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Abstract

Given nonnegative integers, s and k, an (s,k)-polar partition of a
graph G is a partition (A, B) of Vi such that G[A] and G[B] are complete
multipartite graphs with at most s and k parts, respectively. If s or k
is replaced by oo, it means that there is no restriction on the number
of parts of G[A] or G[B], respectively. A graph admitting a (1, 1)-polar
partition is usually called a split graph.

In this work, we present some results related to (s, k)-polar partitions
on two graph classes generalizing split graphs. Our main results include
efficient algorithms to decide whether a graph on these classes admits an
(s, k)-polar partition, as well as upper bounds for the order of minimal
(s, k)-polar obstructions on such graph families for any s and k (even if s
or k is 00).

1 Introduction

All graphs in this work are finite and simple. In general we follow [1], although
some notations can differ a little bit. We use G + H and G & H to denote the
disjoint union and the join of the graphs G and H, respectively. Congruently,
we use nG to denote the disjoint union of n copies of a graph G. Two subsets
V and W of the vertex set of a graph GG are said to be completely adjacent if
uw € Eg for every u € U and each w € W, and they are completely nonadjacent
if uw ¢ Eg for every u € U and each w € W. For a family F of graphs, we say
that the graph G is F-free if G does not have any graph in F as an induced
subgraph; if F = {F} we sat that G is F-free instead of {F'}-free. A property
of graphs is said to be hereditary if it is closed under induced subgraphs. A
minimal P-obstruction for a hereditary property P of graphs is a graph that
does not have the property P, but such that every vertex-deleted subgraph does.
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A (k,£)-coloring of a graph G is a partition of Vi in k independent sets
and ¢ cliques. A graph is said to be (k,¢)-colorable if its vertex set admits a
(k, ¢)-coloring. A (k,0)-coloring of G is called a (proper) k-coloring of G, and
G is said to be k-colorable if it admits a k-coloring. The minimum integer k
such that G admits a k-coloring is the chromatic number of G, and it is denoted
by x(G). The minimum integer ¢ for which G has a (0, £)-coloring is denoted
by 6(G), and it is called the clique covering number of G. A z-cocoloring of
G is any (k,{)-coloring of G such that k + ¢ = z. We use x°(G) to denote the
cochromatic number of G, which is the minimum integer z for which G admits
a z-cocoloring. A graph G is said to be z-bicolorable if, for any integers k and ¢
such that k+/¢ = z, G is (k, £)-colorable. The bichromatic number of G, denoted
X?(@), is the minimum integer z such that G is z-bicolorable. Notice that, for
any graph G, x°(G) < min{x(G),0(G)} < max{x(G),0(G)} < x"(G).

Given two nonnegative integers s and k, a partition (A, B) of the vertex set
of a graph G is called an (s, k)-polar partition of G if A induces a complete s-
partite graph and B induces the disjoint union of at most k& complete graphs. An
(s, k)-polar graph is a graph admitting an (s, k)-polar partition. If s, k, or both
of them, are replaced by oo, it means that there is no restriction on the number
of parts of G[A], G[B], or both, respectively. A polar partition is an (0o, c0)-
polar partition. A monopolar partition (respectively, a unipolar partition) is a
polar partition (A, B) such that A is an independent set (respectively, a clique).
Naturally, graphs admitting polar, monopolar, or unipolar partitions are called
polar, monopolar and unipolar graphs, respectively.

The problems of deciding whether an arbitrary graph is polar or monopolar
are known to be NP-complete problems [5, 8]. In contrast, unipolar graphs have
been shown to be recognizable in O(n?)-time [6, 7], and it was proven in [10]
that (s, k)-polar graphs can be recognized in O(|V|*2max{s:kh)_time.

It is known that, for any pair of nonnegative integers s and k, there is just a
finite number of minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions [9]. In spite of this, complete
list of minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions are known only for the cases min{s, k} =
0and s =k =1. A graph is (0, 1)-polar if and only if it is complete, so the only
minimal (0, 1)-polar obstruction is Ky. For an integer k, k > 2, the (0, k)-polar
graphs are called a k-clusters, and they coincide with the {Ps, (k + 1)Kj }-free
graphs. The (0, co)-polar graphs are simply called clusters, and they are the
Ps-free graphs. Analogous forbidden subgraph characterizations can be given
for the case k = 0 by considering that the complement of an (s, k)-polar graph
is a (k, s)-polar graph.

The (1,1)-polar graphs are usually called split graphs. The following mar-
velous characterizations of split graphs were provided by Foldes, Hammer, and
Simeone.

Theorem 1 ([11, 12]). Let G be a graph with vertex set {vi,va,...,vn} and
degree sequence di > do > --- > d,, where d; is the degree of vertexr v;. Set
p=max{i:d; >i—1}. The following conditions are equivalent:

1. G is a split graph;



2. G is a {2K3,Cy4, Cs}-free graph;

3. Y idi=plp—1)+ 35, di

Additionally, if G is a split graph, then ({v1,...,vp}, {vps1,...,0n}) is a split
partition of G, w(G) = x(G) = p, and a(G) = 0(G) = n — min{p, d,}.

Note that, once the degree sequence of a graph G is known, computing the
value of p, as well as verifying the condition in item 3, can be done in O(|V|)-
time, so split graphs are recognizable and a split partition can be found in linear
time from their degree sequences.

Maffray and Preissmann [13] introduced the following generalization of split
graphs. Given a fixed graph H, a graph G is said to be H-split if Vi admits a
partition (C, S, I) such that C is a clique, I is an independent set, either S = &
or G[S] = H, C' is completely adjacent to S, and I is completely nonadjacent to
S. A partition (C, S, I) as described above is called an H-split partition of G. If
G = (C,S,1) is an H-split graph with S # &, we say that G is an strict H-split
graph. Given a family of graphs H, we say that G is H-split if it is H-split
for some H € H. The next theorem implies that, for a graph H whose degree
sequence is uniquely realizable, the class of H-split graphs is recognizable and
an H-split partition can be found in O(|V])-time from their degree sequences.

Theorem 2 ([13]). Let di > --- > dj; be a realizable degree sequence and let
H be the class of all realizations of this sequence. Let G be a graph with degree
sequence dy > -+ > dy. If ¢ = max{i: d; > i— 1+ h} U{0}, then G is an
H-split graph if and only if G is split or

and dg+; = q +df for each i € {1,...,h}. Additionally, if the condition on
the degrees holds, then the sets C = {v1,...,vq}, S = {vg41,. .., Vg4+n} and I =
{Vgth+1,.-.,0n} conform an H-partition of G , the subgraph induced by S being
isomorphic to some graph H € H. Moreover, if d* is a uniquely realizable degree
sequence, then w(G) =q+ w(H), x(G) =g+ x(H), a(G)=a(H)+n—q—h
and 0(G) = 0(H) +n—q— h.

Notice that H-split graphs conform a hereditary class of graphs if and only if
either H is a split graph, in which case H-split graphs coincide with split graphs,
or H is one of the three minimal split obstructions mentioned in Theorem 1,
ie., if H € {2K5,C4,C5}. The following observation will be frequently used in
this work without any explicit mention.

Remark 3. Let H be some of 2Ks,Cy, or Cs, and let G = (C, S,I) be a strict
H-split graph. Then, the only induced copy of H in G is G[S] and the H-split
partition of G is unique.

The class of H-split graphs is self-complementary if and only if H is. From
the above observations, it is not strange that the most studied H-split graphs



are the Cs-split graphs which were named pseudo-split graphs in [13]. Naturally,
a C5-split partition of a graph is also called a pseudo-split partition and, since
pseudo-split graphs are strict if and only if they are perfect, strict pseudo-split
graphs are called imperfect. Additionally to the characterization of pseudo-
split graphs by their degree sequences provided by Theorem 2, Maffray and
Preissmann [13] gave the complete list of minimal pseudo-split obstructions,
namely {2K5, Cy}. The following proposition summarize such characterizations
to facilitate future references.

Theorem 4 ([13]). Let G be a graph of order at least five with vertex set
{v1,v2,...,0,} and degree sequence dy > dy > --- > d,,, where d; is the de-
gree of vertex v;. Set ¢ = max{i: d; > i+ 4} U{0}. The following conditions
are equivalent:

1. G is an imperfect pseudo-split graph;
2. G is a {2Ks,Cy}-free graph that has an induced Cs;
33 d = q(q+4)—|—z?:q+6 d;, and dj = q+2 whenever g+1 < j < ¢+5.

Additionally, if G is an imperfect pseudo-split graph, then

({U17 V2, 7Uq}7 {Uq-i-lv Vg+2; Vg+3; Vg+4, Uq+5}7 {Uq+67 Vg+75 - - 7vn})

is the pseudo-split partition of G, w(G) = q+2, x(G) =q¢+3, ao(G) =n—q—3
and 0(G) =n—q—2.

In this work, we study (s, k)-polar partitions on pseudo-, 2K5- and Cy-split
graphs. Polarity on pseudo-split graphs is treated in Section 2, where we provide
finite lists of minimal obstructions for the main polar properties, and give linear-
time algorithms to recognize such properties on pseudo-split graphs from their
degree sequences; at the end of the section we study (k, £)-colorings of pseudo-
split graphs. Results about polarity in 2Ks-split graphs that are analogous
to those given in Section 2 for pseudo-split graphs are developed in Section 3.
We show that, among other differences, 2K-split graphs that are (s, k)-polar
cannot be recognized from their degree sequence as pseudo-split (s, k)-polar
graphs do, but they are still efficiently recognizable. Since Cj-split graphs are
the complements of 2K5-split graphs, analogous results are deduced for these
graphs. Finally, in Section 4 we pose some open problems and conjectures.

2 DPolarity on pseudo-split graphs

As we have observed before, split graphs are precisely the (1, 1)-polar graphs, so
they trivially are polar, monopolar, unipolar, and (s, k)-polar for any positive
integers s and k. In this section we study polarity on pseudo-split graphs.
As our main results we give complete lists of pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar
obstructions for the cases min{s, k} < 2, s = 0o, and k = oo, we prove tight
upper bounds for the order of pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction,



and provide O(|V|)-time algorithms to decide whether a pseudo-split graph is
(s, k)-polar from its degree sequence.

The next observation is basic to obtain O(|V|)-time recognition algorithms
for (s, k)-polarity on pseudo-split graphs; it follows directly from Theorem 4.

