V (H), D(G) = D(H), and Gv = Hx.

Finally, a map associating with every vertex v of a graph G a subset f ′′(G, v) ⊆ V (G − v) of
the vertices of G − v (e.g., associating with a vertex all vertices of distance 2) is reconstructible
if {{[(G − v, f ′′(G, v))]∼= : v ∈ V (G)}} is reconstructible. Intuitively this means that in the card Gv

we can mark the set f ′′(G, v).
We collect some known facts regarding reconstructibility and interval graphs.

Theorem 4 (Von Rimscha 1983 [vR83]). The class of interval graphs is recognizable.

Lemma 5 (See [BH77]). If G is a graph of order at least 3, then {{degG(u) : u ∈ V (G)}} is re-
constructible. For every vertex v of G the degree degG(v) and {{degG(u) : u ∈ NG(v)}} are strongly
reconstructible.

Lemma 6 (cf. [BH77]). The following graph classes are reconstructible:

(i) disconnected graphs,

(ii) graphs with a universal vertex.

4 The structure of interval graphs

4.1 Compact and tidy representations and bordering vertices

Let G be an interval graph with an interval representation I := {[ℓv , rv] : v ∈ V (G)}. The in-
terval representation I is compact if |{ℓv : v ∈ V } ∪ {rv : v ∈ V }| is minimal among all in-
terval representations of G. Note that every interval graph has a compact interval representa-
tion. We call I tidy if for every v ∈ V (G) and every M ⊆ V (G) with NG[v] ⊆ NG[M ] we
have [ℓv, rv] ⊆ [min{ℓm : m ∈ M},max{rm : m ∈ M}].

Lemma 7. If I := {[ℓv , rv] : v ∈ V (G)} is an interval representation of a graph G, then there
is a tidy interval representation I ′ := {[ℓ′v , r

′
v] : v ∈ V (G)} of G for which [ℓ′v, r

′
v] ⊆ [ℓv, rv ] for

all v ∈ V (G). Furthermore, every compact interval representation is tidy.

Proof. Let I = {[ℓv, rv ] : v ∈ V (G)} be an interval representation of G. For M ⊆ V (G) we set ℓM :=
min{ℓm : m ∈ M} and rM := max{rm : m ∈ M}. If there is a vertex v ∈ V (G) and a vertex
set M ⊆ V (G) with NG[v] ⊆ NG[M ] but [ℓv, rv] * [ℓM , rM ]. By symmetry we can assume ℓv <
ℓM . We obtain from NG[v] ⊆ NG[M ] that ru /∈ [ℓv, ℓM ) for all u ∈ V (G). We alter the interval
representation by replacing every interval of the form [ℓw, rw] for which ℓw = ℓv by [ℓM , rw]. This
gives us an interval representation of G with strictly fewer endpoints of intervals. The lemma follows
now by induction.
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Lemma 8. If two maximum degree vertices u and v of an interval graph G are twins, then either
E(G) = ∅ or u and v are false twins.

Proof. Let u and v be true twins of maximum degree in an interval graph G with an interval
representation {[lx, rx] : x ∈ V (G)}. By symmetry we may assume that ru < ℓv. If there is a common
neighbor w of u and v, then [ru, ℓv ] ⊆ [ℓw, rw]. In particular, the common neighbors of u and v form
a clique. Since u and v are true twins, we have NG(u) = NG(u) ∩ NG(v) ⊆ (NG(w) ∪ {w}) and
{u, v} ⊆ NG(w) \NG(u). This yields |NG(w)| ≥ |NG(u)| + 1 = ∆(G) + 1, which is a contradiction.
Hence, NG(u) = NG(u) ∩NG(v) = ∅. Since degG(u) = ∆(G) we obtain E(G) = ∅.

For two real intervals [ℓ, r] and [ℓ′, r′] we write [ℓ, r] � [ℓ′, r′] if ℓ ≤ ℓ′ and r ≤ r′. We say a vertex v
of a graph G is neighborhood-contained if there is a vertex w ∈ V (G) such that NG[w] ( NG[v].
Otherwise it is non-neighborhood-contained.

Lemma 9. Let G be a connected interval graph with an interval representation {Iv : v ∈ V (G)}.
Let V ′ be a set of non-neighborhood-contained vertices.

(i) There is a linear order v1, v2, . . . , vk on V ′ such that for all i ∈ [k−1]: Ivi � Ivi+1 or NG[vi] =
NG[vi+1].

(ii) Every linear order obtained in this way from an interval representation of G is equivalent
to v1, v2, . . . , vk or its reverse vk, vk−1, . . . , v1 up to permuting vertices from the same twin
equivalence class.

(iii) For every tidy interval representation {I ′v : v ∈ V (G)} of G, the linear order v1, . . . , vk satisfies
I ′vi � I ′vi+1

for each i ∈ [k − 1] or it satisfies I ′vi � I ′vi+1
for each i ∈ [k − 1].

Proof. Observe that G[V ′] is a proper interval graph. Let G′ be maximal among the proper interval
graphs which are supergraphs of G[V∆(G)] and subgraphs of G. Since G is connected the maximality
of G′ implies that G′ is connected. Hence, the assumptions for Theorem 1 of [BHI07] (originally
stated in [DHH96]) are satisfied and the result follows.

Note that the previous lemma in particular applies to the set of vertices of maximum degree.

Definition 10 (Bordering vertex). Let G be an interval graph. We call vertex v ∈ V∆(G) bordering
if there is a linear order of V∆(G) as in Lemma 9 such that v is extremal with respect to the ordering.

Note that a vertex is bordering if and only if every false twin of the vertex is bordering. Thus
the set of bordering vertices consists of one or two equivalence classes of maximum degree vertices.

4.2 Separations with linearly ordered neighborhoods

We now introduce the concept of a clean clique separation along which we can reassemble the
graphs and is crucial for our technique Reconstruction-by-Separation.

Definition 11 (Clean clique separation). A separation of a graph G is an ordered partition
(A,C,B) of V (G) such that EG(A,B) = ∅. We say that the separation is a clean clique sepa-
ration if there is an interval representation {[ℓv, rv] : v ∈ V (G)} of G such that

∅ 6=
⋂

c∈C

[ℓc, rc] ⊆ (max
a∈A

ra,min
b∈B

ℓb).
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We say that the separation (A,C,B) has linearly ordered neighborhoods if for every pair of
vertices c1 and c2 in C we have NG(c1)∩A ⊆ NG(c2)∩A or NG(c2)∩A ⊆ NG(c1)∩A and similarly
we also have that NG(c1) ∩B ⊆ NG(c2) ∩B or NG(c2) ∩B ⊆ NG(c1) ∩B.

Lemma 12. If (A,C,B) is a clean clique separation of an interval graph, then (A,C,B) has linearly
ordered neighborhoods.

Proof. Let (A,C,B) be a clean clique separation of an interval graph G and let {[ℓv, rv ] : v ∈ V (G)}
be an interval representation of G as in the definition of clean separations. Since ∅ 6=

⋂
c∈C [ℓc, rc]

there exists c⋆ ∈ (maxc∈C ℓc,minc∈C rc). By symmetry it suffices to show that neighborhoods are
linearly ordered with respect to A. Let c1 and c2 be vertices in C.

Suppose towards a contradiction that neither NG(c1) ∩ A ⊆ NG(c2) ∩ A nor NG(c2) ∩ A ⊆
NG(c1) ∩ A. This implies that there are vertices a1 and a2 in A such that a1 ∈ NG(c1) \ NG(c2)
and a2 ∈ NG(c2) \ NG(c1). The vertices are non-adjacent since otherwise G[{a1, a2, c1, c2}] is an
induced 4-cycle, which is a contradiction since every interval graph is chordal (see Lemma 3).
In particular, the intervals [ℓa1 , ra1 ] and [ℓa2 , ra2 ] are disjoint, say, ℓa1 ≤ ra1 < ℓa2 ≤ ra2 . Since
ℓc1 ≤ ra1 < ra2 < c⋆ ≤ rc1 (the second last two inequality holds since (A,C,B) is clean) it follows
that c1 is adjacent to a2, which is a contradiction.

4.3 The sides of a vertex in an interval graph

Let G be an interval graph and let S ⊆ V (G) be a set of vertices. We define an equivalence
relation ≈G,S on the vertices in V (G) \ N [S] as follows: Define u ∼G u′ if NG[u] ∩ NG[u′] is non-
empty. We let ≈G,S be the equivalence relation on V (G)\N [S] that is the transitive closure of ∼G.

Lemma 13. Let G be a connected interval graph and let {[ℓv, rv ] : v ∈ V (G)} be an interval repre-
sentation of G. Further let S ⊆ V (G) be a non-empty connected set of vertices. Set

LG(S) := {u ∈ V (G) : ru < min
s∈S

ℓs} and RG(S) := {w ∈ V (G) : ℓw > max
s∈S

rs}.

(i) Each two vertices of LG(S) are equivalent and each two vertices of R(S) are equivalent with
respect to ≈G,S. In particular, there are at most two equivalence classes with respect to ≈G,S

on V (G) \NG[S].

(ii) If there exists a vertex s ∈ S with degG(s) ≥ ∆(G) − 1, then both sets LG(S) and RG(S) are
an equivalence class with respect to ≈G,S. In particular, LG(S) 6= RG(S).

Proof. Since G[S] is connected v ∈ N [S] if and only if Iv ∩ [mins∈S ℓs,maxs∈S rs] 6= ∅ and, hence,
V (G)\N [S] = LG(S)∪RG(S). For the first part, by symmetry, it suffices to show that the vertices
in LG(S) are equivalent with respect to ≈G,S . Let u1 and u2 be in LG(S) and consider a shortest
u1-u2 path P in G. Choose a vertex x of NG[S] which minimizes ℓx. Note that [ℓx, rx] covers all
points a ∈

⋃
{Iv : v ∈ NG[S]} satisfying a < mins∈S ℓs. This implies that P contains at most one

vertex from NG[S] and, hence, u1 ≈G,S u2.
For the second part suppose there is a vertex s ∈ S with degG(s) ≥ ∆(G) − 1. Towards a

contradiction suppose that there exist vertices u ∈ LG(S) and w ∈ RG(S) with u ∼G w. Since u
and w cannot be adjacent there exists a vertex x ∈ NG[S] \ S which is adjacent to both u and w.
In particular, the interval [ℓx, rx] satisfies ℓx ≤ ru < ℓs ≤ rs < ℓw ≤ ℓx. It follows that every
neighbor of s is also a neighbor of x. Since x also has the two neighbors u and w which are not

9



in the neighborhood of s we obtain degG(x) ≥ degG(s) + 2 ≥ ∆(G) + 1, which is a contradiction.
Altogether, no vertex of RG(S) is related to a vertex of LG(S) with respect to ∼G and, hence, each
of the sets LG(S) and RG(S) is an equivalence classes with respect to ≈G,S.

Definition 14 (Sides of a vertex). Let G be an interval graph, s ∈ V (G) with deg(s) ≥ ∆(G) − 1,
and let G′ be the component of G containing s. The sides of s are the equivalence classes of ≈G′,{s}.

4.4 The coating and the span of a vertex set

Definition 15 (Coating of a vertex set). Let G be a graph. For S ⊆ V (G) we define the coating
of S, denoted by coatG(S), to be the set of vertices x of G for which there exist p1 and pt in S and
an induced p1-pt path P in G (possibly t = 1) with x ∈ V (P ).

Lemma 16. Let G be an interval graph with an interval representation {[ℓv, rv] : v ∈ V (G)}.

(i) If v1v2 · · · vk is an induced path in G and rv1 ≤ rvk , then ℓvi+1 ≤ rvi < ℓvi+2 for all i ∈ [k− 2].

(ii) If u and v are distinct V∆(G)-vertices and w is a vertex of an induced u-v path in G, then
[ℓw, rw] ⊆ [min{ℓu, ℓv},max{ru, rv}].

(iii) If G is connected, then there exist x and y in V∆(G) such that
⋃

v∈coat(V∆(G))[ℓv, rv ] = [ℓx, ry].

Proof. We prove Part (i) of the lemma. If ℓvi+1 > rvi , then vi+1 and vi are not adjacent. If rvi ≥ ℓvi+2 ,
then

⋃
i+2≤j≤k[ℓvj , rvj ] is a connected interval containing a point p ≤ rv and a point p′ ≥ rv. Thus

some vj with j ≥ i + 2 is adjacent to vi.
For Part (ii) let u and v be two maximum-degree vertices of G and P an induced u-v path in G.

Let w ∈ V (P ). If w ∈ {u, v} the statement follows immediately. Hence, assume |V (P )| ≥ 3 and
w /∈ {u, v}. Since P is induced, the intervals corresponding to u and v do not intersect. By symmetry,
we may assume that ℓu ≤ ru < ℓv ≤ rv. If w /∈ NG(u) ∪NG(v), then it follows from the first part
of this lemma that [ℓw, rw] ⊆ [ℓu, rv ]. If otherwise w is adjacent to, say, u, then ℓw ≤ ru < rw.
Suppose towards a contradiction that ℓw < ℓu. Then NG(u) ⊆ NG(w) and since P is induced w
has at least one more neighbor in V (G) \NG(u), which is a contradiction to degG(u) = ∆(G). We
conclude ℓw ≥ ℓu. Symmetrically we conclude rw ≤ rv.

Part (iii) is a direct consequence of Part (ii) of this lemma.

We define the span of a set of vertices S to be the set obtained by forming the coating and then
including all vertices which are neighborhood-contained by the set that is obtained as follows.

Definition 17 (Span). Let G be a graph. For a subset S of V (G) we define the span of S to be
the set

spanG(S) := {v ∈ NG[coatG(S)] : NG[v] ⊆ NG[coatG(S)]}.

We will drop the index G in the notation for the defined sets if it is apparent from the context.

Lemma 18. Let G be a connected interval graph and S ⊆ V (G).

(i) S ⊆ coatG(S) ⊆ spanG(S).

(ii) NG[spanG(S)] = NG[coatG(S)].

(iii) If G is connected, then spanG(S) induces a connected subgraph of G.
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(iv) If {[ℓv, rv ] : v ∈ V (G)} is a tidy interval representation of G and S ⊆ V∆(G), then

spanG(S) = {v ∈ V (G) : [ℓv, rv ] ⊆ [min
s∈S

ℓs,max
s∈S

rs]}.

Proof. We prove Part (i). We have S ⊆ coatG(S) by definition. If v ∈ coatG(S), then NG[v] ⊆
NG[coatG(S)], which yields the second inclusion of the statement.

For Part (ii) observe that Part i implies NG[coatG(S)] ⊆ NG[spanG(S)]. For the other direction
observe that every vertex v in spanG(S) satisfies NG[v] ⊆ NG[coatG(S)] by definition.

Now we prove Part (iii) For two vertices s1 and s2 of S, choose a shortest s1-s2 path P in G. The
path P is induced in G. Hence, V (P ) ⊆ coatG(S). By Part (i) it holds that coatG(S) ⊆ spanG(S).
Thus, for each two vertices of S there is a path with vertices of spanG(S) connecting these two
vertices. If s′ is a vertex in spanG(S), then there is a neighbor t′ of s′ in coatG(S). By the definition
of coatG(S) there exists a vertex u′ ∈ S and a t′-u′ path with vertices from coatG(S). Altogether,
each two vertices of spanG(S) can be connected by a path with vertices only in spanG(S).

Finally, for Part (iv) let {[ℓv, rv ] : v ∈ V (G)} be a tidy interval representation of G. If u ∈
spanG(S), then NG[u] ⊆ NG[coatG(S)] by definition. Since the interval representation is tidy
it follows that [ℓu, ru] ⊆ [minv∈coatG(S) ℓv,maxv∈coatG(S) rv]. By Lemma 16 Part (ii) each u′ ∈
coatG(S) satisfies [ℓu′ , ru′ ] ⊆ [mins∈S ℓs,maxs∈S rs]. Altogether we obtain that spanG(S) ⊆ {v ∈
V (G) : [ℓv, rv] ⊆ [mins∈S ℓs,maxs∈S rs]}.

It remains to show the other inclusion. For this, note that coatG(S) is connected and thus
contains [mins∈S ℓs,maxs∈S rs]. The statement directly follows from the definition of the span.

Lemma 19. Let G be a connected interval graph, S ⊆ V (G), and {[ℓv , rv] : v ∈ V (G)} a tidy
interval representation of G such that

min
s∈S

ℓs = min
v∈V (G)

ℓv or max
s∈S

rs = max
v∈V (G)

rv.

(i) If NG[S] 6= V (G) and S = {v ∈ V (G) : [ℓv, rv] ⊆ [mins∈S ℓs,maxs∈S rs]}, then partG(S) is a
clean clique separation.

(ii) If NG[spanG(S)] 6= V (G) and S ⊆ V∆(G), then part(span(S)) is a clean clique separation.

Proof. We may assume that maxs∈S rs = maxv∈V (G) rv. For the first part, observe that all vertices
in NG(S) contain minv∈S ℓv. It follow that the vertices in NG(S) form a clique and part(S) is a
clean clique separation.

For the second part, by Lemma 18 Part (iv), we know that spanG(S) = {v ∈ V (G) : [ℓv, rv ] ⊆
[mins∈S ℓs,maxs∈S rs]}. By definition E(spanG(S), NG [span (S)]) = ∅. For i ∈ {1, 2} let ci be a
vertex in NG(span (S)). Since ci ∈ NG(span (S)) and maxs∈S rs = maxv∈V (G) rv we obtain that
ℓci < mins∈S ℓs ≤ rci ≤ maxs∈S rs. In particular, the intervals corresponding to c1 and c2 intersect
in mins∈S ℓs. It follows that NG(span (S)) is a clique.

4.5 Decomposing an interval graph into a bulk and up to two flanks

Definition 20. We define the bulk of G by setting

bulk(G) := spanG(V∆(G)).
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We call the equivalence classes of ≈G,bulk(G) the flanks of G and denote by

FG := V (G) \NG[bulk(G)]

the set of vertices in the flanks.

Note that an interval graph has at most two flanks by Lemma 13.

Lemma 21. Let F1 and F2 be the two (possibly empty) flanks of G. For each b ∈ V∆(G) the
(possibly empty) sides of b can be labeled Sb

1 and Sb
2 such that F1 ⊆ Sb

1 and F2 ⊆ Sb
2. For this

labeling it holds for i ∈ [2] that Fi =
⋂

b∈V∆(G) S
b
i .

Moreover, a vertex v ∈ V∆(G) is bordering in G if and only if Sv
1 = F1 or Sv

2 = F2.

Proof. Consider a tidy interval representation {[ℓv , rv] : v ∈ V (G)} of G. For each b ∈ V∆(G)
define Sb

1 := {u ∈ V (G) : ru < ℓb} and Sb
2 := {w ∈ V (G) : ℓw > rb}. By Lemma 13 we know that Sb

1

and Sb
2 are the sides of b.

Furthermore define F1 := {u ∈ V (G) : ru < mins∈V∆(G) ℓs} and F2 := {w ∈ V (G) : ℓw >
maxs∈V∆(G) rs}. Again by Lemma 13, we know that F1 and F2 are the flanks of G. We obtain that

Fi =
⋂

b∈V∆(G) S
b
i , showing the first part of the lemma.

We also obtain that if v is bordering, then Sb
1 = F1 or Sb

2 = F2. On the other hand, if b is not
bordering then by Lemma 9 there is a vertex v ∈ V∆(G) with ℓv ≤ rv < ℓb, and thus v ∈ Sb

1 \S
v
1 ⊆

Sb
1 \ F1 (we use the first part of the statement to obtain the latter inclusion). Similarly there is a

vertex v ∈ Sb
2 \ F2, which shows that neither Sb

1 = F1 nor Sb
2 = F2.

Lemma 22. Let G be a connected interval graph. Let v ∈ V∆(G) and let M be a side of v. The
following are equivalent:

(i) M is a flank of G.

(ii) NG[M ] ∩ V∆(G) = ∅, and

(iii) v is bordering and no vertex in NG[M ] is bordering.

Conversely, every flank is a side of some bordering vertex.

Proof. ((i) ⇒ (ii)) If M is a flank of G, then NG[M ] ∩ bulk(G) = M ∩ NG[bulk(G)] = ∅.
Thus NG[M ] ∩ V∆(G) = ∅ since V∆(G) ⊆ NG[bulk(G)].

((ii) ⇒ (iii)) We assume NG[M ] ∩ V∆(G) = ∅ and consider a tidy interval representation of G.
Suppose towards a contradiction that v is not bordering, then every side of v contains a vertex
adjacent to a vertex of V∆(G), a contradiction. Vertices in M are not adjacent to bordering vertices
since these are of maximum degree.

((iii) ⇒ (i)) If no vertex of NG[M ] is bordering, then by Lemma 13 Part (ii) and Lemma 9 no vertex
of NG[M ] has degree ∆(G). It follows by Lemma 18 Part (iv) that M ⊆ FG. Then by Lemma 21
we conclude that M is a flank of G.

Lemma 23. Let G be an interval graph.

(i) If V∆(G) is connected, then N [bulk(G)] = N [V∆(G)].
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(ii) If H is an induced subgraph of G with ∆(H) = ∆(G), then NH [bulk(H)] ⊆ NG[bulk(G)].

(iii) If v ∈ FG, then NG−v[bulk(G− v)] = NG[bulk(G)].

Proof. We prove the first statement. Assume that V∆(G) is connected. Since V∆(G) ⊆ bulk(G)
we obtain NG[V∆(G)] ⊆ NG[bulk(G)]. We argue the other direction. For b ∈ coatG(V∆(G))
we show that NG[b] ⊆ NG[V∆(G)]. Let P be an induced p1-p2 path containing b as a vertex
with p1, p2 ∈ V∆(G). Consider an interval representation of G. By Lemma 16 Part (ii) we have
that [ℓb, rb] ⊆ [min{ℓp1 , ℓp2},max{rp1 , rp2}]. This means that the interval of every neighbor x of b
intersects [min{ℓp1 , ℓp2},max{rp1 , rp2}]. Since G[V∆(G)] is connected, every point that is contained
in [min{ℓp1 , ℓp2},max{rp1 , rp2}] is contained in some interval corresponding to a vertex of maximum
degree. Thus x ∈ NG[V∆(G)], which shows NG[b] ⊆ NG[V∆(G)].

For the second statement let H be an induced subgraph of G with ∆(H) = ∆(G). Since H is
induced, every induced path of H is also an induced path of G. In particular coatH(V∆(H)) ⊆
coatG(V∆(G)). Combining this with Lemma 18 Part (ii) we obtain

NH [bulk(H)] = NH [coatH(V∆(H))] ⊆ NG[coatG(V∆(G))] = NG[bulk(G)].

For the third statement, the second part implies NG−v[bulk(G − v)] ⊆ NG[bulk(G)]. We have
NG[bulk(G)] = NG[coatG(V∆(G))] by Lemma 18 Part (ii). So for x ∈ NG[bulk(G)] there ex-
ists y ∈ coatG(V∆(G)) adjacent to x or x ∈ coatG(V∆(G)). It follows that y ∈ coatG−v(V∆(G− v))
since coatG(V∆(G)) = coatG−v(V∆(G − v)). Hence, x ∈ NG−v[bulk(G− v)].

5 Reconstruction from annotated induced subgraphs

Our main technique to reconstruct a given interval graph is to find a clean clique separation that
decomposes the graph into two parts. We determine the parts together with information on the
vertices original degrees and argue that under certain conditions, which turn out to be often satisfied
in interval graphs, we can reconstruct the original graph.

An annotated graph is a pair (H,λ), consisting of a graph H and a map λ : V (H) → N ∪ {⊥}.
An isomorphism between two annotated graphs (H1, λ1) and (H2, λ2) is a graph isomorphism ϕ
from H1 to H2 with λ2(ϕ(h)) = λ1(h). An annotated induced subgraph of a graph G is an annotated
graph (H,λ) with H an induced subgraph of G where λ satisfies for all h ∈ V (H) that λ(h) = dG(h)
if λ(h) 6= ⊥ and dH(h) = dG(h) if λ(h) = ⊥. The interpretation is that vertices can only be
annotated with a number that is their original degree in the graph G. However, vertices that have
the same degree in H and G do not necessarily have to be annotated. Slightly abusing notation we
will denote by G[V ′] the annotated graph induced by a set of vertices V ′ ⊆ V (G). The definition
of the map λ will always be clear from the context.

Every clean clique separation (A,C,B) in a graph G gives rise to two annotated induced sub-
graphs HX := G[X ∪ C] with annotations λX for X ∈ {A,B} with

λX(h) =

{
⊥ if h /∈ C and

degG(h) otherwise.

In particular, we can recover from each of the graphs HA and HB which vertices belong to C and
what their degree in G was.
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Lemma 24 (Reconstruction-by-Separation). If (A,C,B) and (A′, C ′, B′) are clean clique sepa-
rations of two graphs G and G′, respectively, such that HA

∼= HA′ and HB
∼= HB′ as annotated

graphs, then G ∼= G′.

Proof. By Lemma 12 the clean clique separations have linearly ordered neighborhoods.
Let ϕA : V (HA) → V (H ′

A) and ϕB : V (HB) → V (H ′
B) be isomorphisms respecting the annota-

tions. In particular, ϕA(C) = C ′ and ϕB(C) = C ′.
Consider the number of vertices v ∈ C for which ϕA(v) 6= ϕB(v). For the case in which this

number is larger than zero, we explain how to alter ϕB to reduce this number by at least one:
choose c ∈ C with ϕA(c) 6= ϕB(c) and set ϕ̃B : V (HB) → V (H ′

B) with

ϕ̃B(v) =





ϕA(c) if v = c

ϕB(c) if ϕB(v) = ϕA(c)

ϕB(v) otherwise.

It is easy to see that the number of vertices of C for which ϕA(v) 6= ϕ̃B(v) is smaller than
the respective number for ϕA and ϕB . We need to argue that ϕ̃B is an annotation respecting
isomorphism. The annotation is respected since degG′(ϕA(c)) = degG(c) = degG′(ϕB(c)). To argue
that the new map ϕ̃B is an isomorphism it suffices to argue that ϕB(c) and ϕ̃B(c) = ϕA(c) are twins.
Indeed, both vertices have the same degree d in G, since the maps ϕB and ϕ̃B respect annotations.
Moreover degHB′

(ϕB(c)) = degHB
(c) = d − degG[A](c) + |C| − 1 = d − degG[A′](ϕ(c)) + |C| − 1 =

degHB′
(ϕ̃B(c)). Since neighborhoods are linearly ordered it follows that ϕB(c) and ϕ̃B(c) are twins

in HB.
Finally assume that the number of vertices v ∈ C for which ϕA(v) 6= ϕB(v) is zero. Then ϕA

and ϕB agree on C and their common extension to V (G) is an isomorphism.

Our main tool to show that interval graphs are reconstructible will be to determine (up to
isomorphism) annotated graphs HA and HB which provably arise as the two subgraphs of a clean
clique separation (A,C,B) of G. This implies that they have linearly ordered neighborhoods. By
the previous lemma this implies that the graph is reconstructible. The challenge is of course to
determine C and the corresponding annotated subgraphs from the deck.

A reoccurring strategy will be to locate a card Gv of a vertex v in B that is “as far away as
possible” from C. If v is not the only vertex in B and we can locate A and C in the card, then
there is a method to recover HA with annotation as follows.