Remark 5. Let G = (C, S, I) be an imperfect pseudo-split graph, and let ¢ = |C)|
and i = |I|. Ifu € Vg, then u € C if and only if d(u) > c+4, u € S if and only
if d(u) = ¢+ 2, and uw € I if and only if d(u) < c. Moreover, d(u) = ¢+ 4 if
and only if u is a vertez in C that is completely nonadjacent to I, and d(u) = ¢
if and only if u is a vertex in I that is completely adjacent to C.

If G = (C,S,1) is a pseudo-split graph and wv is an edge in G[S], then
(CUS\ {u,v}, TU{u,v}) is a polar partition of G. Hence, pseudo-split graphs
are polar. In addition, since split graphs are precisely the (1,1)-polar graphs,
for every pair of positive integers s and k, any pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar
obstruction is necessarily imperfect. Moreover, since split graphs are monopolar
and unipolar, every pseudo-split minimal monopolar (unipolar) obstruction is
also imperfect. Considering above observations, it seems natural to ask about
the polar partitions of Cs. Notice that a 5-cycle admits only two essentially
different polar partitions, which are depicted in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: The only two polar partitions of a 5-cycle. Shaded vertices induce
complete multipartite graphs, while white vertices induce clusters.

Observe that, if an imperfect pseudo-split graph G = (C, S, I) has a polar
partition (A, B), then (A, B) must inherit either a (1,2)- or a (2, 1)-polar parti-
tion to G[S]. In the first case, since G[B] is a Ps-free graph and C' is completely
adjacent to S, we have that C' N B must be an empty set, so C C A. Anal-
ogously, when G[S] inherits a (2, 1)-polar partition from (A, B), we have that
I C B, because I is completely nonadjacent to S and A induces a Ps-free graph.
These observations are going to be used without any explicit mention in most
of the proofs of this section.

2.1 Algorithms for polarity on pseudo-split graphs

In the following theorem we give a necessary and sufficient condition for a
pseudo-split graph to be (s, 00)-polar. Notice that such a condition can be veri-
fied in O(|V|)-time from the degree sequence of a graph. Additionally, since the
class of pseudo-split graphs is self-complementary, and a graph is (s, co)-polar if
and only if its complement is (0o, s)-polar, we have that by a simple argument
of complements an analogous characterization can be given for (oo, k)-polarity
on pseudo-split graphs.



Theorem 6. Let s be a nonnegative integer, and let G be an imperfect pseudo-
split graph with pseudo-split partition (C,S,I). Then, G is an (s,00)-polar graph
if and only either s > |C|, or |C| > s > 2 and there are at least |C| — s + 2
vertices of G with degree exactly |C| + 4.

Proof. Let us denote |C| by ¢. Suppose that G is an (s, c0)-polar graph, with
polar partition (4, B), such that s < ¢. Observe that, if the restriction of (A4, B)
to S is a (1, 2)-polar partition, then C N B = &, or G[B] has P3 as an induced
subgraph, but then C C A, which is impossible since G[A] would have K41
as an induced subgraph and s < ¢. Thus, G[S] is covered by a (2,1)-polar
partition, so s > 2. Notice that I C B, otherwise P3 would be an induced
subgraph of G[A], which cannot occur.

Then, since A induces a complete s-partite graph, at most s — 2 vertices
of C belong to A. It implies that there is a subset C’ of C'N B with at least
¢ — s + 2 vertices. Moreover, if there exist adjacent vertices c € C’ and ¢ € I,
then G[B] would have P; as an induced subgraph, which is impossible, so C’
is completely nonadjacent to I. Hence, by Remark 5, G has at least ¢ — s + 2
vertices of degree ¢ + 4.

For the converse implication, let A and B be a maximum independent set
and a maximum clique in G[S], respectively. If s > ¢, then (CU A, TU S\ A)
is an (s, 00)-polar partition of G. Otherwise, we have that ¢ > s and there are
at least ¢ — s + 2 vertices of G with degree exactly ¢ + 4. But then, if C’ is the
subset of C' consisting of the vertices of degree ¢+ 4, we have by Remark 5 that
((S\B)U(C\C"),IuC"US\ B) is an (s, 00)-polar partition of G. O

Now, we present a necessary and sufficient condition for a pseudo-split graph
to be (s, k)-polar. Once again, this condition can be verified in O(|V])-time from
the degree sequence of a graph, so it implies that (s, k)-polarity can be efficiently
decided on pseudo-split graphs.

Theorem 7. Let G be an imperfect pseudo-split graph with pseudo-split parti-
tion (C,S,I), and let ¢ and i be the cardinalities of C' and I, respectively. Let
Me be the number of vertices of G whose degree is exactly c+4, and My be the
number of vertices of G whose degree is exactly c. Let s and k be nonnegative
integers such that s +k > 1. Then, G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and only if
either

1. k>i+1and s>c— Mg+ 2, or
2.s>c+1andk>i— M;+2.

Proof. First, let us suppose that G admits an (s, k)-polar partition (A, B).
There are two possible cases, either G[S] inherits a (2, 1)-polar partition from
(A, B), or it inherits a (1, 2)-polar partition (see Figure 1). We will show that
in the first case, k > i+ 1 and s > ¢ — Mg — 2, while in the latter case s > ¢+ 1
and k > 17— My + 2.

Thus, suppose that G[S] inherits a (2, 1)-polar partition from (4, B). Note
that in such a case I C B, otherwise G[A] would have P as an induced subgraph,



which is impossible. Moreover, since G[B] is a Ps-free graph, we have that
every vertex v € C'N B is completely nonadjacent to I, and then, by Remark 5,
|C N B| < M. Thus, it occurs that

[CNAl=|C|—|CNB|>c— Mg,

where we conclude that s > ¢ — M¢ + 2. Furthermore, in this case G[B] is a
cluster with exactly I + 1 components, so k > ¢+ + 1. Hence, we have proved
that, if G[S] inherits a (2,1)-polar partition from (A, B), then k& > ¢ + 1 and
s > c—Mc+2. Tt can be proved in a similar way that s > c¢+1 and k > i—M7+2
whenever G[S] inherits a (1,2)-polar partition from (A, B).

Conversely, let assume that £ > ¢+ 1 and s > ¢ — M¢ + 2. By definition
of Mo and Remark 5, there exists a subset C’ of C of cardinality Mo that
is completely nonadjacent to I. Let B; be a set of two adjacent vertices of
G[S], and let A1 = S\ By. Then, we have that (4, UC\C',B;UITUC") is
a (¢ — Mg + 2,4 + 1)-polar partition of G, so G is an (s, k)-polar graph, as we
had to prove. The result follows analogously if we assume that s > ¢+ 1 and
k >1i— My + 2, only taking a (1,2)-polar partition (A, By) of G[S] instead of
a (2,1)-polar partition. O

Monopolarity and unipolarity also can be decided in O(|V|)-time from the
degree sequence of a pseudo-split graph, but that will be deduced as an imme-
diate consequence of the forbidden subgraph characterizations that we present
next.

Now, we present some results about pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar ob-
structions, which include tight upper bounds for the order of such graphs, as
well as complete lists of minimal forbidden induced subgraphs for some values
of s and k.

2.2 Pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions

Monopolar an unipolar pseudo-split graphs admit a very simple characterization
by forbidden induced subgraphs which we summarize in the following proposi-
tion.

Theorem 8. Let G be a pseudo-split graph. Then,
1. G is a minimal monopolar obstruction if and only if G = K1 & Cs, and
2. G is a minimal unipolar obstruction if and only if G = Cs.

In consequence, the problems of deciding whether a pseudo-split graph is monopo-
lar or unipolar are solvable in O(|V|)-time from its degree sequence.

Proof. 1t is a routine to show that K7 @ C5 is a minimal monopolar obstruction.
Moreover, if G has pseudo-split partition (C, S, T), and G does not have K1 & C5
as an induced subgraph, then either G is a split graph, or G is an imperfect
pseudo-split graph with C' = @. In the first case, G trivially is a monopolar



graph, while in the second case G is isomorphic to nK;+C% for some nonnegative
integer n, and therefore, it is a monopolar graph. The proof of item 2 is similar
and even simpler.

By item 1, a pseudo-split graph G = (C, S, 1) is monopolar if and only if
either S = @ or C = @. Thus, it follows from Theorems 1 and 4 that deciding
whether a pseudo-split graph is monopolar can be done in O(|V)-time from its
degree sequence. Analogously, by item 2, a pseudo-split graph is unipolar if and
only if it is split, so in this case the result follows from Theorem 1. O

As we mentioned before, minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions on general graphs
are known only for the cases min{s, k} = 0, and s = k = 1, which correspond
to clusters, complete multipartite graphs, and split graphs. In the following
proposition we give complete lists of pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruc-
tions for the case s € {1,2}, which can be extrapolated to case k € {1,2} by
simple arguments of complements. Before presenting such results, we introduce
notation for some particular graphs.

For each positive integer s, let us denote by G? the imperfect pseudo-split
graph whose (C, S, I')-partition satisfies that |C| = s, I = 1, and C' is completely
adjacent to I. We will also use G} to denote the graph obtained from GY by
deleting one edge incident with the only vertex of I. Notice that, by Theo-
rem 7, for any integers s, k > 2, the graphs G and G} are minimal (s, k)-polar
obstructions.

For positive integers s and k, with k > s, let H* = (C, S, I) be the imperfect
pseudo-split graph such that |C| = s — 1, |[I| = k — 1 and, for an injection
f:C — I, avertex v € C is adjacent to a vertex u € I if and only if u = f(v).
It follows from Theorem 7 that HY is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction provided
k>s>2.

Theorem 9. Let k be an integer, k > 2. If G is a pseudo-split graph, then
1. G is a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction if and only if G = K7 @ Cs.

2. G is a minimal (2, k)-polar obstruction if and only if G is isomorphic to
some of GY, G3, Gg or HY.

Proof. Tt is a routine to verify that K;@®Cj5 is a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction.
In addition, G is K; & Cs-free if and only if S = @ or C' = &, but in both cases
G is a (1, 2)-polar graph, hence a (1, k)-polar graph.

Previously, we observed that the graphs GY,G3 and H} are all of them
(2, k)-polar obstructions. We also observed that GY is a minimal (k,2)-polar
obstruction, so G9 is a minimal (2, k)-polar obstruction.