Lemma 25. (Distant Vertex Lemma) For j ∈ {1, 2} let Gj be an interval graph with a clean clique
separation (Aj , Cj , Bj) with |Bj| ≥ 2. Let bj ∈ Bj be a vertex such that Gj − bj is connected and
NGj

(bj)∩Cj is as small as possible under this condition. If {{dG1(u) : u ∈ NG1(b1)}} = {{dG2(u) : u ∈
NG2(b2)}} and there is an isomorphism ϕ from G1−b1 to G2−b2 with ϕ(A1) = A2 and ϕ(C1) = C2,
then HA1

∼= HA2 as annotated subgraphs of G1 and G2, respectively.

Proof. Let ϕ be an isomorphism from G1 − b1 to G2 − b2 with ϕ(A1 ∪C1) = A2 ∪C2. If we ignore
the annotations, then ϕ|A1∪C1 : HA1 → HA2 is an isomorphism. If ϕ|A1∪C1 is not an isomorphism
of the annotated graphs HA1 and HA2 , then there is a vertex c ∈ C1 such that the annotations
of c and ϕ|A1∪C1(c) disagree. This implies that c ∈ NG1(b1) and ϕ|A1∪C1(c) /∈ NG2(b2) or that c /∈
NG1(b1) and ϕ|A1∪C1(c) ∈ NG2(b2). By symmetry we can assume the former.

Note that degG1−b1
(c) = degG2−b2

(ϕ|A1∪C1(c)).
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For i ∈ {1, 2}, let Xi ⊆ Ai ∪ Ci be the set of vertices x for which Bi \ {bi} ⊆ NGi
(x). Since ϕ

is an isomorphism, ϕ(X1) = X2. Furthermore, for i ∈ {1, 2}, since bi is chosen so that NGi
(bi) ∩Ci

is minimal, every vertex of Ci adjacent to bi is adjacent to all vertices of Bi, so NGi
(bi) ⊆ Xi.

Moreover, since |Bi| ≥ 2, we know that Xi ⊆ Ci.
In particular, we have c ∈ X1 and ϕ|A1∪C1(c) ∈ X2.
Since {{dG1(u) : u ∈ NG1(b1)}} = {{dG2(u) : u ∈ NG2(b2)}}, there is a vertex c′ ∈ X1 with B1 \

{b1} ⊆ NG1(c′) and with degG1−b1
(c′) = degG1−b1

(c) and such that c′ /∈ NG1(b1) and ϕ|A1∪C1(c′) ∈
NG2(b2). We alter ϕ|A1∪C1 by mapping c to ϕ|A1∪C1(c′) and c′ to ϕ|A1∪C1(c). Since (A1, C1, B1) and
(A2, C2, B2) have linearly ordered neighborhoods by Lemma 12, the vertices x ∈ C1 and c′ ∈ C1

are twins in G1 − b1 and the vertices ϕ|A1∪C1(x) ∈ C2 and ϕ|A1∪C1(c′) ∈ C2 are twins in G2 − b2.
This decreases the number of vertices of which the isomorphism ϕ|A1∪C1 does not respect the

annotation. By induction on this number there is an annotation-respecting isomorphism from HA1

to HA2 .

6 Reconstruction of the flank sizes

In this section we argue that the sizes of the flanks are reconstructible.

Lemma 26. The property whether G is an interval graph with FG = ∅ is recognizable.

Proof. Von Rimscha [vR83] proved that being an interval graph is recognizable and disconnected
graphs are reconstructible [Kel57]. Hence, we can assume that G is a connected interval graph.
We can reconstruct whether NG[V∆] = V (G) by Lemma 5. In this case NG[bulk(G)] = V (G) and,
hence, |FG| = 0. We can thus assume that NG [V∆(G)] 6= ∅. Set

J := {{Gv : v ∈ NG [V∆(G)]}}.

Note that J is non-empty and reconstructible.1 Since G[V∆(G)] ∼= Gv[V∆(G)] for every Gv ∈ J ,
the graph G[V∆(G)] is reconstructible (up to isomorphism). If G[V∆(G)] is connected, then FG 6= ∅
by Lemma 23. We can thus assume that G[V∆(G)] is not connected. Set

K := {{∆(Gv) = ∆(G)}}.

Since we assume that G[V∆(G)] is not connected, every vertex v ∈ V∆(G) satisfies Gv ∈ K. In
particular, K 6= ∅.

Claim 27. FG = ∅ if and only if there is no card in K in which every vertex of maximum degree
has two non-empty sides.

p (⇒) Assume that FG = ∅. Let u1 and u2 be two bordering vertices of maximum degree that are
not twins. Note that u1 and u2 exist and are not adjacent since K 6= ∅. Also note that u1 and u2
both only have one non-empty side by Lemma 21.

A vertex v for which Gv ∈ K is not adjacent to both u1 and u2, since otherwise it would be
adjacent to all maximum degree vertices. However if v is not adjacent to ui, then in Gv the vertex ui
only has one non-empty side.

1The slightly informal statement “J is reconstructible” would be recast by our formal definition given in Section 3
to say that the map that associates with every graph G the multiset J (G) := {{Gv : v ∈ NG [V∆(G)]}} of unlabeled
graphs is reconstructible, meaning it satisfies that for pairs of graphs G and G′ with the same deck we have J (G) =
J (G′). We will continue to use informal statements from here onwards.
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(⇐) Assume that FG 6= ∅. In particular, there exists at least one flank F1 6= ∅ of G. By Lemma 22
there exist a bordering vertex u1 in V∆(G) such that F1 is a side of u1.

Since K 6= ∅ there exists a bordering vertex u2 which is not a twin of u1 and not adjacent to u1.
In particular u2 is contained in a side S2 of u1 and S2 6= F1 since vertices in the flank are not of
maximum degree.

If u2 has a twin, then in Gu2 every vertex of maximum degree has two sides (one containing F1

and the other one containing a twin of u2). So we can assume that u2 does not have a twin.
Since graphs of maximum degree at most 2 are reconstructible we can assume that degG(u2) ≥ 3.

By Lemma 22 in G, exactly one side of u2 contains other vertices of maximum degree. We denote this
side by L. Let x1, x2, . . . , xt be an ordering of the vertices in N(u2) so that N(xi)∩L ⊆ N(xi+1)∩L
(such an ordering exists since G is an interval graph).

We prove that Gx2 is in K: If x2 ∈ V∆(G), then Gx2 is in K since V∆(G) is not connected.
If x2 ∈ V (G)\V∆(G), then NG(x2)∩L = ∅, because otherwise all neighbors of u2 except possibly x1
have a neighbor in L and are adjacent to u2, which in particular means they are all adjacent and
have maximum degree (in particular x2). Thus also in this case Gx2 is in K.

It remains to prove that every vertex in V∆(Gx2) has two sides in Gx2 . Note that x1 has no
neighbors in L since otherwise every neighbor of u2 has a neighbor in L, making all neighbors of u2
pairwise adjacent, which contradicts to u2 ∈ V∆(G). For every s ∈ V∆(Gx2) the vertex x1 and the
flank F1 lie in different sides of s. y

Since K is reconstructible by Lemma 5, the statement follows by Claim 27.

Set

E := {{Gv ∈ D(G) : Gv is connected,∆(Gv) = ∆(G), |NGv [bulk(Gv)]| = |NG[bulk(G)]|}}.

Lemma 28. The multiset of cards E is reconstructible and {v ∈ V (G) : Gv ∈ E} ⊆ FG.

Proof. Clearly, we can identify the connected cards. Since the degree sequence is reconstructible
we can identify the cards Gv satisfying V∆(G) = V∆(Gv).

By Lemma 23 for a vertex v ∈ FG we have |N [bulk(G−v)]| = |N [bulk(G)]| but for a vertex v ∈
V (G) \ FG which satisfies ∆(Gv) = ∆(G), we have |N [bulk(G − v)]| < |N [bulk(G)]|. Thus {v ∈
V (G) : Gv ∈ E} ⊆ FG. In particular, if FG = ∅, then E = ∅. If otherwise |FG| > 0, then we can
reconstruct |N [bulk(G)]| from the deck: it is the maximum |N [bulk(G− v)]| among all v for which
the card Gv satisfies ∆(Gv) = ∆(G). Since the property |FG| = 0 is reconstructible (Lemma 26),
we conclude that E is reconstructible.

We now argue that from the set E we can recover information about the flanks.
For i ∈ {1, 2} we set ¬i := 3 − i.

Lemma 29. If |FG| > 0 and F1 and F2 are the two flanks G (with one of them possibly the empty
set), then for each i ∈ {1, 2} the following statements hold.

1. For each Gv ∈ E, if v ∈ Fi, then the flanks of G− v are Fi \ {v} and F¬i.

2. If |Fi| > 0, then there is a card Gv ∈ E with v ∈ Fi.

Proof. For Part 1, if Gv ∈ E , then the flanks of G− v are subsets of the flanks of G, which shows
the first property.
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For Part 2, if flank Fi has only one vertex x then Gx is connected and thus in E . If a flank has
at least two vertices then, being an interval graph, the induced subgraph G[Fi] contains (at least)
two simplicial vertices x and y. Then one of the two cards Gx or Gy is connected and thus in E .

Lemma 30. If F1 and F2 are the two (possibly empty) flanks of G, then {{|F1|, |F2|}} is recon-
structible.

Proof. By Lemma 26 we can assume that {{|F1|, |F2|}} 6= {{0, 0}} and, hence that E 6= ∅ by Lemma 29
Part (2). Since E is reconstructible (Lemma 28) we obtain from Lemma 29 Part (1) that |F1|+ |F2|
is reconstructible. We distinguish cases according to the value of |F1| + |F2|.

(Case |F1|+ |F2| ≥ 3) In this case, by the previous lemma, there is a card in E for which Gv has two
flanks if and only if |F1| > 0 and |F2| > 0. Thus we can determine whether |F1| > 0 and |F2| > 0
from the deck. If |F1| = 0 or |F2| = 0 then {{|F1|, |F2|}} = {{0, |F1| + |F2|}} and the multiset is thus
reconstructible. Otherwise, if |F1| > 0 and |F2| > 0 then by the previous lemma max{|F1|, |F2|}
is the size of the largest flank in Gv over all choices of Gv ∈ E . Since the sum and the maximum
of |F1| and |F2| are reconstructible we conclude that {{|F1|, |F2|}} is reconstructible.

(Case |F1| + |F2| = 2) In this case, by the previous lemma, there are at most two cards in E .
Furthermore, if there is only one card in E then we are in the case {{|F1|, |F2|}} = {{0, 2}}. We can
thus assume otherwise. Then E is exactly the set {Gm, Gm′} where {m,m′} = F1∪F2. This implies
that we can reconstruct {{deg(m),deg(m′)}} from the deck. Assume w.l.o.g. that deg(m) ≤ deg(m′).
Then Gm′ has exactly one flank, and this flank contains exactly one vertex, namely m. If m and m′

are adjacent in G, this vertex has degree deg(m) − 1. However, if m and m′ are not-adjacent in G
then no card Gv ∈ E has a flank vertex of degree deg(m) − 1. We can thus determine whether m
and m′ are adjacent in G.

If m and m′ are adjacent then {{|F1|, |F2|}} = {{0, 2}} and we can thus further assume that m
and m′ are not adjacent. Under this assumption, m and m′ are in the same flank of G exactly if m
and m′ have a common neighbor. If they do, all vertices in N(m) and all vertices in N(m′) are
adjacent. Moreover N(m) ⊆ N(m′).

We can determine the degree sequence s of the neighborhood of m′. Indeed, if N(m) = N(m′)
then the neighborhoods of m and m′ have the same degree sequence, otherwise m′ and m do not
have the same degree and we can identify the card Gm′ and thereby determine the degree sequence
the neighborhood of m′.

It follows now that m and m′ have a common neighbor exactly if there is no card in {Gm′ , Gm}
in which the unique flank vertex has a neighborhood with a degree sequence equal to s.

Overall we can determine whether m and m′ belong to the same flank and thus whether
{{|F1|, |F2|}} is equal to {{0, 2}} or to {{1, 1}}.

(Case |F1| + |F2| = 1) In this case we have {{|F1|, |F2|}} = {0, 1}.
(Case |F1| + |F2| = 0) This case is equivalent to {{|F1|, |F2|}} = {{0, 0}} which was already

discussed at the beginning of the proof.

In the following subsections we distinguish three cases according to the number of flanks of the
graph.
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7 Two flanks (|F1| > 0 and |F2| > 0)

We assume in this section that G is a connected interval graph with two non-empty flanks F1

and F2. For i ∈ {1, 2} we define Ri := NG[bulk(G)] ∩ NG[Fi] and Bi := V (G) \ (Fi ∪ Ri). Note
that part(Fi) = (Fi, Ri, Bi).

Lemma 31. The sets R1 and R2 are disjoint and each of them is a clique in G. Furthermore, for
i ∈ {1, 2} no vertex in Ri has a neighbor in F¬i. In particular, for i ∈ {1, 2} the triple part(Fi) =
(Fi, Ri, Bi) is a clean clique separation with Fi ⊆ B¬i.

Proof. The second statement follows from the fact that a vertex with a neighbor in both F1 and F2

would imply that F1 ∪ F2 forms one equivalence class with respect to ≈G,bulk(G) contradicting the
assumption of this chapter. Vertices in Ri all have two common neighbors which are not adjacent,
namely one in Fi and a vertex of maximum degree in bulk(G) by Lemma 16. It follows that they
form a clique.

For each i ∈ {1, 2} the separation part(Fi) gives rise to the two annotated graphs HFi
:=

G[Fi ∪Ri] and HBi
:= G[Bi ∪Ri]. Set Ei := {Gv ∈ E : v ∈ Fi}. Observe that {E1, E2} is a partition

of E by Lemma 28.

Lemma 32. The multiset {{HF1 ,HF2}} of annotated induced subgraphs is reconstructible.

Proof. Our overall strategy to determine {{HF1 ,HF2}} is to consider the flanks of all cards in E .
According to Lemma 29, for each i ∈ {1, 2} there is a card Gv in E with v ∈ F¬i such that the
flanks of G− v are Fi and F¬i \ {v}.