Now, assume for having a contradiction that G is a minimal (s, k)-polar
obstruction different to G3,G3,GY and Hf. Let (C,S,I) be the pseudo-split
partition of GG, and let us denote by ¢ and ¢ the cardinalities of C' and I, respec-
tively. Notice that G is imperfect, otherwise it would be a (1, 1)-polar graph,
and hence a (2, k)-polar graph. Also observe that, if either ¢ = 0, or both ¢ < 1
and ¢ < k—1, then G would admit a (2, k)-polar partition, which is impossible.



From the previous observation we have that either ¢ > 2 and ¢ > 1, or ¢ < 1
and 7 > k.

Suppose that ¢ > 2 and i > 1. Since G is a {GY, G3}-free graph, we have
that C' is completely nonadjacent to I. Notice that i > k, otherwise G' would
be a (2,k)-polar graph. But then, G has GY as an induced subgraph, which
is impossible. Thus, it must be the case that ¢ < 1 and ¢ > k. Since G is
not a (2, k)-polar graph, ¢ > 1, so ¢ = 1. Let v be the only vertex in C. If
IN(v) N I| < k —2, then G is a (2,k)-polar graph, which is not possible, so
that |[N(v) N I| > k — 1, but then G contains an induced subgraph isomorphic
to either Gg or HF, contradicting that G is not isomorphic to these graphs.
The contradiction arose from supposing the existence of a pseudo-split minimal
(2, k)-polar obstruction different to G5, G3, G and H¥, so it does not exist. O

It is a simple observation that, for any nonnegative integer s, a graph G is
a minimal (s, oo)-polar obstruction if and only if there is a nonnegative integer
ko such that, for any integer k > ko, G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction.
Since monopolar graphs are by definition the (1,00)-polar graphs, then item
1 of Theorem 8 can be deduced as a consequence of the previous observation
and item 1 of Theorem 9. Similarly, the next corollary follows directly from the
previous observation and item 2 of Theorem 9.

Corollary 10. There are only two pseudo-split minimal (2,00)-polar obstruc-
tions, namely G and G3.

It seems that there is not an easy way to describe the complete lists of pseudo-
split minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions when s and k are arbitrary nonnegative
integers, but, as we observed before, we known there is just a finite number
of them, so it becomes natural to ask about the best possible upper bounds
for their order. In the following propositions, we use Theorem 7 to give tight
upper bounds for the order of pseudo-split minimal (s, k)- and (s, o0)-polar
obstructions. We start with the following technical observation.

Lemma 11. Let G = (C,S,I) be an imperfect pseudo-split graph, and let ¢
and © be the cardinalities of C' and I, respectively. Let s and k be nonnegative
integers such that s+ k > 1. The following assertions hold true.

1. If ¢ > s, then G is not a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction.
2. If i > k, then G is not a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction.

Proof. We only prove item 1 because the proof of item 2 is analogous. Notice
that, if ¢ > s and i > k, it follows from Theorem 7 that, for every vertex v € C,
G — v is not an (s, k)-polar graph, which clearly implies that G is not a minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction. Thus, we can assume that i < k.

Assume for obtaining a contradiction that G is a minimal (s, k)-polar ob-
struction. Observe that for every vertex v of C, G — v has pseudo-split partition
(C\{v},S,I), and |C\ {v}| = ¢—1 > s. Since G is a minimal (s, k)-polar
obstruction, we have that, for every vertex v of G, G — v admits an (s, k)-polar



partition. That is true in particular if v € C'. Then, we have from Remark 5,
Theorem 7, and our previous observations that, for any vertex v of C, there are
at least ¢ — s + 1 vertices of C'\ {v} that are completely nonadjacent to I; let
C! be the set of these vertices.

Notice that no vertex v of C is completely nonadjacent to I, otherwise
C! U{v} would be a subset of C' of cardinality at least c—s+2 that is completely
nonadjacent to I, but then, by Remark 5 and Theorem 7, G would be an (s, k)-
polar graph, and we are assuming it is not. Thus, we conclude that each vertex
of C is adjacent to at least one vertex of I.

Here is the desired contradiction. Let H be a graph obtained from G by
removing any ¢ — s vertices of C. Thus, H is a proper induced subgraph of G
with a pseudo-split partition (C*,S,I) such that any vertex of C* is adjacent
to at least one vertex of I. But then, we have from Theorem 7 that H is not an
(s, k)-polar graph, contradicting the minimality of G. O

By itself, Lemma 11 implies that, for any nonnegative integers s and k,
a pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction has order at most s + k + 5.
Nevertheless, as we can corroborate in Theorem 9 and the observations that
precede it, if min{s,k} < 2, each minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction has order
strictly lower than s + k + 5. In Lemma 12 and Theorem 13 we will prove that
this is true for general values of s and k, and not only when min{s, k} < 2.

Lemma 12. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 2, and let G = (C, S, I) be a pseudo-
split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction. Then, G is imperfect, |C| < s, |I| < k
and |C|+ |I| < s+ k—1.

Consequently, any pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction has order at
most s + k + 4, and this bound is tight when min{s, k} = 2.

Proof. As we noticed at the beginning of this chapter, split graphs are (1,1)-
polar, hence (s, k)-polar, so G is an imperfect pseudo-split graph. Let ¢ = |C]|
and i = |I|. Observe that Lemma 11 implies that s > ¢ and k > 4, so |Vg| =
|C| + |I| 4+ |S| < s+ k + 5 and this bound is attained if and only if ¢ = s and
i=k.

Assume for a contradiction that ¢ = s and i = k, so G has order s + k + 5.
Let v € C, and let us use C’ to denote C'\ {v} . Let (4, B) be an (s, k)-polar
partition of G—v. Observe that G[S] inherit a (1, 2)-polar partition from (A, B),
otherwise G[S] would inherit a (2, 1)-polar partition, but then I C B implying
that B has an independent subset of size k + 1, which is impossible. Moreover,
since G[B] is {(k+ 1) K1, P3}-free, we have that C' C A and there is at least one
vertex u of I in the part A. Notice that u is completely adjacent to C’, because
G[A] does not have induced copies of P;.

Here we have the desired contradiction, because G[C'USU{u}] is isomorphic
to either GY or G}, depending on whether u is adjacent or not to v, but then G
has an (s, k)-polar obstruction as a proper induced subgraph, contradicting the
minimality of G. The contradiction arose from assuming that |Vg| > s+ k + 4,
so it is not the case. Notice that GY and G} attain the bound when s = 2, so
the bound is tight. O

10



Theorem 13. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 3. Then, any pseudo-split minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction has order at most s + k + 3, and the bound is tight.

Proof. Let G be an (s, k)-polar obstruction with pseudo-split partition (C, S, I),
and let ¢ and ¢ be the cardinalities of C' and I, respectively. By Lemma 12, G
is an imperfect pseudo-split graph with ¢ < s, i < k and, either ¢ < s —1 or
i < k—1. Notice that, if c < s—1ori < k—1, then |Vg| < s+ k— 3, so we are
done. Thus we can assume that, either c = s —1or ¢ = k — 1. Let us assume
that ¢ = k — 1, the case ¢ = s — 1 is analogous.

To obtain a contradiction, let us suppose that G has at least s+k-+4 vertices,
which implies by the previous observations that ¢ = s. Let v be a vertex in C,
and let (A, B) be an (s, k)-polar partition of G —v. We have two cases: either
G|S] inherits a (1,2)- or a (2, 1)-polar partition from (A, B).

In the first case, since G[B] is {(k+ 1)K, Ps}-free, we have that C'\ {v} C A
and there exists a vertex u € I N A. Moreover, G[A] is a Ps-free graph, so u
is completely adjacent to C'\ {v}. But then, G[C U S U {u}] is isomorphic to
either GY or G, so G properly contains an (s, k)-polar obstruction, which is
impossible.

Hence, it must be the case that G[S] inherits a (2, 1)-polar partition (A4’, B)
from (A, B), in which case I C B and there exists a vertex u € BN (C\ {v}), so
that u is completely non adjacent to I. Additionally, repeating the argument,
but using u instead of v, we have that there exists a vertex w € BN (C'\ {u}),
so that w is completely non adjacent to I. But then,

(AU C\ {u,w}, B UTU{u,w})

is an (s, k)-polar partition of G, a contradiction. The contradiction arose from
supposing that |Vg| > s+ k + 4, so it must be the case that G has at most
s+ k + 3 vertices.

To bound is tight since H¥ is a pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction
whenever k£ > s > 3, and H_,j is a pseudo-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction
provided s > k > 3. O

In contrast with minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions when s and k are integers,
it is unknown whether the number of minimal (s, 0o)-polar obstructions is finite.
In the following propositions we prove that, restricted to the class of pseudo-split
graphs, minimal (s, co)-polar obstructions are, all of them, minimal (s,s + 1)-
minimal obstructions, implying that there is only a finite number of them. We
start with some technical propositions.

Lemma 14. Let s and k be positive integers, and let G = (C,S,I) be an
imperfect pseudo-split graph such that |C| = s and 0 < |I| < k — 1. For each
vertexv € I, let C,, = {w € C: w ¢ N(v)} and let C), be the set of all vertices in
C' that are completely nonadjacent to I\ {v}. Then, G is a minimal (s, k)-polar
obstruction if and only if for each v € I, both |C}| > 2 and |C, NC.| < 1.

Proof. Suppose that G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction. From the mini-
mality of G we have that, for each vertex v € I, G — v is an (s, k)-polar graph.
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Then, by Theorem 7, |C!| > 2. Moreover, from the same proposition we have
that, if |C, N C}| > 2 for some v € I, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph, which is
impossible. Then it must be the case that, for each vertex v € I, |C, NC}| < 1.

For the converse, assume that |C}| > 2 and |C,NC}| < 1, for each v € I. For
any vertex v € C'; G — v is a pseudo-split graph whose complete part has s — 1
vertices and whose independent part has at most k—2 vertices, so it follows from
Theorem 7 that G —v admits an (s, k)-polar partition. For any vertex v € I, the
set C}, has at least two vertices, so it also follows from Theorem 7 that G — v is
an (s, k)-polar graph. For any vertex v € S, G —v is a split graph, so G—v is an
(s, k)-polar graph. In summary, for every vertex v of G, G — v is an (s, k)-polar
graph. Furthermore, Theorem 7 implies that G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and
only if there are at least two vertices of C' that are completely nonadjacent to
I. Nevertheless, if C’ is any subset of C' that is completely nonadjacent to I,
then C’ C C, N C) for any vertex v € I, and therefore |C’'| < 1. Hence, G
is not an (s, k)-polar graph, and we conclude that G is a minimal (s, k)-polar
obstruction. O

For each integer s > 2, let Fs = (C,S,I) be the imperfect pseudo-split
graph such that |C| = s, |I| = s — 1 and, for an injection f: I — C, a vertex
v € I is adjacent to a vertex u € C' if and only if u = f(v). Notice that, from
Theorem 7, we have that for any nonnegative integer k, F is not an (s, k)-polar
graph. Moreover, Fy is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction if and only if k > s.