If |Fi| 6= |F¬i| − 1, then we can determine which flank F ′ of Gv corresponds to Fi and con-
clude HFi

∼= Gv[NGv [F ′]]. The graphs HFi
and Gv[NGv [F ′]] are isomorphic as annotated induced

subgraphs since NG[Fi] ∩NG[F¬i] = ∅, and thus in particular NG[Fi] ∩NG[v] = ∅.
It remains to argue the case |Fi| = |F¬i| − 1. Note that E¬i is reconstructible since it contains

exactly the cards in E with equally sized flanks. In each card Gv ∈ E¬i there are two flanks F ′ and F ′′

giving us two graphs HF ′ and HF ′′. One of these graphs is isomorphic to HFi
while the other one

isomorphic to HF¬i
−v. However, we already know that HF¬i

is reconstructible (since |F¬i| 6= |Fi|+1)
and we can determine all graphs HF¬i

− v with Gv ∈ E¬i. For this we only need to observe that for
a vertex v ∈ F¬i we have Gv ∈ E¬i exactly if HF¬i

− v is connected, since HF¬i
− v is connected

if and only if Gv is connected and the other properties of the cards in E are maintained since
v ∈ V (G) \ NG[bulk(G)]. If for some v ∈ E¬i the graph HF¬i

− v is isomorphic to HFi
, then

HFi
∼= HF ′

∼= HF ′′ is reconstructible. Otherwise HFi
cannot appear as a graph HF¬i

− v for
some v ∈ E¬i, and thus out of the two options HF ′ ,HF ′′ we know that HFi

is the graph not
appearing as HF¬i

− v for some v ∈ E¬i.

Lemma 33. If |F1| > 0 and |F2| > 0, then G is reconstructible.

Proof. By symmetry we can assume that |F1| ≤ |F2|.

Case 1: 1 < |F1| < |F2|. In this case E1 is reconstructible by Lemma 28 and Lemma 29. Further-
more, by Lemma 31 we know that part(F1) = (F1, R1, B1) is a clean clique separation. Let G′ be a
graph with D(G) = D(G′). By Lemma 30 the graph G′ has flanks F ′

1 and F ′
2 of sizes |F1| and |F2|,

respectively. There is thus an analogous separation (F ′
1, R

′
1, B

′
1) in G′.
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We show that HB1
∼= HB2 as annotated graphs. For G′ there are multi-sets E ′

1 and E ′
2 analogous

to E1 and E2 of G. Consider a vertex v ∈ V (G) with Gv ∈ E1 for which |NG[v] ∩ R1| is minimal.
There is a vertex v′ ∈ V (G′) with G′

v′ ∈ E ′
1 such that there is an isomorphism ϕ from G −

v to G′ − v′ and {{dG(u) : u ∈ NG(v)}} = {{dG′(u) : u ∈ NG′(v′)}}. By Lemma 23 Part (iii) we
have NG−v[bulk(G− v)] = NG[bulk(G)] and NG′−v′ [bulk(G′ − v′)] = NG′ [bulk(G′)]. By the choice
of v and since |F1| > 1 every vertex of NG−v[bulk(G− v)] which has a neighbor in F1 in G also has
a neighbor in F1 \ {v} in G − v and, hence bulk(G − v) = bulk(G) and bulk(G′ − v′) = bulk(G′).
It follows that ϕ(R1) = R′

1 and ϕ(B1) = B′
1. Also note that |F1| = |F ′

1| ≥ 2. This means that all
requirements of Lemma 25 are satisfied so HB1

∼= HB2 as annotated graphs. We have thus managed
to reconstruct [HB1 ]∼=.

Using Lemma 32 we can reconstruct the multiset {{[HF1 ]∼=, [HF2 ]∼=}}. Since |F1| 6= |F2|, we can
reconstruct [HF1 ]∼= given {{[HF1 ]∼=, [HF2 ]∼=}}. Overall, we have reconstructed the pair of annotated
graphs ([HF1 ]∼=, [HB1 ]∼=) coming from a clean clique separation. By Lemma 24 the graph G is
reconstructible.

Case 2: |F1| = 1 and 2 < |F2|. In this case we use the same technique as in the previous
case except that we choose Gx from E2 rather than from E1. Since |F2| > |F1| + 1 by Lemma 28
and Lemma 29 each of the multisets {{Gv : v ∈ E1}} and {{Gv : v ∈ E2}} is reconstructible. In Gx

with x ∈ E2, we can locate the unique flank of size |F2| − 1. The annotated graphs (HF2 ,HB2) are
recovered in the same manner as (HF1 ,HB2) are recovered in the previous case.

Case 3: 1 < |F1| = |F2|. With the same technique as before we can reconstruct {{[HB1 ]∼=, [HB2 ]∼=}}
but it is not clear which element of the multiset belongs to which flank. However, for each i ∈ {1, 2}
the graph HBi

has exactly one non-empty flank and that flank together with its neighbors induces
the graph HF¬i

. From this we can determine the graph HFi
that corresponds to HBi

by either
taking the graph non-isomorphic to HF¬i

or, if HF1
∼= HF2 by choosing arbitrarily. Again we have

reconstructed a pair of annotated graphs (HFi
,HBi

) coming from a clean clique separation and
then by Lemma 24 the graph is reconstructible.

Case 4: |F1| = 1 and |F2| = 2. Say F1 = {f1} and F2 = {f2, f
′
2}. By Lemma 28 and Lemma 29

the multisets E1 and E2 are reconstructible. In particular Gf1 is reconstructible and we can determine
whether f2 and f ′

2 are adjacent2. We may assume without loss of generality that degG(f2) ≥
degG(f ′

2). This means N [f2] ⊇ N [f ′
2] if f2 and f ′

2 are adjacent and N(f2) ⊇ N(f ′
2) if they are not.

In particular, if degG(f2) = degG(f ′
2), then f2 and f ′

2 are true or false twins.
If degG−f ′

2
(f2) 6= degG(f1), then in Gf ′

2
there are two flanks each containing precisely one

vertex and these vertices are of different degree. We can reconstruct the graph G from Gf ′

2
: we add

a vertex x to Gf ′

2
and connect x and f2 if f2 and f ′

2 are adjacent3. For each neighbor that f ′
2 has

in G of degree d we join x to a neighbor of f2 of degree d− 1. Since neighbors of f2 of equal degree
in G−f ′

2 are twins this reconstructs the graph G. We can thus assume that degG−f ′

2
(f2) = degG(f1).

2This slightly informal statement means that the map that associates with every graph G the pair (Gv1 , b)
consisting of an unlabeled graph Gv1 and the boolean b = “{v2, v3} ∈ E(G)” whenever G has a flanks F1 = {v1}
and F2 = {v2, v2} of sizes 1 and 2 and the empty set, say, otherwise, is reconstructible.

3This more formally means that the graph obtained from the unlabeled graph Gf ′

2
by the operation of adding x

in the described fashion must be isomorphic to G. This renders G reconstructible.
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• Case a: V∆(G) is a twin equivalence class of G and contains more than one vertex. We argue
that max{degG(f1),degG(f2),degG(f ′

2)} ≤ ∆(G) − 2. Since deg(f ′
2) ≤ deg(f2) it suffices to

show this for f1 and f2. Both the vertices fi have a neighbor ri of degree at most ∆(G) − 1
that is adjacent to at least two vertices of maximum degree. We obtain |NG(f1)| ≤ |NG[r1] \
(V∆(G) ∪ {f1})| ≤ ∆(G) − 3 and |NG(f2)| ≤ |(NG[r1] ∪ {f ′

2}) \ (V∆(G) ∪ {f2})| ≤ ∆(G) − 2.

Let v ∈ V∆(G). Since there is only one twin equivalence class of vertices of maximum degree
in G, the degree of every vertex in V (G) \ F (G) is reduced by exactly one in Gv . Altogether
we obtain V∆(G) = V∆(G − v) ∪ {v}. Hence, we can reconstruct G by duplicating a vertex
of degree ∆(G) − 1 in Gv.

• Case b: V∆(G) partitions into at least two twin equivalence classes of G. For i ∈ {1, 2} let wi

in V∆(G) be a bordering vertex such that |NG(wi) ∩ Ri| is maximized. The set V (G) can
be partitioned into Ai := {v ∈ V (G) : N [v] ⊆ N [wi] ∪ Fi}, Ci := N [wi] \ Ai and Bi :=
V (G) \ (Ai ∪ Ci).

Note that Bi contains at least two vertices: Indeed B1 ⊇ {f2, f
′
2}, while B2 contains f1 and a

vertex that is adjacent to a vertex of maximum degree but not to w2, since otherwise there
would be only one twin equivalence class of vertices of maximum degree. Note that (Ai, Ci, Bi)
is a clean clique separation.

From Gf1 we can reconstruct HA2 as annotated graph: The graph G−f1 has exactly one non-
empty flank, namely F2. It also has exactly one equivalence class of bordering vertices whose
side is that flank. We can thus locate the vertices corresponding to A2 in Gf1 and then locate
the vertices corresponding to C2. Now reconstructibility of HA2 follows from Lemma 25.

From Gf1 we can also reconstruct the graph HB1 = G[C1 ∪B1] as annotated subgraph using
similar arguments with the other class of bordering vertices. Using exactly the same method
we can reconstruct Ĥ = (G − f ′

2)[C1 ∪ B1] as annotated subgraph by additionally deleting
the flank vertex of smallest degree.

From Gf ′

2
we can reconstruct the multiset {{HC2 , Ĥ}} of annotated subgraphs of G− f ′

2. Note
that for HB2 the annotation as a subgraph of G and the annotation as a subgraph of G− f ′

2

are the same.

Overall we can reconstruct (HA2 ,HB2) and thus G is reconstructible by Lemma 24 .

• Case c: |V∆(G)| = 1. Let a be the vertex in V∆(G).

If G − a is not connected, then we can reconstruct G: In Ga we observe the multiset of
isomorphism types of connected components of G−a. In Gf1 we can observe the component C
containing f2 and f ′

2 and how it is attached to a. From Gf ′

2
and Gf2 we can then observe at

most two components containing exactly one special vertex not adjacent to 2. If there is only
one or the two components are isomorphic mapping the special vertices to each other, we have
reconstructed all components with multiplicity. If there are two components not isomorphic
via an isomorphism respecting the special vertices, then one of them is C − {f2} or C −{f ′

2}
and we can determine which one it is. The other component is the last component we need.

We can thus assume that G − a is connected. Let x1, x2, . . . , xt be a maximal sequence of
vertices forming a path with x1 = f2 and for i > 1 the vertex xi has degree at most 2
in G− a− f ′

2 (possibly t = 1). If this sequence contains all vertices of G− a− f ′
2 then G− f ′

2

has an automorphism interchanging f1 and f2 and hence G is reconstructible. Otherwise let w
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be a neighbor of xt of maximum degree in G − a − f ′
2 and w′ a neighbor of xt of minimum

degree different from w.

By assumption degG−f ′

2
(f2) = degG(f1) and, hence, neither f1 nor a neighbor of f1 is con-

tained in {x1, . . . , xt, w}. We can reconstruct G as follows: We use a card Gv′ with v′ a twin
of w′ or w′ itself. Consider the triple (A,B,C) with A = {v : N [v] ⊆ N [{x1, . . . , xt, w}], B =
N [A] \A and C is the rest of the graph. From Gv′ we can determine the annotated graph HC

and from Gf1 we can determine HA. We obtain a reconstructible clean clique separation and
the graph is reconstructible Lemma 24.

Case 5: |F1| = |F2| = 1. Say F1 = {f1} and F2 = {f2}.

• Case a: there is exactly one twin equivalence class and it has more than one vertex.

This case is analogous to Case 4a.

• Case b: There are at least two twin equivalence classes of maximum degree vertices.

Similarly to Case 4b, let wi be a vertex of maximum degree that has a common neighbor
with a vertex in Fi. The vertex set of G can be partitioned into Ai := {v ∈ V (G) : N [v] ⊆
N [wi] ∪ F2}, Bi := N [wi] \ Ai and Ci := V (G) \ (Ai ∪Bi).

We argue that {{(HA1 ,HC2), (HA2 ,HC1)}} is reconstructible.

For i ∈ {1, 2} consider Gfi . In this graph there is exactly one equivalence class of vertices of
maximum degree that only has one side. Let w be a vertex in that equivalence class. The set Ai

consists of fi and those vertices v of Gfi that satisfy N [v] ⊆ N [w] in Gfi . The set Bi consists
of the vertices adjacent to w but also adjacent to a vertex not in Ai and the set Ci consists
of all other vertices. Since no vertex in Bi can be adjacent to fi in G, the graph HCi

is the
induced subgraph Gw[Bi ∪Ci] which can be obtained from Gfi together with its annotation.
The graph HA¬i

is the graph induced by all vertices not adjacent to w and all their neighbors
in Gfi . Since in G none of these vertices are adjacent to fi we can recover the graph HA¬i

with
annotation. Overall from the card Gfi we can recover the pair (HA¬i

,HCi
). While we may

not be able to distinguish between Gf1 and Gf2 , we can recover {{(HA1 ,HC2), (HA2 ,HC1)}}
as a multiset. From this we can recover {{(HA1 ,HC1), (HA2 ,HC2)}} and thus have recovered
a clean clique separation of G. (In fact we have even recovered two clean clique separations
of G.) Lemma 24 implies that G is reconstructible.

• Case c: |V∆(G)| = 1.

Denote the unique vertex in V∆(G) by a. If G− a is a path, then f1 and f2 are the degree 1
vertices in G − a. We can reconstruct G by adding a vertices adjacent to all other vertices.
If G− a is disconnected, then we can reconstruct G with arguments similar to what we used
at the beginning of Case 4c.

We now assume G − a is connected. We consider paths in G − a starting from the flank
vertices fi with vertices of degree exactly 2 in G− a. Since G− a is connected, there cannot
be three vertices of degree 1 that have neighbors of degree 2 (because this holds in general for
interval graphs since there are no asteroidal triples). This means, if the paths have length at
least 2, then we can find the neighbor of the vertex fi in G−fi−a. Otherwise we can reconstruct
a clean clique separation, as before in Case 4c, using vertices w and w′ not of degree 2. More
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precisely we reconstruct {{(HA1 ,HC2), (HA2 ,HC1)}} and thereby {{(HA1 ,HC1), (HA2 ,HC2)}}
For suitable triples (Ai, Bi, Ci). Overall the graph is reconstructible.

8 The outsiders

In order to deal with graphs that do not have two flanks we use the concept of an outsider. Intuitively
an outsider corresponds to an interval that is extremal on an end of the interval graph that does
not have a flank.

Throughout this chapter we assume that G is connected has no universal vertex and at most
one flank since otherwise G is reconstructible by Lemma 6 and Section 7, respectively.

Let
A := A(G) := {z ∈ V∆(G) : z has at most one side}.

It follows with Lemma 21 that A 6= ∅ if and only if G does not have two flanks.

Lemma 34. The set A is composed of at most two twin equivalence classes. The number of non-
empty flanks plus the number of twin equivalence classes in A add up to 2.

Proof. Let T be the set of bordering maximum degree vertices of G. Note that all vertices in A are
bordering and, hence, A ⊆ T . By Lemma 9 the set T is comprised of at most two twin equivalence
classes.

If T consists of only one twin equivalence class, then V∆(G) = T and the sides of vertices in T
are precisely the flanks of G. Since we assume in this chapter that G has at most one flank and no
universal vertex there is precisely one flank and T = A.

If T consists of two equivalence classes, then for each equivalence class of T , either the vertices
have two sides, one of which is a flank by Lemma 21 or the equivalence class is contained in A.
Finally note that if T has two equivalence classes both with vertices that have two sides, then G
has two flanks and A is empty (Lemma 22).

In the following we assume A1 and A2 to be the twin equivalence classes in A. Let i ∈ {1, 2}
with Ai 6= ∅. Observe that span(Ai) = {v ∈ V (G) : NG[v] ⊆ NG[Ai]} since Ai is a twin equiv-
alence class of G. Equivalently stated, for every tidy interval representation {Iu : u ∈ V (G)}
of G a vertex v is in span(Ai) precisely if Iv ⊆ Ix for x ∈ Ai. Let us recall that by defini-
tion partG(span(Ai)) := (span(Ai), NG(span(Ai)), NG [span(Ai)]). Observe that none of the sets in
partG(span(Ai)) are empty since G has no universal vertex.

Definition 35. Set
Oi := {o ∈ V (G) : NG[o] ⊆ spanG(Ai)}.

We say that a vertex in Oi is an outsider of Ai and Oi is an outsider class of Ai (and of G). The
vertices in O1 ∪O2 are the outsiders of G.

Lemma 36. Let i ∈ [2] with Ai 6= ∅. If o is a vertex of Oi, then

degG(o) < ∆(G) and NG(o) ∩ V∆(G) = Ai. (1)

Proof. Suppose x ∈ V∆(G).
If x ∈ Ai, then x has a neighbor in NG(span (Ai)) since x is not universal. If on the other hand

x /∈ Ai, then x /∈ span(Ai) since x is of maximum degree and, hence, has at least one neighbor
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which is not in NG[A1]. Altogether we obtain that V∆(G) ∩Oi = ∅, which proves the first part of
the lemma.

For the second part assume that x ∈ NG(o) for some outsider o ∈ Oi. Since o is not adjacent to
vertices in NG(span (Ai)) ∪NG [span (Ai)] we obtain x ∈ span(Ai). Every maximum degree vertex
in span(Ai) is in Ai, yielding NG(o) ∩ V∆(G) ⊆ Ai. The other inclusion follows since o ∈ NG[Ai]
by definition and Ai is a twin equivalence class of V∆.

Lemma 37. If Ai is non-empty, then Oi is non-empty.

Proof. Since vertices in Ai have only one side, the vertices in NG(span (Ai)) form a clique and
they are all adjacent to each vertex of Ai (since Ai is a twin equivalence class). However, vertices
in NG(span (Ai)) have also a neighbor in NG [span (Ai)] (which is non-empty since otherwise each
vertex of Ai is universal). Since vertices in Ai have maximum degree, there is some vertex o ∈
N [Ai] \ Ai that is not adjacent to any vertex in NG(span (Ai)). We conclude that o ∈ Oi.

Lemma 38. For i ∈ {1, 2}, if |Oi| = 1, then there is a vertex of maximum degree x ∈ NG(span (Ai))
that is adjacent to all vertices of NG[Ai] except to the vertex oi in Oi.

In particular, in G − oi the twin equivalence class A′
i of x is a class of bordering, maximum

degree vertices of degree ∆(G) and F (G− oi) = F (G).

Proof. Suppose |Oi| = 1. The neighborhoods N [x] ∩ N [Ai] for vertices x ∈ NG(span (Ai)) are
linearly ordered (Lemma 19). Every vertex of N [Ai] \Oi is adjacent to a vertex of NG(span (Ai)).
It follows that some vertex y ∈ NG(span (Ai)) is adjacent to all vertices of N [Ai]\Oi. This vertex y
also has a neighbor in NG [span (Ai)]. Thus the degree of y is at least the degree of the vertices
in Ai, so degG(y) = ∆(G).

Lemma 39. Let i ∈ {1, 2} with |Oi| ≥ 2. If o ∈ Oi and V∆(G) 6= Ai, then

(i) G− o has precisely one more flank F than G and Oi \ {o} ⊆ F .

(ii) O(G− o) = O¬i (which might be empty).

Proof. Let o′ ∈ Oi \ {o}. Note that Go is connected. Also note that V∆(Go) = V∆(G) since o /∈
NG[A¬i]. By Lemma 36 we have NG(o′) ∩ V∆(G) = Ai and, hence, NG−o(o

′) ∩V∆(G− o) = ∅
Consider a tidy interval representation of G. It induces an interval representation of G − o.

By Lemma 7 after (possibly) shrinking the intervals, we obtain a tidy interval representation
of G − o. Using Lemma 18 Part (iv) we conclude that Oi \ {o} is contained in a new flank of F .
Since spanG(A¬i) ⊆ spanG−o(A¬i), we also obtain that every vertex v in O¬i satisfies NG−o[v] ⊆
spanG−o(A¬i) so vertices in O¬i are outsiders of G− o.

It remains to show that in G− o there are no further outsiders in the same class as O¬i.
Suppose w would be such an outsider in G − o. Then w is not adjacent to Ai since Ai is

adjacent to Oi \{o}. It would also have to be the case that w and o have a common neighbor, since
otherwise w was already an outsider in G. Together this implies that o is not an outsider in G,
which gives a contradiction.

Remark 40. Since we assume that no vertex of G is universal, the condition V∆(G) 6= Ai is always
satisfied in case FG = ∅.
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Lemma 41. Let I = {[ℓv, rv ] : v ∈ V (G)} be a tidy interval representation of G. Assume that
A1 6= ∅. If additionally A2 6= ∅, then we further assume that ℓA1 < ℓA2 (and, hence, also rA1 < rA2).
It holds that

(i) Either A2 6= ∅ and

O1 = {v ∈ V (G) : rv < min{lu : u ∈ NG(span(A1))}} and

O2 = {v ∈ V (G) : ℓv > max{ru : u ∈ NG(span(A2))}},

(ii) or A2 = O2 = ∅ and

O1 = {v ∈ V (G) : rv < min{lu : u ∈ NG(span(A1))} or

O1 = {v ∈ V (G) : ℓv > max{ru : u ∈ NG(span(A2))}}.

Proof. Towards a proof of Part (i) assume that A2 6= ∅. The set A1 has only one side (by definition)
and there exists a vertex z ∈ NG[A2] \ NG[A1], with ℓz > rA1 . It follows that ℓA1 = ℓV(G) is

empty since I is tidy. First we prove that {v ∈ V (G) : rv < min{lu : u ∈ NG(span(A1))}} ⊆ O1.
To this end let v ∈ V (G) with rv < min{ℓu : u ∈ NG(span(A1))}. Note that rv < min{ℓu : u ∈
NG(span(A1))} < rA1 . Hence v ∈ NG[A1] \NG(span(A1)), which is the defining property for being
in O1.

Next we show that O1 ⊆ {v ∈ V (G) : rv < min{lu : u ∈ NG(span(A1))}}. Let o1 ∈ O1. Since
NG[o1] ⊆ NG[A1] and I is tidy, we know that [ℓo1 , ro1 ] ⊆ [ℓA1 , rA1 ]. By the definition of outsiders, o1
is not adjacent to the vertices of NG(span(A1)). Since ℓA1 = ℓV(G), every vertex n in NG(span(A1))

satisfies rn > rA1 . This implies o1 ∈ {v : rv < min{lu : u ∈ NG(span(A1))}}.
Altogether we have shown the first equality of Part (i). The second equality of Part (i) follows

by symmetry (and interchanging the assumption for A1 and A2).
The proof of Part (ii) is similar to the proof of Part (i) with the only difference that we do not

know which of the sides of A1 (“left” or “right”) is the empty side. Depending on that, we obtain
the first or the second equality of the statement.

Our next goal is to reconstruct the multi-set of cards that correspond to vertices in O1 ∪ O2.
For this let Q≥2 be the set of vertices of G for which

1. there is a twin equivalence class V ′ of V∆(G) with NG[v] ⊆ span(V ′), and

2. Gv has more flanks than G or ∆(Gv) < ∆(G).

Lemma 42. v ∈ Q≥2 if and only if for some i ∈ {1, 2} we have v ∈ Oi and |Oi| ≥ 2. More-
over {{Gv : v ∈ Q≥2}} is reconstructible.

Proof. (⇒) Let v ∈ Q≥2. Let V ′ be an equivalence class of V∆ with NG[v] ⊆ span(V ′). Observe
that (V∆(G) \ V ′) ∩ span(V ′) = ∅. In particular, if ∆(Gv) < ∆(G), then V ′ = V∆(G) and v is an
outsider.

Otherwise Gv has more flanks than G and ∆(G) = ∆(Gv). Note that G − v is connected and
V∆(G) \ V ′ = V∆(G− v). In particular, the graph G− v inherits the linear order of its maximum
degree vertices as well as twin equivalence classes and bordering vertices from G. In particular,
if V ′ /∈ {A1, A2}, then the number of flanks in G and Gv are the same, which contradicts the
second condition of Q≥2. It follows that V ′ ∈ {A1, A2} and thus v ∈ O(G).
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Towards a contradiction suppose that |Oi| = {v}. By Lemma 38 there are not more flanks in
Gv than in G and ∆(Gv) = ∆(G), which is a contradiction.

(⇐) Let v ∈ Oi be an outsider and |Oi| ≥ 2. Observe first that Ai is the twin equivalence class
satisfying the first condition of the definition of Q≥2. If Ai = V∆(G), then ∆(Gv) < ∆(G) and,
hence, v ∈ Q≥2. Otherwise Gv has more flanks than G by Lemma 39.

(Q≥2 is reconstructible.)
Consider the set W ′ of vertices w ∈ V (G) \V∆(G) which satisfy that NG(w)∩V∆(G) is a twin

equivalence class of G, Gw is connected, and Gw has more flanks than G or ∆(Gw) < ∆(G).
Note that the case that ∆(Gw) < ∆(G) can only happen if G only has a single twin equivalence

class of vertices of maximum degree. If this is not the case then we set W := W ′. Otherwise we
set W to be the set of those vertices among w ∈ W ′ for which G − w has the largest number of
twin equivalence classes of degree ∆−1.

Claim 43. If w ∈ W , then NG(w) ∩ V∆(G) ∈ {A1, A2}.

p Suppose towards a contradiction that Ai ∩NG(w) = ∅ for i ∈ {1, 2}. This implies that ∆(Gv) =
∆(G), the bordering vertices of G − v are precisely the bordering vertices of G (since the linear
order of the maximum vertices in G − v is inherited from a respective order in G, see Lemma 9),
and FG−v = FG, which contradicts w ∈ W . We obtain that NG(w) ∩ Ai 6= ∅ for some i ∈ {1, 2}.
Since NG(w) ∩ V∆(G) is a twin equivalence class of G we obtain Ai = NG(w) ∩V∆(G).

y

By Lemma 9 there is a unique order (up to twins and reflection) of the non-neighborhood-
contained vertices of G. Let D1 and D2 be the extremal twin equivalence classes of vertices of
degree at least ∆(G) − 1 in this order.

Note that for i ∈ {1, 2} we have Ai ∈ {D1,D2} if Ai is non-empty. After renaming we can
assume that Ai = Di if Ai is not empty.

Similarly for w ∈ W consider the order of vertices in G−w that are not neighborhood-contained
by a vertex of larger degree. Let Dw

1 and Dw
2 be the first and last twin equivalence class of vertices

of degree at least ∆(G) − 1 in this order in G− w.

Claim 44. Let w be a vertex of W . If w ∈ NG[Ai], then for some j ∈ {1, 2} we have Ai ⊆ Dw
j

and D¬i ⊆ Dw
¬j .

p Note first that if Ai = D¬i then A1 = D1 = D2 = A2 and the claim holds. We can thus
assume Ai 6= D¬i.

Let w ∈ NG[Ai]. In particular Ai 6= ∅ and, hence, Ai = Di and w ∈ NG[Di]. We argue
that w /∈ NG[D¬i]. If A¬i 6= ∅ this follows from the definition of W since w is only adjacent to one
twin equivalence class of ∆(G)-vertices. Otherwise, if w ∈ NG[D¬i], then there is only one twin
equivalence class of maximum degree by the definition of W ′. In particular, ∆(Gw) < ∆(G). In this
case however, since A1 6= D2, there are some vertices in y ∈ W so that G− y has at least two twin
equivalence classes of degree ∆(G) − 1, namely the vertices in Oi. It follows that w is not adjacent
to every vertex of degree at least ∆(G) − 1.