Lemma 15. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 3, and let G = (C, S, 1) be a pseudo-
split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction such that |C| = s. Then, |I| < s—1. In
addition, if |I| = s —1, then s < k and G = F.

Proof. Let ¢ = |C| and ¢ = |I|. For each v € I, G — v has an (s, k)-polar
partition (A, B). Moreover, since ¢ = s, G[S] inherits a (2, 1)-polar partition
from (A, B), so we have that I C B. Additionally, at least two vertices of C'
belong to B, and any vertex in C' N B is completely nonadjacent to I\ {v}.

Observe that, if two vertices in C'N B are nonadjacent to v, then G would
have an (s, k)-polar partition, but this is not the case. Hence, for each vertex
v € I, there is a vertex u € C whose only neighbor in I is v. Therefore, if
i > s, G properly contains the (s, k)-polar obstruction Fy, contradicting the
minimality of G. Thus, we conclude that ¢ < s — 1.

Finally, if ¢ = s — 1, G contains the (s, k)-polar obstruction Fs. But G
is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction, so G = F;, and then Fy is a minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction, which implies that & > s. O

Lemma 16. Let s and k be integers, k > s > 3, and let G be a graph with
pseudo-split partition (C,S,I).

1. If G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction such that |C| = s, then G is a
minimal (s, k")-polar obstruction for each integer k' > k.

Particularly, if G is a minimal (s, s 4+ 1)-polar obstruction with |C| = s,
then it is a minimal (s,00)-polar obstruction.
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2. If G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction such that |C| = s, then G is a
minimal (s, s+ 1)-polar obstruction.

Consequently, if G is a minimal (s, 00)-polar obstruction, then it a mini-
mal (s, s+ 1)-polar obstruction with |C| = s.

In consequence, G is a minimal (s, 00)-polar obstruction if and only if G is
an (s,s + 1)-polar obstruction with |C| = s.

Proof. Let k' be an integer, k¥’ > k, and suppose that G is a minimal (s, k)-
polar obstruction such that |C| = s. Thus, we have from Lemma 15 that, either
|[I| < s—1,0r k > s and G = F;. In the latter case the result follows because Fj
is a minimal (s, k’)-polar obstruction. Otherwise, we have that |I| < s—1 < k—1
and, by Lemma 14 and the observation that precede it, G is a minimal (s, k’)-
polar obstruction. The assertion follow easily from here.

To prove item 2, assume again that G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction
such that |C| = s. Thus, since s + 1 < k, it is clear that G is not an (s,s + 1)-
polar graph. Let v be a vertex of G. Clearly, if v € S, then G — v is a split
graph, hence a (s,s + 1)-polar graph. Additionally, we have from Lemma 15
that |I| < s — 1, so it follows from Theorem 7 that G — v is (s,s + 1)-polar
whenever v € C. Notice that, from Theorem 13, we have that |I| < k — 1.
Thus, it follows from Lemma 14 and Theorem 7 that, if v € I, then G — v also is
an (s,s + 1)-polar graph. Therefore, G is not an (s, s + 1)-polar graph but any
vertex deleted subgraph of G is, so we have that G is a minimal (s, s + 1)-polar
obstruction. The assertion follow easily from here

The last statement is an immediate consequence of items 1 and 2. O

Corollary 17. Let s be an integer, s > 3. Any pseudo-split minimal (s,00)-
polar obstruction has order at most 2s + 4, and the bound s tight. In conse-
quence, there are finitely many minimal (s, 00)-polar obstructions.

Proof. Let G be a pseudo-split minimal (s, co)-polar obstruction. We have from
Lemma 16 that G is a minimal (s, s + 1)-polar obstruction so, by Theorem 13,
the order of GG is at most 2s+4. The bound is tight because Fj is a pseudo-split
minimal (s, 00)-polar obstruction with 2s + 4 vertices. (]

2.3 Colorings of pseudo-split graphs

Brandstadt [2, 3, 4] introduced the (k, £)-colorings in the 1990s, when he proved
that the problem of deciding whether a graph admits a (k, £)-coloring is poly-
nomial time solvable if k, ¢ < 2, and NP-complete otherwise.

In this brief section we study some coloring parameters of pseudo-split
graphs, including (k, £)-colorings, co-chromatic number, and bi-chromatic num-
ber.

Lemma 18. Let G be a pseudo-split graph, and let k be an integer, k > 2.
Then, G is k-colorable if and only if G is a (Kgt1,Cs ® Ki_2)-free graph.
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Proof. Tt is easy to verify that both, Ky11 and C5 ® Kj_2, are not k-colorable
graphs. Thus, since being k-colorable is a hereditary property, it follows that
any k-colorable graph is (Ky41,C5 @ Kj_o)-free.

Conversely, suppose that G is a (K1, C5 ® Ky_o)-free pseudo-split graph,
and let (C, S, I) be a pseudo-split partition of G. Since split graphs are perfect,
if S = @, then G is a Kji-free perfect graph, hence a k-colorable graph.
Otherwise, G is an imperfect pseudo-split graph such that |C| < k — 3, or G
would have C5 @ Ko as an induced subgraph; in this case a proper k-coloring

of G could be obtained assign colors 1,...,k — 3 to the vertices of C, coloring
S in a proper way with colors k — 2,k — 1 and k, and assigning color k to every
vertex of I. O

Theorem 19. Let G be an imperfect pseudo-split graph with pseudo-split parti-
tion (C,S,I), and let k and ¢ be nonnegative integers. The following statements
hold true.

1. G is a (k,0)-graph if and only if |C| < k — 3;

2. G is a (0,0)-graph if and only if |I| < £ —3;

3. G is not a (1,1)-graph;

4. If k and € are positive integers, and k+ ¢ > 3, then G is a (k,£)-graph.
Particularly, x(G) = |C|+ 3 and 6(G) = |I| + 3.

Proof. Tt follows from Lemma 18 that, for any integer k£ > 2, an imperfect
pseudo-split graph is k-colorable if and only if it is a C5 @& Kji_o-free graph.
Thus, G is a (k,0)-graph if and only if |C| < k — 2.

The second item follows from the first one since a graph G is (0, £)-colorable
if and only if G is (¢,0)-colorable, and the complement of an imperfect pseudo-
split graph is also an imperfect pseudo-split graph. Item 3 is due to G has an
induced C5, and C5 is not a (1, 1)-graph.

Notice that for the last item it is enough to prove that G is a (1, 2)-graph, but
this is trivially true since, for any (1, 2)-coloring (A, B) of G[S], (AUI,BUC)
is a (1,2)-coloring of G. The last statement is a direct consequence of the first
two items, although it is also a direct consequence of Theorem 4. o

Corollary 20. If G is an imperfect pseudo-split graph, then x°(G) = 3.

Proof. As we proved in Theorem 19, G is a (1,2)-colorable graph, hence a 3-
cocolorable graph. Thus x(G) > 3. In addition, C5 is an induced subgraph of
G, but it is not a 2-cocolorable graph, so x¢(G) > 2, and the result follows. O

Lemma 21. Let z be a positive integer, and let F°(z) be the set of minimal
z-bicolorable obstructions. Then,

where F(k,£) stands for the set of minimal (k,£)-obstructions.
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Proof. Notice that a graph H is a minimal z-bicolorable obstruction if and only
if there exists an integer i with 0 < i < z, such that H contains a graph
F; € F(i,z — i) as an induced subgraph and, for any vertex v of H and every
integer j € {0,...,z}, H — v does not contain any graph of F(j,z — j) as an

induced subgraph. Particularly, for some integer i € {0,...,z}, H is not an
(i,z — i)-graph, but every vertex-deleted subgraph of H is, so H is a minimal
(i, z — i)-obstruction. O

Theorem 22. Let z be a positive integer, and let k and £ be monnegative in-
tegers. Let fgs(z) be the set of pseudo-split minimal z-bicolorable obstructions,
and let Fps(k,£) be the set of pseudo-split minimal (k, £)-obstructions. Then,

Fh(1) = {Ky, Ky}, Fp(2) = {Ks5,C5, K3},

ps

and for any integer z with z > 3,

fﬁs(Z) ={K,11,Cs8 K, 9, K,11,C5 + K. o}

Proof. 1t follows from Theorem 19 that F,s(1,0) = {Ka}, Fps(1,1) = {Cs},
and Fps(k,0) = {Kj41,C5 & Ki_o} for any integer k > 2. In addition, it also
follows from Theorem 19 that, for any positive integers k and ¢ with k + ¢ > 3,
Fps(k, b)) = 2.

Then, since H € Fps(k,f) if and only if H € F,s(¢,k), we have from
Lemma 21 and the observations in the above paragraph that, for any positive
integer z,

Fho(2) = | Fos(i, 2 =),
1=0

where the result follows. O

Corollary 23. Let G be an imperfect pseudo-split graph with pseudo-split par-
tition (C,S,I). Then x*(G) = max{|C| + 3, |I| + 3} = max{x(G),0(G)}. Par-
ticularly, G is not a 2-bicolorable graph.

Corollary 24. Chromatic and bichromatic numbers can be determined on im-
perfect pseudo-split graphs in O(|V|)-time from their degree sequences. Addition-
ally, the cochromatic number of imperfect pseudo-split graphs can be determined
i constant time.

Proof. From Theorem 4, we have that x(G) and 0(G) can be computed in
O(]V])-time from the degree sequence of an imperfect pseudo-split graph. Then,
we have from Corollary 23 that also the cochromatic number of imperfect
pseudo-split graphs can be computed in O(|V])-time. The last part of the
statement follows from Corollary 20. O
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3 2K,- and C;,-split graphs

Theorem 2 provide us of a characterization of 2Ks-split graphs based on their
degree sequences. Next, we characterize 2Ko-split graphs by their forbidden
induced subgraphs.