So far we have shown w ∈ NG[Di]\NG[D¬i] and Ai = Di. We conclude that vertices of D1∪D2

have degree at least ∆(G)−1 in G−w. Since G−w is an induced subgraph of G it follows that the
unique order of non-neighborhood-contained vertices is inhered by the vertices in G−w. It follows
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that vertices D1 and D2 are vertices in the first and last equivalence classes of vertices of maximum
degree at least ∆(G) − 1. y

For w ∈ W let Xw := {x ∈ V (G − w) : NG−w[x] ⊆ spanG−w(Dj) for some j ∈ {1, 2}}. Note
that |Xw| can be reconstructed from Gw. We claim that the cards Gv with v ∈ Q≥2 are exactly
the cards with v ∈ W for which |Xv | is as small as possible. For this it suffices to observe that
if we set X := {x ∈ V (G) \ V∆(G) : NG[x] ⊆ span(Di) for some i ∈ {1, 2}}, then x ∈ X \ {w}
implies x ∈ Xw and if w ∈ Oi, then Ai ∈ {D1,D2} and Xw = X \ {w}.

Lemma 45. Suppose O1 and O2 are the (possibly empty) sets of outsiders as defined above. Then
the multiset {{|O1|, |O2|}} is reconstructible.

Proof. By Lemma 42 we can reconstruct whether Q≥2 is empty and by Lemma 30 we can re-
construct {{|F1|, |F2|}}. Since we assume that G has at most one flank the set Q≥2 is empty if
and only if {{|O1|, |O2|}} = {{1, 1}} or {{|O1|, |O2|}} = {{0, 1}}. Which of these cases can occur
depends on |FG|, so can be reconstructed. We can thus assume Q≥2 6= ∅. If G has one flank,
then {{|O1|, |O2|}} = {{0,max{1, |Q≥2}|}}. We can thus assume FG = ∅, i.e., O1 and O2 are non-
empty.

Let v ∈ Q≥2 and say, v ∈ Oi. Observe that G−v has precisely one flank (containing the vertices
of O1 \ {v}) and O¬i is the set of outsiders of G− v (Lemma 39). Either all cards Gv with v ∈ Q≥2

have precisely one outsider and, hence, {{|O1|, |O2|}} = {{1, |Q≥2}|}}. Or we have Q≥2 = O1 ∪ O2.
If all of the outsider class sizes of cards Gv with v ∈ Q≥2 are equal to the same number, c say,
then {{|O1|, |O2|}} = {{c, c}}. Otherwise, exactly two numbers c1, c2 can be observed as outsider class
sizes, and {{|O1|, |O2|}} = {{c1, c2}}.

In the following we argue that we can also identify the cards Gv for which v ∈ Oi in case |Oi| = 1.
For an interval graph H of maximum degree ∆, let A∞(H) be the set of vertices x for which there

is a sequence of vertices v1, . . . , vt with vt = x, v1 ∈ A(H) (so v1 is a maximum degree vertex with at
most one side), vi ∈ V∆(H) and, in case t > 1, for each i ∈ {2, . . . , t} we have |N [vi] \N [vi+1]| = 1.
Call two elements a, a′ of A∞(H) equivalent if there is a sequence v1, . . . , vt with v1 ∈ A(H), a = vi
for some i ∈ {1, . . . , t}, a′ = vt, vi ∈ V∆(H), and |N [vi] \N [vi+1]| ≤ 1 for each i ∈ {2, . . . , t}. Note
that A∞(H) consists of at most two equivalence classes. We let A∞(H)i be the equivalence class
of A∞(H) that contains Ai(H). (It is possible that A∞(H)1 = A∞(H)2.)

If |O1| ≥ 2 and |O2| ≥ 2, then define Q1 to be the empty set. Otherwise let Q1 be the vertices v
for which

1. deg(v) < ∆(G),

2. there is a twin equivalence class V ′ of V∆(G) with V ′ = N [v] ∩V∆(G),

3. Gv has as many flanks as G,

4. |spanGv
(A∞(Gv)1) ∪ spanGv

(A∞(Gv)2)| is minimal among all cards Gv satisfying Proper-
ties 1–3.

Lemma 46. We have v ∈ Q1 if and only if v ∈ Oi and |Oi| = 1 for some i ∈ {1, 2}. More-
over {{Gv : v ∈ Q1}} is reconstructible.
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Proof. Since {{|O1|, |O2|}} is reconstructible we can reconstruct whether Q1 = ∅.
Hence, we may assume |O1| = 1 or |O2| = 1.
(⇐) Let v ∈ Oi with |Oi| = 1. Properties 1 and 2 are satisfied with V ′ = Ai for some i,

since v is an outsider. We argue that Gv has as many flanks as G. By Lemma 38 there is a
vertex x ∈ NG(span (Ai)) of maximum degree that is adjacent to all vertices of N [Ai] \ {v}. Note
that x has one side fewer in Gv than it does in G. It follows that Gv has as many flanks as G.

Regarding Property 4 we note that for every v ∈ V (Gv) with Properties 1–3 we have for
each i ∈ {1, 2} that spanGv

(A∞(Gv)i) ⊆ spanG (A∞(G)i) \ {v}. On the other hand, we have
spanGv

(A∞(Gv)i) = spanG (A∞(G)i) \ {v} in case v ∈ Oj with j ∈ {1, 2} and |Oj | = 1: here we
use that if v ∈ A∞(G)i ∩O¬i then A∞(G)i = A∞(G)¬i.

(⇒) For the other direction assume v ∈ Q1 and let V ′ = N [v] ∩V∆(G) be the twin equivalence
class of V∆(G) with N [v] ⊆ N [V ′].

The fact that Gv has as many flanks as G implies that v is not an outsider in a class of size
larger than 1.

From the previous part of the proof for an outsider o we know that | spanGo
(A∞(Go)1) ∪

spanGo
(A∞(Go)2)| = | spanG (A∞(G)1) \ {o} ∪ spanG (A∞(G)2) \ {o}|.

Then Property 4 implies that v ∈ spanG (A∞(G)1) ∪ spanG (A∞(G)2).
We argue that for each i ∈ {1, 2}, there are exactly two vertices v with deg(v) < ∆(G) for which

N [v] ∩ V∆(G) is a twin equivalence class in A∞(G)i: Indeed, if v1, . . . , vt is a maximal sequence
of vertices in A∞(G)i containing v such that v1 ∈ Ai and |N [vi] \ N [vi+1]| = 1, then v is either
the single vertex in N [v1] \N [v2] and or the single vertex in N [vt−1] \N [vt]. Note that the single
vertex oi in N [v1] \N [v2] is the outsider in Oi. Let us call the other vertex xi.

If spanG (A∞(G)1) = spanG (A∞(G)2) then there are exactly two vertices with Property 1 and 2
in spanG (A∞(G)1) ∪ spanG (A∞(G)2), namely the vertices in O1 ∪O2.

We may thus suppose spanG (A∞(G)1) 6= spanG (A∞(G)2). For each i ∈ {1, 2} we argue
that xi is not in spanG (A∞(G)1) ∪ spanG (A∞(G)2), which finishes the proof. Note first that xi ∈
spanG (A∞(G)¬i) implies that spanG (A∞(G)1) = spanG (A∞(G)2), which we ruled out. So it re-
mains to show that xi /∈ spanG (A∞(G)i). The vertices in N [x] ∩ V∆(G) have no neighbor out-
side of spanG (A∞(G)i). We argue that xi has a neighbor outside of spanG (A∞(G)i). Indeed,
otherwise no vertex has a neighbor outside of spanG (A∞(G)i), which implies that A¬i must be
in spanG (A∞(G)i) which implies again spanG (A∞(G)1) = spanG (A∞(G)2).

(Q1 is reconstructible) To see that the cards in Q1 are reconstructible, observe that Properties
1 and 2 can be reconstructed for a specific card Gv and that the number of flanks of G is recon-
structible. Then the last property can be determined by inspecting all the cards satisfying the first
three properties.

Corollary 47. The multi-set of cards {{Gv : v is an outsider of G}} is reconstructible.

Proof. The set Q := Q1 ∪ Q≥2 contains exactly the outsiders of G. Since {{Gv : v ∈ Q1}} is re-
constructible (Lemma 46), {{Gv : v ∈ Q≥2}} is reconstructible (Lemma 42), and both multisets are
disjoint also {{Gv : v ∈ Q1 ∪Q≥2}} is reconstructible as the union of the two multisets.

9 No flank (|F1| = |F2| = 0)

In the following we consider the case in which the interval graph G has no flanks, that is |F1| =
|F2| = 0. We may continue to assume that G is connected, has no universal vertex, and ∆(G) ≥ 3.
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Note that by Lemma 34 the set A is composed of exactly two twin equivalence classes A1 and A2.

Lemma 48. For each i ∈ {1, 2}, the triple partG(Oi) is a clean clique separation.

Proof. By Lemma 41 the assumptions for Lemma 19 Part (i) are satisfied and, hence, partG(Oi) is
a clean clique separation.

Remark 49. Since we assume that no vertex of G is universal, the condition V∆(G) 6= Ai is always
satisfied in case FG = ∅.

Recall that HOi
is the annotated induced subgraph G[Oi ∪NG(Oi)].

Lemma 50. The multiset {{HO1 ,HO2}} is reconstructible (up to isomorphism of annotated graphs).

Proof. Assume first that min{|O1|, |O2|} > 1. If o ∈ Oi, then we obtain from Lemma 39 that
Oi \ {o} ⊆ FG−o and O¬i = O(G− o). No vertex in NG[O¬i] is adjacent to o so HO¬i

is the graph
induced by NGo[O(Go)] in Go (including the annotation).

If |O1| = |O2| = 1, then by Lemma 46 we may inspect the two cards Gq1 and Gq2 in Q1.
Let i ∈ {1, 2}. We determine degG(qi). The neighbors of qi are a clique in G and the multiset of
their degrees can be reconstructed (see Lemma 5). This determines HOi

as an annotated graph.

Finally assume that |O1| = 1 and |O2| > 1. With the previous argument we determine HO1 . In
the following, we determine HO2 . By Lemma 46 we can determine the card Go with o ∈ O1. We
argue that Go has two equivalence classes of maximum degree vertices with only one side. Indeed,
it has the twin equivalence class A2 with only one side. It also has a twin equivalence class A′

1 of
maximum degree vertices (Lemma 38) adjacent to all vertices of N [A1] except o. We now argue
that A′

1 is not A2. Indeed, if this was the case, then vertices in A1 would be adjacent to all vertices
of G except those in O2 and vertices in A2 would be adjacent to all vertices except those in O1,
but this means vertices in A1 and A2 have different degrees, which cannot be.

Set O′
1 := O(G− o) ∩A′

1. The multiset {{HO′

1
,HO2}} (up to isomorphism of annotated induced

subgraphs) can be reconstructed from Go. However, we need to determine which of these graphs
is HO2 . For this it suffices to determine the isomorphism type of HO′

1
. This can be done by inspecting

a card Gx with x ∈ O2. Such a card has one flank and one maximum-degree equivalence class with
only one side (by Lemma 39), which must be A1. We can find a vertex o ∈ O1 by choosing any
vertex o in N [A1] with N [N [o]] ⊆ N [A1]. If we delete o we can recover HO′

1
as the graph induced

by the one class of outsides in Gx − o. Here we use the fact that no vertex in HO′

1
is adjacent to a

vertex from O2 (in particular not x). This is the case since A′
1 6= A2.

Note that with our notation defined before we have that H
NG[Oi]

is the annotated induced

subgraph G
[
NG [Oi] ∪NG(Oi)

]
. We are ready to show that interval graphs without flanks are

reconstructible.

Lemma 51. If |F1| = 0 and |F2| = 0, then G is reconstructible.

Proof. We distinguish cases according to whether max{|O1|, |O2|} > 1.
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Case 1. max{|O1|, |O2|} > 1. By symmetry we may assume that |O2| ≥ 2. For v ∈ O2 set Yv :=
NG−v(O2 \ {v}). Observe that Yv can be reconstructed from Gv : there is precisely one non-
neighborhood-contained twin equivalence class A′

2 in Gv of vertices of degree ∆(G) − 1 which
is extremal with respect to “≺” among all non-neighborhood-contained twin equivalence classes of
vertices of degree at least ∆(G) − 1. The (unlabeled) vertices of O2 \ {v} are precisely the ones in
spanGv

(A′
2) \NGv [NGv (span (A′

2))].
Choose x ∈ O2 such that

∑
y∈Yx

deg(y) is maximal. By the choice of x, a vertex in NG(O2) can
only be adjacent to x if it is also adjacent to all other vertices of O2. Thus, in G, for each vertex t
in NG(O2) ∩ NG(x) we have deg(t) ≥ |O2| + |NG(O2)| (since NG(O2) is a clique and there is at
least one vertex in NG [O2] to which every vertex of NG(O2) is adjacent). In contrast, for vertices m
in O2 we have deg(m) ≤ |O2| + |NG(O2)| − 1.

Now we consider the graph (G − x)
[
NG(O2) ∪NG [O2]

]
. This graph is essentially H

NG[O2]
=

G[NG(O2) ∪ NG [O2]] except that the annotation of some vertices has been reduced by exactly
one. This is the case for exactly the vertices that are neighbors of x in G. We can alter (G −

x)
[
NG(O2) ∪NG [O2]

]
into H

NG[O2]
as follows. For each neighbor w that x has with degree at

least |O2| + |NG(O2)| we pick a vertex y ∈ (G − x)
[
NG(O2) ∪NG [O2]

]
(arbitrarily) that has

annotation deg(w) − 1 and a degree in (G− x)
[
NG(O2) ∪NG [O2]

]
of deg(w) − |O2|.

We alter its annotation by increasing it by 1 to deg(w). (Vertices whose annotation has been
altered once will not be altered again.)

Note that since neighborhoods are linearly ordered, two vertices w1, w2 in NG(O2) ∪ NG [O2]

which have the same degree in Gx

[
NG(span (O2)) ∪NG [span (O2)]

]
and which have the same

annotation are twins in Gv . It thus does not matter whether we increase the annotation of the
vertex w1 instead of the vertex w2.

We have thus managed to reconstruct the graph H
NG[O2]

. By Lemma 50 also {{HO1 ,HO2}} is

reconstructible. Note further, as argued in the proof of Lemma 50, from Gx we can determine which
graph is HO1. We can identify HO2 up to isomorphism by choosing a graph in {{HO1 ,HO2}} so that
the other graph is isomorphic to HO1 .

Overall we have determined (HO2 ,HNG[O2]
) and by Lemma 24 and Lemma 19 the graph is

reconstructible.

Case 2. |O1| = |O2| = 1 and ∆(G) = |V(G)| − 2. Say O1 = {o1} and O2 = {o2}. In particular,
for i ∈ {1, 2} we have NG[Ai] = V (G)\{o¬i}. Note that {{Gv : v ∈ A1∪A2}} is reconstructible since
it is the multi-set of all cards corresponding to maximum degree vertices of G.

We argue that G is reconstructible if there exists a (∆(G)−1)-vertex x in G. Since ∆(G) ≥ 3 and
|O1| = |O2| = 1 we have that x /∈ O. By Lemma 36 we have for i ∈ {1, 2} NG(oi)∩V∆(G) = Ai and
NG[oi] ⊆ NG[Ai]. Hence we can locate O in Gx as the set of vertices not adjacent to two equivalence
classes of vertices of degree ∆(G) − 1. Inspecting the degrees of these vertices we can determine
in Gx whether x has a neighbor in O. If x has no neighbor in O, then we reconstruct G from Gx by
adding a vertex adjacent to all vertices except those in O. The other case is that all ∆(G)−1-vertices
of G are adjacent to a vertex of O. For this case, consider a card Ga with degG(a) = ∆(G) in a
class Ai such that Oi has a neighbor of degree ∆(G) − 1. If a can be chosen from both A1 and A2,
then we further assume that |Ai| ≤ |A¬i|. Note that we can determine whether a is contained in Ai

with |Ai| ≤ |A¬i| by ensuring a has maximum degree in G and choosing a so that it maximizes the
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size of the largest twin equivalence class of vertices of degree ∆ − 1 in Ga.
From Ga we reconstruct G as follows: Locate a vertex x with degGa

(x) = ∆(G)− 2. If possible,
pick x so that it is adjacent to a vertex which itself is not adjacent to the larger equivalence class
of ∆(G) − 1-vertices. There are two vertices not adjacent to x. Insert a back into the graph and
join it to all vertices except a non-neighbor of x of smallest degree in Ga.

Next we argue that G is reconstructible if G − (A1 ∪ A2) is not connected: By the previous
paragraph, we may assume that G is free of (∆(G) − 1)-degree vertices. Consider a card Gx with
x ∈ A1∪A2. Observe that Gx−V∆(Gx) is isomorphic to G−(A1∪A2) and, hence, we can reconstruct
the isomorphism types of the connected components of G − (A1 ∪ A2). If we can determine the
isomorphism type of the graphs induced by the connected components C1 and C2 that contain o1
and o2, respectively, and can locate the vertex o1, respectively o2, in the component, the we can
reconstruct the graph4. For this note that deleting a vertex from Ai (where |Ai| ≤ |A¬i|) we can
determine oi and the isomorphism type of the connected component of G−(A1∪A2) that contains oi
together with the vertex oi. We can also determine |Ai|. We now consider G− a¬i with a¬i ∈ A¬i.
If |Ai| = |A¬i| we obtain the graph induced by the other component C¬i as before. Otherwise,
if |Ai| < |A¬i|, in Ga¬i

there are exactly two vertices not adjacent to all maximum degree vertices
(corresponding to oi and o¬i). This gives rise to two connected components each with a vertex
singled out. We can identify the one belonging to oi or they are isomorphic. In either case we can
identify the isomorphism type of the connected components belonging to o¬i. Overall if G−(A1∪A2)
is disconnected, we can reconstruct G.

From now on, we may assume that Z := G− (A1 ∪A2) is connected and there is no (∆(G)−1)-
vertex in G.

As usual, the equivalence classes of v vertices in Z are linearly ordered up to reversal (Lemma 9).
This includes all the vertices of ∆(Z).

Since oi is an outsider of G, by Lemma 41, in the graph Z there is a unique twin equivalence
class of non-neighborhood-contained vertices Zi adjacent to oi. Moreover, the class Zi is the first
or last equivalence class in the linear ordering of non-neighborhood-contained vertices of Z.

For each i let Di be the bordering equivalence class of Z that is closest to Zi. (It is possible
that Zi = Di. It is also possible that Zi = D¬i but then Di = D¬i.)

We will argue now that in Z, for at least one j ∈ {1, 2} we have that o¬j is contained in a
side Rj of Dj. In fact, we will argue the following stronger statement:

Claim 52. In Z, for at least one j ∈ {1, 2} we have that o¬j and (at least) one additional vertex
is contained in a side Rj of Dj .

p For each j ∈ {1, 2}, since ∆(D¬j) ≤ ∆(G) − 2 ≤ n− 4 in total at least 3 vertices are in the sides
of Dj . Thus one side contains at least 2 vertices. That side contains oj or o¬j . It if contains o¬j
we are done. Otherwise the side contains oj and some other vertex x. This implies that some side
of D¬j contains oj and the other vertex x (since D¬j is farther away from Zj than Dj). y

Let i ∈ {1, 2} now be such that a side Ri of Di contains o¬i and an additional vertex.
Note that from Goi we can determine whether o¬i and an additional vertex is contained in a

side Ri of Di in Z.
We obtain a clean clique separation partZ(Ri). This separation of Z extends to a separa-

tion (Ri, NZ(Ri) ∪A1 ∪A2, NZ [Ri]) of G with linearly ordered neighborhoods.

4Formally we can reconstruct {{[(G[C1 ], o1)]∼=, [(G[C2], o2)]∼=}})
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From Goi we can recover HRi
since vertices in Ri ∪NZ(Ri) are not adjacent to oi (Lemma 25).

(Here we also use that in Goi we can locate o¬i using the vertices in A and thus can locate Ri.)
Since Ri contains at least one other vertex besides o¬i, from Go¬i

we can recover H
NZ [Ri]

(Lemma 25). (Here we also use that in Go¬i
we can locate oi using the vertices in A and thus can

locate Ri \ {o¬i}.)
This implies that for some i ∈ {1, 2} we can reconstruct (HRi

,H
NZ [Ri]

) and hence the graph G.

Case 3. |O1| = |O2| = 1 and ∆(G) 6= |V(G)| − 2. Say O1 = {o1} and O2 = {o2}. In particu-
lar NG[Ai] 6= V (G) \ {o¬i} for one and thus both i ∈ {1, 2}. By Lemma 38 besides A1 and A2 there
is at least one other twin equivalence class of ∆(G)-vertices in G.

For i in {1, 2} by Lemma 38 we have F (Goi) = ∅. We define O+
i as the outsider class of Goi that

is not a class of outsiders in G. Set Ō+
i := {oi}∪O

+
i . We obtain a clean clique separation partG(Ō+

i ).
We can reconstruct {{Gx : x ∈ O+

j and |O+
j | = 1 for some j ∈ {1, 2} }} since this is exactly the

set of cards Gx with ∆(Gx) = ∆(G) and a flank of size 1: indeed, F (Goi) = ∅ if oi ∈ Oi and
for x /∈ O(G), if Gx has a flank, then that flank contains O1 ∪ O+

1 \ {x} or O2 ∪ O+
2 \ {x}. Note

that |O+
i | is the maximum size of and outsider class in Goi .

Claim 53. If |O+
i | > 1, then from Goi we can reconstruct H

NG[Ō+
i
]
and H

Ō+
¬i
.

p We can locate O+
i in G− oi as the outsider class of size larger than one. A vertex adjacent to Oi

is adjacent to all vertices of O+
i . We can thus apply Lemma 25 to reconstruct H

NG[Ō+
i ]

and HŌ+
¬i

. y

Claim 54. If |O+
i | = 1, say O+

i = {o+i }, then from Go+i
we can reconstruct HŌ+

¬i
.

p Observe that O¬i is the unique outsider class in G− o+i for O+
i = {o+i }. The vertex o+i may have

common neighbors with the vertices in HŌ+
¬i

. However, such vertices have degree ∆ in G, are twins,

and adjacent to all of Ō+
¬i. This means that from inspecting Go+i

we can determine the number of

such neighbors of Ō+
¬i and increase the annotation of degree ∆−1 vertices adjacent to all of O+

¬i

but not to O¬i accordingly. Thus we may apply Lemma 25 to reconstruct HŌ+
¬i

. y

Together these two claims imply that if |O+
i | > 1 for some i ∈ {1, 2} we can reconstruct the

graph, since we can reconstruct a pair (HŌ+
i
,H

NG[Ō+
i ]

) and apply Lemma 24.

It remains to consider the case |O1| = |O+
1 | = |O2| = |O+

2 | = 1. Say, O+
i = {o+i } for i ∈

{1, 2}. Define the outsider length of Oi to be the length s of the longest chain of vertices (oi =
x1, x2, x3, . . . , xs) for which {xi} forms and outsider class in G − {x1, . . . , xi−1} but not in G −
{x1, . . . , xi−2}. Note that oi = x1 and o+i = x2 in the outsider chain of Oi and hence, both outsider
lengths are at least 2. Not that we can reconstruct the maximum length of an outsider chain in G
from the two cards Go1 and Go2 . W.l.o.g., the outsider length of O¬i is not larger than that of Oi.

• Let us first assume that for the longest chain (oi, o
+
i , x3, . . . , xs) we have the property that

∆(G − {oi, o
+
i , x3, . . . , xs}) = ∆(G). In particular, the outsider length of Oi in G − o¬i is

the same as its length in G. In Go¬i
we find the outsider class that is not an outsider class

in G (intuitively where o¬i was removed), it is the one with shorter outsider length. We can
reinsert o¬i since every vertex of degree d adjacent to o¬i is a vertex of degree d− 1 adjacent
to O+

¬i in Go¬i
and all vertices with the same degree adjacent to O+

¬i in Go¬i
are twins.
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• Finally assume ∆(G− {oi, o
+
i , x3, . . . , xs}) < ∆(G). In that case, both outsider lengths of G

decrease when removing a single vertex from O. As argued before we can reconstruct {{Gx : x ∈
O+

i and |O+
i | = 1 for some i ∈ {1, 2}}} = {{Gx : x ∈ O+

1 ∪O+
2 }}. If s > 3, then in Go+

i
we can

recognize oi and thus x3. We can then reconstruct G since we know the degrees of vertices
adjacent to oi and also of vertices adjacent to x3.

Otherwise s = 2 and there are exactly three twin equivalence classes of vertices of maximum
degree in G, namely A1, A2, and a third class A′. We can reconstruct the cards Ga with a ∈ A′

as the cards in which the number of pairs of vertices of degree ∆(G) − 1 that dominate the
graph is maximal. In particular, we can reconstruct |A′|.

If |A′| > 1 we can in Ga duplicate a non-bordering maximum degree vertex to reconstruct G.
If |A′| = 1 then we can reinsert a in Ga to reconstruct G as follows. For each Ai there are
exactly two vertices not adjacent to Ai in G − a. If they are not twins, the vertex with the
larger degree is adjacent to A′. We thereby locate two vertices adjacent to A′. On top of these,
all vertices adjacent to both A1 and A2 are adjacent to A.

10 One flank (|F1| = 0 and |F2| > 0)

In the following we consider the case in which the graph G has precisely one non-empty flank F2.
We may continue to assume that G is connected, has no universal vertex, and ∆(G) ≥ 3.

By Lemma 28 and Lemma 29 the multi-set of cards E2 is non-empty and can be reconstructed
from the deck and Gv ∈ E2 implies v ∈ F2. By Lemma 34 there is one twin equivalence class A1 of
vertices of maximum degree in G which have exactly one side and, hence, O(G) = O1.

Lemma 55. If |F1| = 0 and |F2| > 1, then G is reconstructible.

Proof. We recover H
NG[F2]

as follows: For v with Gv ∈ E2, define Yv := NG[bulk(Gv)]∩NG(F (Gv)).

Choose a card Gx in E2 such that
∑

y∈Yx
deg(y) is maximal. The graph H

NG[F2]
can be recovered

with annotation by considering the graph Gx

[
NGx [F2] ∪NGx(F2)

]
and increasing the annotation

of certain vertices by one. The annotation of which vertices has to be increased is governed by the

degree of the vertices in Gx

[
NGx [F2] ∪NGx(F2)

]
(see the first case of Lemma 32 for details).

We argue now that HF2 is reconstructible. We distinguish three cases. For this let v be in O1.

Case 1. Gv has maximum degree ∆(G) and only one flank. In this case then HF2 is
induced by the vertices from the flank and their neighbors. The annotation is the same in Gv

and G since the vertices of HF2 are not adjacent to v in G.

Case 2. Gv has maximum degree ∆(G) and two flanks. In particular, there are two anno-
tated graphs induced by the flanks and their neighbors, namely HF2 and a second graph H ′

v. We
need to determine which one is which. We consider first all cards Gv with v ∈ O1. We can assume
that the graph H ′

v is always the same for all v, otherwise we can identify HF2 as the graph that is
always present in the pair (HF2 ,H

′
v).

Consider a card Gx ∈ E2. Since |F2| > 1 we have O1 = O(G−x). Hence, we can reconstruct H ′
v

as the graph induced by the vertices in O1 \ {v} and their neighbors (where v ∈ O1 is arbitrary).
We have thereby reconstructed H ′

v and thus HF2 .
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Case 3. ∆(G− v) < ∆(G). In this case ∆(G − v) = ∆(G) − 1 (since v is and outsider). The
graph G − v has a twin equivalence class of ∆(G − v)-vertices with only one side, namely A1. If
it does not have two such classes, then we can reconstruct HF2 as graph induced by the vertices
not in spanG−v(A1). If otherwise G− v has a second such class A′, then we reconstruct a multiset
of two graphs {{HF2 ,H

′}}, where H ′ is the graph induced by the vertices not in spanG−v(A′). The
class A′ is adjacent to at least two vertices of F2.