Theorem 25. A graph G is a 2Ko-split graph if and only if G has not induced
subgraphs isomorphic to the graphs depicted in Figure 2.

O, (0] O O,
T—T o\/ \/o O o\/ \/o
0—o0 0—O (l) © \o © © ©
Cy Cs Ko+ Ps K+ K3 Ps
O, O O
© 0 0—o0
co-banner 3K,

Figure 2: Minimal 2K5-split obstructions.

Proof. Tt is a routine job to check that any graph in Figure 2 is a minimal 2 K-
split obstruction. To prove the necessary condition, let G be a graph without
induced subgraphs isomorphic to the graphs in Figure 2. If G is 2Ks-free, then
G is a split graph, and hence a 2Ks-split graph, so let us assume that G has
an induced copy of 2K with vertex set S. Notice that any vertex in Vg \ S
is either completely adjacent to S or completely nonadjacent to it, or G would
have some of the forbidden induced subgraphs.

Since G is a 3Ks-free graph, any two vertices u, v € V\S that are completely
nonadjacent to S must be nonadjacent to each other. In addition, if there exist
two nonadjacent vertices u,v € Viz \ S that are completely adjacent to S, then
G has an induced Cy, which is impossible.

Hence, if we set C' the set of all vertices in Viz\ S that are completely adjacent
to S, and I the set of vertices in Vg \ S that are completely nonadjacent to S,
then (C, S, I) is a 2K5-split partition of G. O

In this section we study polarity on 2Ks-split graphs. Observe that a graph
is 2 K-split if and only if its complement is Cy4-split. Thus, since the complement
of an (s, k)-polar graph is a (k, s)-polar graph, we have that by simple arguments
of complements any result about (s, k)-polarity on 2K5-split graphs is equivalent
to a dual result on Cy-split graphs. As the reader will notice, although some
results are similar to those proved in Section 2 for pseudo-split graphs, there
are also remarkable differences.
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3.1 Polarity on 2K,-split graphs

As in the case of pseudo-split graphs, any 2K5-split graph is polar. Moreover, if
G = (C,S8,1) is a 2K5-split graph, then (C,S U I) is a unipolar partition of G,
so G is unipolar, and hence polar. Similarly, any Cy-split graph G = (C, S, I)
has a unipolar partition, namely (CU{u,v}, TU(S\ {u,v})), where u and v are
two adjacent vertices of S. Thus, any Cy-split graph is unipolar.

With the next simple propositions we completely characterize the 2K»- and
C4-split graphs that admit a (1, k)-polar partition for any value of k. Observe
that, from such results, it follows that (1, k)-polarity (including monopolarity)
can be checked in O(|V|)-time from the degree sequence of any 2Ks- or Cy-split
graph. We start with an observation that is to 2Ks-split graphs as Remark 5 is
to pseudo-split graphs.

Remark 26. Let G = (C,S,I) be a strict 2Ko-split graph, and let ¢ = |C| and
i=|I|. If u € Vg, then u € C if and only if d(u) > c+ 3, u € S if and only if
d(u) =c+1, and u € I if and only if d(u) < c¢. Moreover, d(u) = ¢+ 3 if and
only if w is a vertex in C that is completely nonadjacent to I, and d(u) = ¢ if
and only if u is a vertex in I that is completely adjacent to C.

Theorem 27. Let k be an integer, k > 2, and let G = (C, S,I) be a 2K5-split
graph. The following sentences are equivalent.

1. G is a (1,k)-polar graph.
2. Gis a {Ky®2Ks, K1 ® (2K5 + Kj_1)}-free graph.

8. If G is a strict 2K5-split graph, then G has at most one verter whose
degree is at least |C| + 3 and, if Ag > |C|+ 3, then G has at most k — 1
vertices of degree |C].

In consequence, the only 2Ks-split minimal monopolar obstruction is Ko ® 2K,
and G is monopolar if and only if it has at most one vertex whose degree is at
least |C| + 3.

Proof. Te equivalence between the second and the third item follows easily from
Remark 26, so we only prove the equivalence between 1 and 2. It is a routine to
prove that both, Ko ® 2K5 and Ky @ (2K + (k — 1)K7) are 2K5-split minimal
(1, k)-polar obstructions. Hence, every (1, k)-polar graph is a {Ks @ 2K, K1 ®
(2K3 + Kj_1)}-free graph.

For the converse, let us assume that G = (C,S,1) is a 2K5-split minimal
(1, k)-polar obstruction; notice that S # @, or G would be a (1, 1)-polar graph,
and hence a (1, k)-polar graph. Also, notice that G does not have isolated
vertices, because if v was a vertex of degree zero in G, and (4, B) is a (1,k)-
polar partition of G — v, then (AU {v}, B) would be a (1, k)-polar partition of
G, contradicting the election of GG. Particularly, each vertex in I has a neighbor
in C.

Now, if |C| > 2, then K2®2K5 is an induced subgraph of G, so G = Ky®2Ks.
In addition, if C = @, then G clearly is a (1,2)-polar graph, and hence a
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(1, k)-polar graph, which is impossible. Thus, if G % Ky & 2K,, |C| = 1.
Additionally, if |I| < k — 1, then (C,S UI) would be a (1, k)-polar partition of
G, but that is absurd, so it must be the case that [I| > k— 1, and it follows from
the previous observations that G has K; & (2K, + (k — 1)K1) as an induced
subgraph, so G & K7 ®(2K2+ (k—1)K;) by the minimality of G. Thus, the only
minimal (1, k)-polar obstructions that are 2K5-split are precisely Ks @ 2K, and
K, (2K + Ki_1), implying that every 2Ks-split graph that does not contain
an induced copy of such graphs is (1, k)-polar. O

Theorem 28. Let k be an integer, k > 2, and let G = (C,S,I) be a Cy-split
graph. The following sentences are equivalent.

1. G is a (1,k)-polar graph.
2. G is a K1 & Cy-free graph.
8. If G is a strict Cy-split graph, then Ag < 2.

In consequence, the only Cy-split minimal monopolar obstruction is K1 ® Cly,
and G is monopolar if and only if Ag < 2.

Proof. We only prove the equivalence between 1 and 2. It is a routine to show
that C4® K7 is a (1, 0o)-polar obstruction such that any vertex-deleted subgraph
is (1,2)-polar, so we have that Cy & K7 is a minimal (1, k)-polar obstruction for
any integer k > 2.

Now, let G = (C, S, I) be a Cy-split graph. If C = &, for any two nonadja-
cent vertices u,v € S, (I U (S \ {u,v}),{u,v}) is a (1,2)-polar partition of G,
so G is (1, k)-polar. Otherwise, we have that |C| > 1, so Cy @ K7 is an induced
subgraph of G and G is not a (1, k)-polar graph. O

3.1.1 2Ks-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions

In this section, we provide upper bounds for the order of minimal 2K5-split
minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions. We start with a complete characterization of
2Ko-split graphs that admit an (s, k)-polar partition.

Theorem 29. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 2, and let G = (C, S, 1) be a strict
2Ks-split graph. Let ¢ and i be the cardinalities of C' and I, respectively. The
following statements hold true.

1. If s>cand k > i+ 2, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph.
Ifs>c+2and k> i+1, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph.

If s<c—1 and k < i, then G is not an (s, k)-polar graph.

e M

Ifs<c—1and k > i+ 1, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and only if
there is a subset C' of C' with at least ¢ — s + 2 vertices that is completely
nonadjacent to I.

18



5. If s>c+1 and k < i, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and only if there
exists a subset I' of I with at least i — k + 2 vertices that satisfies some of
the following conditions:

(a) I' is completely adjacent to C.

(b) There exists a vertex v € C such that I' is completely adjacent to
C\ {v} and v is completely nonadjacent to I'.

6. If s=cand k < i, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and only if there exists
a subset I' of I with at least i — k + 2 vertices and a vertex v € C such
that I' is completely adjacent to C \ {v} and v is completely nonadjacent
to I'.

7. If s=cand k =i+ 1, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and only if some
of the following sentences is satisfied:

(a) there exists a subset C' of C' with at least ¢ — s + 2 vertices that is
completely nonadjacent to I.

(b) there exists a nonempty subset I' of I and a vertex v € C' such that
I’ is completely adjacent to C'\ {v} and v is completely nonadjacent
to I'.

8 Ifs=c+1and k =i+ 1, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and only if
some of the following sentences is satisfied:

(a) there exists a nonempty subset C' of C' that is completely nonadjacent
to I.

(b) there exists a nonempty subset I' of I such that satisfies some of the
following conditions:
i. I' is completely adjacent to C.

ii. There is a vertex v € C that is completely nonadjacent to I' and
such that I' is completely adjacent to C \ {v}.

Proof. Let S = {u,v,z,y} and assume that uv, xy € F¢.
1. Tt is enough to notice that (C, SUI) is a (¢, i + 2)-polar partition of G.

2. Tt is enough to notice that (C U {u,v}, I U{x,y}) is a (¢ + 2,7 + 1)-polar
partition of G.

3. Assume for a contradiction that G admits an (s, k)-polar partition (A, B).
Notice that C' € A, so C N B # &, in which case the vertices of one
component of G[S] are in A. Suppose without loss of generality that
u,v € A. Then I U{x,y} C B, but in such a case G[B] has at least i + 1
components, a contradiction.
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. For the necessary condition it is enough to notice that ({u,v} U C \
C' {x,y} UC"UI) is an (s,i + 1)-polar partition of G. For the suffi-
cient condition, let us assume that (A, B) is a polar partition of G. Since
s<c—1,CNB # @. Thus, we can assume without loss of generality
that {u,v} € A and {z,y} € B, and we have that I C B. Let C' = CNB.
Hence, C" is completely nonadjacent to I and |C’| > ¢—s+2, so the result
follows.

. For the necessary condition, notice that (CUI',SUI\TI') is an (¢+ 1, k)-
polar partition of G. For the sufficient condition let (A4, B) be an (s, k)-
polar partition of G. Since 2K5 is not a complete multipartite graph,
we have that BN S # &, which implies that I N A # &, and then both,
Bn{u,v} # @ and BN{z,y} # &. In consequence C C A. Set I' = INA,
and notice that, since k < ¢, then |I'| > i — k + 2. Moreover, since G[A4]
is a complete s-partite graph and I’ U C C A we have that every vertex
of I is either completely adjacent to C or it is adjacent to any vertex of
C except for a vertex v. In addition, if a vertex w € C' is adjacent to a
vertex z € I’, then w is completely adjacent to I’. The statement easily
follows form the above observations.

. For the necessary condition, notice that (CUI’',SUT\I') is a (¢, k)-polar
partition of G. For the sufficient condition let (A, B) be an (s, k)-polar
partition of G. Since 2K is not a complete multipartite graph, BNS # &,
which implies that ITNA # &. But then, BN{u,v} # @ and BN{z,y} # &,
implying that C C A. Set I' = INA. Since k < i, |[I'| > i—k+2.
Moreover, since G[A] is a complete c-partite graph and I’ UC C A we
have that every vertex of I’ is adjacent to any vertex of C' except for a
vertex v. In addition, if a vertex w € C is adjacent to a vertex z € I’,
then w is completely adjacent to I’. The conclusion follows easily from
here.

. For the necessary condition we only have to notice that, in case of (a)
occurs, ({u,v} UC\ C' {z,y} UC" UI) is an (s, k)-polar partition of G
while, if (b) occurs, then (CUI',SUI\ I') is an (s, k)-polar partition
of G. For the sufficient condition let (A, B) be an (s, k)-polar partition
of G. If ANS # @, then BN C # &, which implies, without loss of
generality, that {u,v} C A and {z,y} C B, and therefore I C B. Then, if
C' = CNB, we have that |C’| > c—s+2 and C’ is completely nonadjacent
to I. Otherwise, if ANS =@, S C B, and therefore C C A. Notice that,
sincek=14i+1, ANI # @. Let I' = ANI. Since CUI'’ C A and A
induces a complete c-partite graph, there exist a vertex v € C such that
I’ is completely adjacent to C'\ {v} but v is completely nonadjacent to I’.

. For the necessary condition, notice that in case that (a) occurs, ({u,v} U
C\C' {x,y}UC'UI) is an (s, k)-polar partition of G while, if (b) occurs,
then (CUI’,SUI\I) is an (s, k)-polar partition of G. For the sufficient
condition, let us consider an (s, k)-polar partition (A, B) of G. If G[BN S
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is connected, then the vertex set of one of the connected components of
G|[S] is completely contained in A, let us say, without loss of generality,
that {u,v} C A. Observe that, in this case, C € A, so C' = CN B is
not empty. In addition, TN A = &, so I C B. Thus, since G[B] is a
Ps-free graph, C’ is completely nonadjacent to I, and we have the case
(a) of the statement. Otherwise, G[B] is disconnected, which implies that
CNB=gandIZ B. Then, we have that C C A and theset ' =1NA
is not empty. Hence, C' U I’ C A and, since G[A] is Ps-free, we have that
either I’ is completely adjacent to C, or there is a vertex v € C such that
I’ is completely adjacent to C'\ {v} and v is completely nonadjacent to
I, so item (b) of the statement follows.

O

The following propositions are consequences of Theorem 29. They are in-
tended to prove an upper bound for the order of 2K5-split minimal (s, k)-polar
obstructions for arbitrary integers s and k.

Observe that, for a 2Ks-split graph G = (C, S, 1), if some of C,S or I is
an empty set, then G is a 2-polar graph. Hence, for any integers s and k with
s,k > 2, any 2Ko-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction G = (C, S, I) is such
that C,S and I are all of them nonempty sets. We will use this observation in
the following proofs without any explicit mention.

The following proposition is a direct consequence of item 3 of Theorem 29.

Lemma 30. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 2, and let G = (C, S, I) be a strict
2Ky-split graph. The following assertions hold for ¢ = |C| and i = |I|.

1. Ifc> s+ 2 and i > k, for each vertex v € C, G — v is not an (s, k)-polar
graph, so G is not a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction.

2. Ifc > s+1 andi > k+1, for each vertez v € I, G—wv is not an (s, k)-polar
graph, so G is not a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction.

Lemma 31. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 2, and let G = (C,S,I) be a 2K5-
split graph. If |C| > s+ 2 and |I| < k — 1, then G is not a minimal (s, k)-polar
obstruction.

Proof. Let ¢ = |C| and ¢ = |I|. Suppose for a contradiction that G is a minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction. Notice that, for each vertex v € C, (C'\ {v},S,I) is
the 2K5-split partition of G — v and |C\ {v}| =c—1> s+ 1.

Since G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction, for each v € C, the graph
G — v is an (s, k)-polar graph, which implies, by item 4 of Theorem 29, that
there is a subset C! of C'\ {v} with at least ¢ — s+ 1 vertices that is completely
nonadjacent to I. In addition, also by item 4 of Theorem 29, since G is not an
(s, k)-polar graph, each vertex v € C' is adjacent to at least one vertex in I.

Let H be a graph obtained from G by deleting ¢ — s — 1 vertices of C. Then
H has a 2K,-split partition (C*,S,I), with |C*| = s+ 1. Notice that each
v € C* C C has at least one neighbor in I, which implies that the only subset
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C' of C* that is completely nonadjacent to I is the empty set. Thus, we have
from item 4 of Theorem 29 that H is nos an (s, k)-polar graph, but that is
impossible since H is a proper induced subgraph of GG, which is by assumption
a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction. O

Next, we identify some particular minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions.
Remark 32. Let s and k be integers, s > 2.

1. The strict 2Ky-split graph G = (C, S, I) such that |C| = s, |I| =1, and C
is completely adjacent to I, is a minimal (s,2)-polar obstruction.

2. Let k > 2, and let G = (C,S,1) be the strict 2Ks-split graph such that
|IC| =s+1, |I| =1, and for two vertices u and v in C, C' = C'\ {u, v} is
completely adjacent to I, and {u,v} is completely nonadjacent to I. Then,
G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction.

3. Let k > 3, and let G = (C,S,1I) be the strict 2Ks-split graph such that
|IC| =s+1, |I| =1, and for a vertezx u € C, C' = C\ {u} is completely
adjacent to I, and u is completely nonadjacent to I. Then, G is a minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction.

Lemma 33. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 2, and let G = (C,S,I) be a 2Ko-
split graph. If |C| = s+ 1 and |I| = k, then G is not a minimal (s, k)-polar
obstruction.

Proof. Let ¢ = |C| and ¢ = |I|. Assume for a contradiction that G is a minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction, and for a vertex v € C, let C' = C'\ {v}. Let (A, B)
be an (s, k)-polar partition of G — v. Since ¢ = k and 2K5 is not a complete
multipartite graph, we have that A N[ # &, which implies that B is present in
both components of 2K, and therefore C’ C A.

Let u € ANI. Since C' C A and |C’| = s, we have that there is a vertex
w € €' such that C"\ {w} is completely adjacent to u and wu ¢ E. Now, since
i =k > 2, we have that G[C'U S U {v}] is a proper induced subgraph of G that
contains one of the minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction mentioned in Remark 32,
a contradiction. O

Lemma 34. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 2, and let G = (C,S,I) be a 2Ko-
split graph. If |C| = s and |I| > 2k — 1, then, G is not a minimal (s, k)-polar
obstruction.

Proof. Let ¢ = |C| and ¢ = |I|. Assume for a contradiction that G is a minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction, and let w € I. Then, G—w is an (s, k)-polar graph and,
by item 6 of Theorem 29, there is a subset I}, of I\ {u} with at least i —k + 1
vertices, and a vertex v, € C such that, I/, is completely adjacent to C'\ {v,}
and v,, is completely nonadjacent to I!,. Now, let « € I!,. By the same argument
of the paragraph above, there is a subset I, of T\ {«} with at least i — k + 1
vertices, and a vertex v, € C such that, I’ is completely adjacent to C'\ {vz}
and v, is completely nonadjacent to I.
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Observe that 2i — 2k + 2 > ¢ + 1, because ¢ > 2k — 1. Thus, we have that
I' NI # &, otherwise

i=|I>|Lull|>2Gi—-k+1)>i+1,

which is absurd. Since x € I/, \ I, and I, N I/, # &, we have that [I, U I | >
L4+ 1>d—k+2, vy, = vy, I, UI, is completely adjacent to C'\ {v,}, and
vy, is completely nonadjacent to I/, U I/,. This is impossible, since item 6 of
Theorem 29 implies that in such a case G is an (s, k)-polar graph, contradicting
our initial assumption. o

Lemma 35. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 2, and let G = (C,S,I) be a 2K5-
split graph. If |C| < s—1 and |I| > 2k —1, then G is not a minimal (s, k)-polar
obstruction.

Proof. Let ¢ = |C| and ¢ = |I|. Assume for a contradiction that G is a minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction, and let w € I. Then G —u is an (s, k)-polar graph and,
by item 5 of Theorem 29, there exists a subset I/, of I\ {u} with at least i —k+1
vertices and a vertex v, € C such that I/, is completely adjacent to C'\ {v,}
and, v, is either completely adjacent or completely nonadjacent to I,.

We claim that v, is completely adjacent to I}, and we prove it by means of
contradiction. Let x € I/,. Then G — z is an (s, k)-polar graph and again, we
have from item 5 of Theorem 29 that there exists a subset I of I\ {z} with at
least ¢ — k + 1 vertices and a vertex v, € C such that I’ is completely adjacent
to C'\ {v;} and, v, is either completely adjacent or completely nonadjacent to
I.

Observe that, as it occurred in Lemma 34, since ¢ > 2k — 1, there is a
vertex w € I, N I/. Since we are assuming v, is completely nonadjacent to
I, we have that v, is not adjacent to w, and due to w € I, we have that
Uy = U. But then, I! UI! is completely adjacent to C'\ v, and v, is completely
nonadjacent to I/, U I.. Moreover, since = ¢ I, the set I/ U I, has at least
i — k 4 2 vertices. But then, item 5 of Theorem 29 implies that G is an (s, k)-
polar graph, a contradiction. The contradiction arose from assuming that v,
is completely nonadjacent to I, so it must be the case that, for every vertex
u € I, there exists a subset I}, of I with at least ¢ — k + 1 vertices such that I,
is completely adjacent to C.

But then, for any = € I/, and any subset I, of I\ {z} with ¢ — k + 1 vertices
such that I is completely adjacent to C, we have that I, U I, is a subset
of I with at least ¢ — k + 2 vertices that is completely adjacent to C, which
implies by Theorem 29 that G is an (s, k)-polar graph, contradicting our initial
assumption. O

Now, we are ready to give an upper bound for the order of the 2Ks-split
minimal (s, k)-polar obstructions.