Let X be the set of all vertices satisfying Gx ∈ E2 and x is an outsider of A′ in G− v.

Claim 56. The multiset {{Gx : x ∈ X}} is reconstructible.

p Note first that the distance between A1 and a vertex x /∈ span(A1) is the same in G and in G− v.
Next we argue that in G (and thus G − v) the vertices in X are exactly the vertices whose

distance from A1 is maximal: by Lemma 41 we may assume that X = {v : rv < min{lu : u ∈
NG−v(span(A′))}} in some tidy in interval representation of G− v. Thus for every shortest path of
maximum length the penultimate vertex is in A′ and the last vertex is in X.

We conclude that the set X consists exactly of those vertices y for which

1. M(y) := max{dG−y(A1, w) : w ∈ V (G)} is as small as possible and

2. among the cards satisfying Property 1 we have that |{u : dG−y(A1, u) = M(y)}| is as small as
possible.

We conclude that X can be recognized. y

Fix a vertex x ∈ X. In G−x there is one twin equivalence class of ∆(G−x)−vertices. That class
is A1. If there is a non-neighborhood-contained bordering class of degree ∆(G)− 2, then that class
is A′. We can thus assume that A′ is neighborhood-contained by another class of degree ∆(G) − 1
in G−x, say Ã. The class Ã dominates at most two equivalence classes of vertices of degree ∆(G)−2.
One of them is A′. Let us call the other one A′′. There is exactly one vertex w′ adjacent to Ã but
not A′. Similarly, there is exactly one vertex w′′ adjacent to Ã but not A′′. The vertex w′ has a
neighbor outside of spanG−x(Ã) while w′′ does not. We can use this to distinguish A′ from A′′.
Overall we can reconstruct A′, thereby reconstruct H ′ and thus HF2 .

Overall we have reconstructed (H
NG[F2]

,HF2) and the result follows with Lemma 24.

Lemma 57. If |F1| = 0 and |F2| = 1, then G is reconstructible.

Proof. By the assumptions of this lemma we have |FG| = |F2| = 1, say F2 = {f2}. By Lemma 28
and Lemma 29 we can reconstruct Gf2 . There is precisely one non-empty outsider class of G, say
O1 = O(G) by Lemma 34 and Lemma 37.

Case 1. G has only one twin-equivalence class A of ∆(G)-vertices. Let a be in A. If |A| > 1,
then we can reconstruct G as follows: Note first that the vertices in A \ {a} form the unique twin
equivalence class of ∆(G)−1-vertices in G−a. Hence, we can reconstruct G from Ga by duplicating
a ∆(G) − 1-vertex.

If Ga is not connected, then we can reconstruct G as follows: Let C1, C2, . . . , Ck be the compo-
nents of Ga. Note that A is the unique class of ∆(G)-vertices in G−f2 (since f2 is a flank vertex). In
particular, we can reconstruct G−{a, f2} from Gf2 . This allows us to reconstruct the isomorphism
type of the component of G − a containing f2, w.l.o.g., it is Ck. Further, we can locate f2 inside
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the component5. We can reconstruct G from the disjoint union of C1, C2, . . . , Ck−1, Ck joining a to
every vertex of C1, C2, . . . , Ck−1, C

′
k.

We may assume from now on that A = {a} and Ga is connected. By Lemma 38 we know
that |O1| > 1.

Case 1.a. |O1| = 2. We prove that there is a (∆(G)−1)-vertex in NG(f2). All vertices in spanG(A)\
(O1) have a neighbor in NG(spanG(A)) by the definition of outsiders. Furthermore NG(spanG(A)) =
NG(f2). By Lemma 31 we have that partG(spanG(A)) = (spanG(A), NG(f2), {f2}) is a clean clique
separation and, hence, has linearly ordered neighborhoods. Thus, there is a vertex x ∈ NG(f2)
adjacent to every vertex of spanG(A) \ (O). Altogether NG(x) = spanG(A) \ O ∪NG(spanG(A)) \
{x}∪{f2} = (NG[spanG(A)]∪{f2})\ (O∪{x}). Since |NG[spanG(A)]∪{f2}| = ∆(G)+2 we obtain
degG(x) = ∆(G) − 1 and degG(x) = ∆(G) − 1.

Let X be the twin equivalence class of x. If |X| > 1, then we reconstruct G by duplicating a
non-neighborhood-contained (∆(G) − 2)-vertex of Gx. So we assume |X| = 1.

If G−{a, x} is not connected, then we can reconstruct G as follows: We determine the isomor-
phism types of the connected components of G−{a, x} together with the information which vertices
are adjacent to a or x by inspecting cards as follows: In Gx we locate a as the only (∆− 1)-vertex.
We then locate f2 as the only vertex not adjacent to a. This means we can determine the isomor-
phism types of all connected components of G−{a, x} and in the component, say containing f2 we
can also locate the vertex f2.

• Assume that O1 = {o, o′} with degG(o) ≤ degG(o′). Note that if degG(o) = degG(o′), then o
and o′ are twins. In Go let M be the vertices of degree ∆(G)−1. We can, in Go locate exactly
two connected components of Go−M each containing a special vertex that is the only one not
adjacent to all vertices of degree ∆(G)−1. These two special vertices correspond to f2 and o′.
Since we know the isomorphism type of the connected component of f2 in G−{a, x} (including
being able to find the vertex) we can thus determine the isomorphism type of the connected
component of o′ in G− {a, x, o}. If degG(o) = |A1| then o is an isolated vertex in G− {a, x}
and we are done. Otherwise we add o to the connected component of o′ in G − {a, x, o} by
the usual technique of increasing the degree of suitable vertices adjacent to o′ by exactly 1.

We argue that there are no other (∆(G)−1)-vertices. There can be only two other such types. One
such type is adjacent to all vertices except f2 and one vertex o from O1. If it exists, then in Go we
can distinguish f2 and the other vertex o′ from O1. We can thus reconstruct the graph since we
have found the vertex o′ that is the neighbor of the extremal vertex o that was removed. The other
type of (∆(G) − 1)-vertex that could exist has f2 and some other vertex f+ as non-neighbors. In
this case in Gf2 we can find f+ and then reconstruct the graph.

Now we can assume that Z := G − {a, x} is connected. In Z the vertex f ∈ F is adjacent
to exactly one non-neighborhood-contained equivalence class of vertices Zf . In Z, let D be the
equivalence class of ∆(Z)-vertices closest to Zf in the, up to reflection, well defined order of non-
neighborhood-contained twin equivalence classes.

First assume that D 6= Z. Note that we can reconstruct whether D 6= Z since we can locate f
and x in Ga. Let S be the side of D that contains f (which must exists, as otherwise D = Z).
We obtain a clean clique separation partZ(S). This separation extends to a separation (S,NZ(S)∪
{a, x}, NZ [S]) of G. We obtain HS from Gx since we can locate f and since x is adjacent to

5This formally means we can reconstruct [(Ck, f2)]∼=.
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all vertices of S ∪ NZ(S). We can reconstruct H
NZ [S]

from Ga since a is adjacent to all vertices

of NZ(S) ∪ {a, x} ∪NZ [S]. Overall we found a clean clique separation.
If D = Z the argument is similar except that we use for S the side of D that contains O2 instead

of f .

Case 1.b. |O1| > 2. Let x1, . . . , xt be a maximal sequence of vertices where x1 = f2 and for
each i > 1 the vertex xi has degree 2 in G−a (possibly t = 1). If this sequence contains all vertices
of G − a, then G is a path with an added vertex of degree n − 1 and reconstructible. Otherwise
let w be a neighbor of xt of maximum degree in G− a and w′ a neighbor of xt of minimum degree
not in {w, xt−1}.

• If NG[{x1, . . . , xt, w}] = V (G), then we reconstruct G as follows: We find a card Gv, with v
a twin of w or w itself. Such cards are exactly the cards Gv with v /∈ A ∪ {F2} for which,
starting from f , we can find the longest path of degree 2 vertices and v has maximal degree
among them. We reconstruct G from Gv by adding a vertex adjacent to all vertices not on
the path of this longest path starting from f and to the last vertex.

• If NG[{x1, . . . , xt, w}] 6= V (G), then we use a card Gv′ with v′ a twin of w′ or w′ itself. Set
V ′ := {v : NG[v] ⊆ NG[{x1, . . . , xt, w} and consider the partition partG(V ′).

From Gv′ we can determine H
NG[V ′]

.

Inspecting a card Go with o ∈ O1 we can locate the vertex f ∈ F2 as vertex not adjacent to
a vertex of degree ∆(G)− 1. We can thus recover the (unannotated) graph HV ′ or determine
that o ∈ V ′. Choosing, among the vertices in O1 for which o /∈ V ′ an extremal vertex (i.e.,
one for which

∑
y∈N(V ′) deg(y) is as large as possible) we can determine HV ′ with annotation.

Overall, we obtain {{H
NG[V ′],HV ′}} and, hence, the graph is reconstructible.

Case 2. G has more than 1 equivalence class of ∆(G)-vertices. This implies that in G−f2
there are two classes of outsiders, namely O1 and a second class, which we call Ô2.
Case 2.a. |O1| > 2. In this case, there is a set O∗

1 ⊆ V (G) containing O1 such that every graph G−o
with o ∈ O1 has two flanks, one of size 1 (namely F2) and the other one being O∗

1 \o. (If the vertices
in A1 have non-equivalent neighbors of maximum degree then O∗

1 = O1 but in other cases O∗
1 may

be larger.)
From a card Go with o ∈ O1 and o extremal (this means

∑
y∈NG−o(O∗

1\{o})
deg(y) as large as

possible) we can recover H
NG[O∗

1 ]
. For f ∈ F2 we can also recover two graphs from Gf , where one

is HO∗

1
and the other is the graph that would be HO∗

2
in G − f . However the graph HO∗

2
can also

be obtained from Go by deleting f . Thus we can reconstruct (HO∗

2
,H

NG[O∗

2]
).

Case 2.b. |O1| = 2. In that case we can reconstruct H
NG[F2∪Ô2]

from Gf or, in case |Ô2| = 2

we can use Gô2 with ô2 ∈ Ô2. Furthermore, from the Go with o ∈ O1 of minimal degree, we can
possibly locate H

F2∪Ô2
as annotated graph induced by a flank vertex (namely f) and two vertices

that become outsiders after deleting that flank vertex. However, there could be another annotated
graph H ′ obtained similarly by deleting a flank vertex (namely the vertex in O1 other than o).
However this other annotated graph can be recovered from Gf (or Gô2) as well by deleting the
outsider in the class of size 2 of smaller degree. Thus we can obtain the pair (H

F2∪Ô2
,H

NG[F2∪Ô2]
).
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Case 2.c. |O1| = 1 and |Ô2| 6= 1. From Go with o ∈ O1 we can reconstruct H
F2∪Ô2

. Since |Ô2| 6= 1,
in Gf we can distinguish the two classes of outsiders and thus recover H

NG[F2∪Ô2]
.

Case 2.a. |O1| = 1 and |Ô2| = 1. Say O1 = {o1}. If there are more than two twin classes of
vertices of maximum degree, then we can consider the class O+

1 of outsiders in G − o1. We get a
triple partG(O1∪O+

1 ). From Go1 we can extract HS+
1

. From Gf we can possibly extract HO1∪O
+
1

as

graph induced by an outsider and an outsider obtained by deleting the outsider. However, may be
the case that there is a second graph H ′ that is obtained in this fashion. Nevertheless, this second
graph H ′ can also be extracted from Go1 . As before we have reconstructed a clean clique separation
of G.

Finally, suppose there are exactly two twin classes of vertices of maximum degree and |O1| = 1

and |Ô2| = 1. We let A1 be the set of maximum degree neighbors of O1 and Â2 be the maximum

degree neighbors of Ô2.
If G−(A1∪ Â2) is not connected, then we can reconstruct the graph with the usual technique of

considering components up to isomorphism: For this first note that we can distinguish vertices in A1

from those in Â2 according to whether they have two sides or one. We can thus also determine
from Ga whether a ∈ A1 or a ∈ Â2. We can recover the isomorphism type of the connected
component that contains o2 ∈ O2 and f by considering Ga2 with a2 ∈ Â2. Here, in case o2 and f
are not twins in Ga2 we can also identify f as the vertex of smaller degree.

We can recover the connected component of O1 by considering Ga1 with a1 ∈ A1: if |A1| >
1, then we can locate O1 in Ga1 . Otherwise if |A1| = 1, then in Ga1 we might not be able to
distinguish O1 from f . However we already know the isomorphism type of the component that
contains f (and can locate f in it), so the other component (or either one in case they are isomorphic)
yields the isomorphism type of the connected component of O1. Overall we now assume that G−
(A1 ∪ Â2) is connected.

Consider (similar to the end of Case A.2.) the longest path starting from f2 with vertices that

have degree 2 in G− A1 − Â2. If this covers all of G−A1 − Â2, then G is reconstructible being a
path with two suitably added twin classes. Otherwise define a vertex w as maximum degree vertex
and w′ as minimum degree vertex where we cannot continue anymore. Note that Go with o ∈ O1

is reconstructible. The case follows now from similar arguments to the case where there is only one
twin equivalence class of vertices of maximum degree and |O1| > 2.

Proof of the main theorem. Having proven all the cases, we conclude with the proof of our
main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 1. We know that interval graphs are recognizable [vR83]. For an interval graph G
we can reconstruct the sizes of the (possibly empty) flanks by Lemma 30. If the graph has two flanks
then the graph is reconstructible by Lemma 33. If the graph has no flanks, then it is reconstructible
by Lemma 51. If the graph has exactly one flank, then it is reconstructible by Lemmas 55 and 57.
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