Theorem 36. Let s and k be integers, s,k > 2. Fvery 2Ks-split minimal
(s, k)-polar obstruction has order at most s + 2k + 2.
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Proof. Let G = (C,S,I) be a 2Ko-split minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction. It
follows from Lemmas 30, 31 and 33 that, if |C| > s+ 1, then |Vg| < s+ k + 4.
Additionally, we conclude from Lemmas 34 and 35 that [Vg| < s+ 2k + 2
whenever |C|] < s. Hence, we have that |Vg| < max{s + k + 4,s + 2k + 2}.
However, since k& > 2, we have that s + 2k + 2 > s + k + 4, so the result
follows. O

We continue with a characterization for 2Ks-split (s, 00)-polar graphs, and
then with an upper bound for the order of 2K5-split minimal (s, c0)-minimal
obstructions.

Lemma 37. Let s be an integer, s > 2, and let G = (C,S,I) be an strict
2Ks-split graph. Then, G is an (s,00)-polar graph if and only if either s > |C|
or there is a subset C' of C' with at least |C| — s + 2 vertices that is completely
nonadjacent to 1.

Proof. Let ¢ = |C| and ¢ = |I|. Suppose that G has an (s, 0o)-polar partition
(A,B). If ¢ > s, since G[A] is Kqyi1-free, then C € A, s0 C' = CNB # @.
Moreover, G[B] is Ps-free and A induces a P3-free graph, which implies, without
loss of generality, that {u,v} € A and {z,y} € B. Thus, INA = & because G[4]
is P3-free, so I C B, and |C’| > ¢ — s + 2 because A induces a K, -free graph.
Additionally, since C' UT C B, we have that C’ is completely nonadjacent to I,
and we are done.

For the converse implication, if s < ¢, then (C,SUI) is an (s,i + 2)-polar
partition of G. Otherwise, there is a set C’ of C' with at least ¢ — s + 2 vertices
that is completely nonadjacent to I. In this case, ({u, v} UC\C’, {z,y} UC'UI)
is an (s, + 1)-polar partition of G, and the result follows. O

For each integer s > 2, let Hs = (C, S, I) be the strict 2K»-split graph such
that |C| = s+ 1, |I| = s — 1, and for an injection f: I — C, a vertex v € I is
adjacent to a vertex u € C' if and only if f(v) = u. Notice that, by Lemma 37,
H, is a minimal (s, 0o0)-polar obstruction.

Theorem 38. Let s be an integer, s > 2. Every 2Ky-split minimal (s, 00)-polar
obstruction has order at most 2s + 4, and the bound is tight.

Consequently, there is only a finite number of 2Ks-split minimal (s, 00)-polar
obstructions.

Proof. Let G = (C,S,I) be a 2K5-split minimal (s, co)-polar obstruction, and
let ¢ and ¢ be the number of vertices in C' and I, respectively. From Lemma 37,
we have that ¢ > s. In addition, since G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction
for some positive integer k, we have from Lemmas 30 and 31, that ¢ < s+ 1, so
we conclude that ¢ = s + 1.

By the minimality of G, we have from Lemma 37 that, for each u € I, there is
a subset C! of C, with at least three vertices, that is completely nonadjacent to
I\ {u}. Additionally, since G does not admit an (s, k)-polar partition, Lemma 37
implies that at most two vertices of C' are completely nonadjacent to I, so each
vertex u € I is adjacent to at least one vertex of C,. Moreover, it follows from
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the previous observations that, for each u € I, there is at least one vertex in C!,
that is not in C), for any v € I\ {u}. Therefore, ||J,.;Cl| > i+2,s0 ¢c>i+2,
and it follows that |Vg| = |C| + |S| + |I| < 2s + 4.

The bound is tight since Hy is a Ko-split minimal (s, 0o)-polar obstruction
of order 2s + 4. O

uel

Unlike pseudo-split graphs, 2Ks-split graphs does not constitute a self-
complementary class of graphs, so we cannot use simple arguments of com-
plements to conclude results for (oo, k)-polarity from those of (s, co)-polarity
on this class. Next, we provide an upper bound for the order of 2Ks-split
minimal (oo, k)-minimal obstructions by proving similar results to Lemma 37
and Theorem 38 for (oo, k)-polarity on 2Ks-split graphs.

Lemma 39. Let k be an integer, k > 2, and let G = (C, S, I) be an strict 2Ko-
split graph. Then, G is an (00, k)-polar graph if and only if either |I| < k—1 or
there exists a subset I' of I with at least |I| — k + 2 vertices such that G[C U I']
18 a complete multipartite graph.

Proof. Let ¢ = |C| and ¢ = |I|. Suppose that G has an (oo, k)-polar partition
(A, B). Since G[S] is not a complete multipartite graph, we have that S ¢ A,
so SN B # @. From here, if i > k, then I ¢ A because G[B] is (k + 1)K;-free,
soI'’=1NA# @. Hence, since G[A] is a Ps-free graph, we have that AN S
is an independent set, so B intersects the vertex sets of both of the connected
components of G[S]. But then, C N B = &, because B induces a Ps-free graph.
Therefore CUI’ C A, and CUI’ induces a complete multipartite graph. Notice
that, due to G[B] is (k + 1)K;-free and B intersects the vertex sets of both
components of G[S], [I'| > i —k + 2.

For the converse implication, let S’ be a maximum clique of G[S]. Ifi < k—1,
then (CUS’,TUS\ S’) is an (00, k)-polar partition of G. Otherwise, there is a
subset I’ of I with at least ¢ — k + 2 vertices such that G[C U I'] is a complete
multipartite graph, so in this case (CUI’, SUTI\I') is an (oo, k)-polar partition
of G. O

Theorem 40. Let k be an integer, k > 2. Any 2Ks-split minimal (oo, k)-polar
obstruction has order at most 2 + 2k + 22*=1. In consequence, there is only a
finite number of 2K5-split minimal (0o, k)-polar obstructions.

Proof. Let G = (C,S,I) be a 2K»-split minimal (oo, k)-polar obstruction, and
let ¢ and 7 be the number of vertices in C' and I, respectively. From Lemma 39
we have that ¢ > k. Moreover, since G is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction for
some positive integer s, we have from Lemmas 30, 34 and 35, that ¢ < 2k — 2.

By the minimality of G, for each vertex x € C, G —x = (C\ {z}, S,I) is an
(00, k)-polar graph with at least k vertices in its stable part, so it follows from
Lemma 39 that there is a subset I, of I with at least ¢ — k + 2 vertices such that
G[IL, UC\ {«}] is a complete multipartite graph.

We claim that, for any two different vertices u,v € C, if I/ is a subset of
I, then the neighborhood of each vertex in I is precisely C \ {u,v}. Notice
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that this would imply that there are not three vertices u,v,w € I such that
I=I=1I,.

To prove our claim, suppose that « and v are vertices in C' such that I/, C I!.
Since G[I, U C'\ {v}] is a complete multipartite graph we have two possibilities,
either I/ is completely adjacent to C'\ {v} or there is a vertex w € C'\ {v} such
that I/ is completely adjacent to C'\ {v,w} and w is completely nonadjacent to
I/. Notice that, regardless of the case, since v € C'\ {u} and G[I,UC\{u}] is Ps,
v is either completely adjacent or completely nonadjacent to I/, and therefore,
v is either completely adjacent or completely nonadjacent to I). But we have
from the previous observation that, if I/ is completely adjacent to C'\ {v}, then
G[I/ U] is a complete multipartite graph, which implies by Lemma 39 that G
is an (00, k)-polar graph, contradicting the election of G.

Thus, I}, is not completely adjacent to C'\{v}, so there is a vertex w € C\{v}
such that I/ is completely adjacent to C'\ {v, w} and w is completely nonadjacent
to I/. Observe that we have two cases depending on whether w = u. Since
G[I, U C \ {u}] is a complete multipartite graph and I, C I!  we have that
G[I/ UC\ {u}] is also a complete multipartite graph. Then, if w # u, we have
that v is adjacent to every vertex of I, but this would imply that G[I, UC] is a
complete multipartite graph, and we previously noticed that this is impossible.
Hence w = u and, since G[I], U C \ {u}] is a complete multipartite graph but
G[I], U C] is not, we have that v is completely nonadjacent to I, and it follows
that the neighborhood of each vertex in I/ equals C'\ {u,v}.

By our previous arguments, there are at least [¢/2] vertices of u € C' whose
associated sets I/, are pairwise different. Therefore, since I), C I, we have that
[C/2] < |P(I)| = 21 < 22%=2 from which we conclude that

Val = |C|+ |8+ 1] < 2 + 2k + 22+,

3.1.2 Algorithms for polarity on 2Ks-split graphs

We have observed before that 2K5-split graphs are unipolar and co-unipolar,
and hence polar graphs. Additionally, we proved that deciding monopolarity
and co-monopolarity in 2K5-split graphs can be done in linear time from its
degree sequence. In this section we prove that the problems of deciding whether
a 2K5-split graph is (s, 00)-, (00, k)- or (s, k)-polar also can be efficiently solved.

We start proving that, for any positive integer s, the 2K5-split graphs that
admit an (s,o00)-polar partition can be recognized in linear time from their
degree sequence.

Theorem 41. Let s be an integer, s > 2. The problem of deciding whether a
2K5-split graph is (s, 00)-polar is linear-time solvable from its degree sequence.

Proof. Let G = (C,S,I) be a 2K5-split graph, and let ¢ and ¢ be the number
of vertices in C and I, respectively. If ¢ < s, then (C, S UI) is an (s, 0o)-polar
partition of G. Otherwise, we have from Lemma 37 that G is an (s, 0o)-polar

26



graph if and only if there exist at least ¢ — s + 2 vertices of G whose degree is
exactly ¢+ 3. By Theorem 2, these verifications can be done in linear time from
the degree sequence of G. O

We do not known whether (oo, k)-polarity can be decided in linear time for
2Ko-split graphs, but in the next proposition we prove that this problem can
be solved in polynomial time.

Theorem 42. Let k be an integer, k > 2. The problem of deciding whether a
2K5-split graph is (0o, k)-polar is solvable in quadratic time.

Proof. Let G = (C, S, I) be a 2K5-split graph, and let ¢ and 7 be the number of
vertices in C' and I, respectively. If ¢ < k — 1 and {u,v} is a maximum clique
of G[S], then (CU {u,v}, TUS\ {u,v}) is an (o0, k)-polar partition of G. Else,
if the subset I’ of all vertices of degree ¢ in G has at least i — k + 2 elements,
then (CUTI’;SUTI\I') is an (oo, k)-polar partition of G. Hence, if i <k —1 or
there are at most i — k + 2 vertices of degree ¢ in G, then G is an (oo, k)-polar
graph. Now, let us assume that ¢ > k£ and there are at most ¢ — k 4+ 1 vertices
of G whose degree is c.

For each vertex v € C, let I} be the set of all vertices whose neighborhood
is C'\ {v}. It follows from Lemma 39 that G is an (oo, k)-polar graph if and
only if I has at least i — k + 2 vertices for some v € C. The result follows since
all the verifications can be performed in quadratic time. o

As a consequence of Remark 5 and Theorem 7, deciding whether a pseudo-
split graph admits an (s, k)-polar partition can be done in linear time from its
degree sequence. In contrast, it cannot be decided in general whether a 2 Ko-split
graph is (s, k)-polar only from its degree sequence. For instance, in Figure 3 are
depicted two strict 2K,-split graphs with the same degree sequence such that
the left one is (5,4)-polar but the right one is not. Despite of that, through
the following propositions we prove that the problem of recognizing 2Ks-polar
graphs that admit an (s, k)-polar partition is solvable in polynomial time.

QOO -0 O
~0O0 O O O
QOO -0 0O
~0O0 O O O

S S

Figure 3: Two 2Ks-split graphs with the same degree sequence such that the
one on the left side is (5,4)-polar but the one on the right side is not.

Lemma 43. Let G = (S, K) be a split graph, and let k be a positive integer.
Let S’ be the set of all vertices in S which are completely nonadjacent to K.
Then, G is a k-cluster if and only if the following sentences hold true.
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1. For each vertex w € S, either N(w) = @ or N(w) = K.
2. |18\ 5 <1
3. If K # &, then |S’| <k —1. Otherwise |S’'| < k.

Consequently, it can be decided whether a split graph is a k-cluster in linear
time from its degree sequence.

Proof. The proposition can be easily verified if K = &, so we will assume for
the proof that K # @&. Notice that KUS\ S’ induces a component of G and the
other components of G are trivial graphs induced by the singletons {w} such
that w € S’. In consequence, G has exactly 1 + |S’| components.

Assume that G is a k-cluster. Since G is Ps-free, any vertex w € S is either
completely adjacent or completely nonadjacent to K, and there is at most one
vertex of S that is not an isolated vertex. Moreover, since K # &, it follows
from our initial observation about the components that |S’| < k — 1. Therefore,
if G is a k-cluster, the three listed conditions hold. The converse implication
follows follows from the observations in the first paragraph of this proof and the
third statement.

For the last part, suppose that G has degree sequence di > --- > d,,
and let p = max{i | d; > ¢ — 1}. We have from Theorem 1 that (S,K) =
({vps1, ..., vn}, {v1,...,vp}) is a split partition of G such that K is a maximum

clique. Then, we have from the characterization above that G is a k-cluster if
and only if G has at most & components and S is completely nonadjacent to
K. For the first condition, notice that G has at most k& connected components
if and only if either p =1 and n < korp >1and n—p < k — 1, and this
can be checked in linear time. The second condition is satisfied if and only if
dy =---=d, = p— 1, which also can be verified in linear time. O

Lemma 44. Let s and k be nonnegative integers such that s +k > 1. It can
be decided whether a split graph is (s,k)-polar in linear time from its degree
sequence.

Proof. Let G be a split graph. Since split graphs are precisely the (1,1)-polar
graphs, if s and k are both positive integers, then G is (s, k)-polar. Otherwise,
s =0 or k = 0, and this case follows from Lemma 43. O

As we mentioned before, it is known that (s, k)-polar graphs can be recog-
nized in polinomial time [9, 10]. Next, we present an alternative polinomial-time
algorithm to recognize (s, k)-polar graphs on the class of 2K5-split graphs.

Theorem 45. Let s and k be nonnegative integers such that s+k > 1. Deciding
whether a 2K5-split graph is (s, k)-polar can be done in polynomial-time.

Proof. Let G = (C,S,I) be a 2K5-split graph, and let ¢ and ¢ be the number
of vertices in C and I, respectively. Let us denote by I* the set of all vertices
of G of degree ¢ — 1 and, for each vertex v in C, let I be the set of all vertices
w € I such that N(w) = C\ {v}.
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From Lemma 44 we have the result for the case in which S = @, so we can
assume that G is a strict 2K5-split graph. In addition we have the following
particular cases.

1. 2K, is (0,2)- and (2, 1)-polar but it is neither (1,1)- nor (oo, 0)-polar.

2. K1 ®2K, is (1,2)- and (2, 1)-polar but it is not (oo, 0)-, (0, 00)-, or (1,1)-
polar.

3. Forc > 2, K.®2K> is (2, 1)-polar but it is neither (1, c0)- nor (oo, 0)-polar.

4. For ¢ > 1,iK1+2K> is (0,7+2)- and (1,2)-polar but it is neither (0,74 1)-
nor (oo, 1)-polar.

These cases correspond to the conditions C' = & or I = &, that can be checked
in linear time from the degree sequence of G from Theorem 2.

From the above observations, we can assume for the rest of the proof that the
sets C, S and I are all of them nonempty. We consider the following particular
cases.

o If s,k <1, then G is not (s, k)-polar, because 2K> < G.
e If £ =0, then G is not a (s, k)-polar, because 2Ks < G.
e If s=0and k > 2, then G is not (s, k)-polar, because K1 © 2K, < G.
e If k=1 and s > 2, then G is not (s, k)-polar, because 2K, + K1 < G.

e If s =1 and k > 2, we have from Theorem 27 that G is an (s, k)-polar
graph if and only if ¢ = 1 and [{w € I : d(w) > 0}| < k—2. This condition
can be verified from the degree sequence of GG in linear time.

Notice that, if none of the cases listed before occurs, then s,k > 2, so we
can use the characterizations provided by Theorem 29. The following cases are
based on the that characterizations.

1. If c<sand i <k—2, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph.
Ifc<s—2andi<k-—1,then G is an (s, k)-polar graph.

If c>s+1and i >k, then G is not an (s, k)-polar graph.

Ll

If ¢ > sand i < k, then G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and only if there exist
at least ¢ — s 4+ 2 vertices whose degree is exactly ¢ + 3. This condition
can be verified from the degree sequence of G in linear time.

5. If ¢ < s and ¢ > k. We can verify from the degree sequence of G if there
exist at least i — k + 2 vertices of degree exactly c¢; if such vertices exist
G is an (s,k)-polar graph. Otherwise, if [I*| < i — k + 2, G is not an
(s, k)-polar graph, and if |[I*| > i — k + 2 we can check, for each vertex
v € C, whether the set I’¥ has at least ¢ — k + 2 vertices; in this point G is
an (s, k)-polar graph if and only if |I}| > i — k + 2 for some v € C. These
verifications can be done in polynomial time.
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6. fc=sandi>k If |I"| <i—Fk+2 G isnotan (s,k)-polar graph.
Otherwise, if |[I*| > i — k + 2, we can check for each vertex v € C' whether
the set I has at least ¢ — k + 2 vertices; G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and
only if |I| > i — k + 2 for some v € C.

7. If c=sandi=k—1. If there exist at least two vertices of degree exactly
¢+ 3, G is an (s, k)-polar graph. Otherwise, if I* = &, G is not an (s, k)-
polar graph, and if I* # &, we can check for each vertex v € C' whether
the set I} is empty; G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and only if I}' # @ for
some v € C.

8. If c=s—1andi¢=k—1. First, if there exists a vertex of degree ¢+ 3 or
a vertex of degree ¢, G is an (s, k)-polar graph. Otherwise, if I* = @, G
is not an (s, k)-polar graph, and if I* # @, we can check for each vertex
v € C whether the set I is empty; G is an (s, k)-polar graph if and only
if I} # & for some v € C.

The result follows since all verifications can be performed in polynomial-
time. O

4 Concluding remarks

It is worth noticing that, unlike the upper bound for the order of 2Ks-split
minimal (s, co)-polar obstructions provided in Theorem 38, which is linear on s,
the bound given in Theorem 40 for the order of 2K»-split minimal (oo, k)-polar
obstructions is exponential on k. Moreover, we know that the first of these
bounds is tight, but we cannot guarantee the same for the second one. We pose
the following question.

Problem 46. Can Lemmas 34 and 35 be improved by replacing the condition
|[I| > 2k — 1 for a stronger one like |I| > k + co, for a constant co?

Notice that, from the proof used for Theorem 40, an affirmative answer to
Problem 46 would imply an improvement of the bound provided in the men-
tioned theorem. Nevertheless, the next observation makes us think the answer
to Problem 46 could be negative.

Remark 47. For any integers s and k, s,k > 2, the strict 2Ks-split graph
G=(C,S,I) with C ={w}, I ={i1,...,l2k—2}, and such that wi; € E if and
only if 1 < j <k —1, is a minimal (s, k)-polar obstruction, and hence it is a
minimal (0o, k)-polar obstruction.

We think that the next question can be answered in an affirmative way by
imitating the proof of Theorem 38, which is very different than the one we used
in Theorem 40.

Problem 48. Is the order of the 2Ks-split minimal (0o, k)-polar obstructions
upper bounded by a function linear on k?
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Moreover, some initial explorations allow us to pose the following conjecture.

Conjecture 49. Let k be an integer, k > 3, and let G = (C, S, I) be a 2K5-split
minimal (0o, k)-polar obstruction. Then k < i < 2k —2 and ¢ < 2k —i —1,
where ¢ and i stands for the number of vertices in C' and I, respectively.

Notice that, if the previous conjecture is true, then the order of every 2K,-
split minimal (oo, k)-polar obstruction does not exceed 2k + 3. In addition, such
a bound would be tight since the strict 2Ko-split graph with C' = {c¢1,...,ck-1},
I ={i1,...,i;} and such that, for each j € {1,...,k =1}, N(¢;) NI =TI\ {i;},
is a minimal (oo, k)-polar obstruction for every integer k > 2.
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