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Abstract

A graph G is an {-leaf power of a tree T if V(G) is equal to the set
of leaves of T', and distinct vertices v and w of G are adjacent if and
only if the distance between v and w in T is at most ¢. Given a graph
G, 3-LEAF POWER DELETION asks whether there is a set S € V(G)
of size at most k such that G\S is a 3-leaf power of some tree T. We
provide a polynomial kernel for this problem. More specifically, we
present a polynomial-time algorithm for an input instance (G, k) to
output an equivalent instance (G’, k') such that k' < k and G’ has at
most O(k'* log'? k) vertices.

1 Introduction

Nishimura, Ragde, and Thilikos [26] introduced an ¢-leaf power of a tree to
understand the structure of phylogenetic trees in computational biology. A
graph G is an ¢-leaf power of a tree T if V(G) is equal to the set of leaves of
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T, and distinct vertices v and w of G are adjacent if and only if the distance
between v and w in T is at most £. We say that G is an {-leaf power if G
is an f-leaf power of some tree. Note that an ¢-leaf power could have more
than one component. For instance, an ¢-leaf power of a path of length at
least ¢ + 1 has two distinct trivial components. We are interested in the
following vertex deletion problem.

3-LEAF POWER DELETION

Input : A graph G and a non-negative integer k.

Question : Is there a set S < V(G) with |S| < k such that G\S is a
3-leaf power?

Vertex deletion problems include some of the best studied NP-hard prob-
lems in theoretical computer science, including VERTEX COVER and FEED-
BACK VERTEX SET. In general, the problem asks whether it is possible to
delete at most k vertices from an input graph so that the resulting graph
belongs to a specified graph class. Lewis and Yannakakis [23] showed that
every vertex deletion problem to a non-trivial hereditary (i.e., closed un-
der taking induced subgraphs) graph class is NP-hard. Since the class of
3-leaf powers is non-trivial and hereditary, it follows that 3-LEAF POWER
DELETION is NP-hard.

We study 3-LEAF POWER DELETION through the parameterized com-
plexity paradigm [12] 15], which measures the performance of algorithms
not only with respect to the input size but also with respect to an addi-
tional numerical parameter. The notion of vertex deletion allows a highly
natural choice of the parameter, specifically the size of the deletion set k.
From the characterization by Dom et al. [13], it follows that every 3-leaf
power is chordal and distance-hereditary. CHORDAL DELETION is a prob-
lem of deciding whether a graph has a vertex set of size at most k whose
deletion makes it chordal. Marx [25] showed that CHORDAL DELETION
is fixed-parameter tractable by presenting an algorithm with running time
f(k) -n@M) where n is the number of vertices of an input graph, and Cao and
Marx [8] improved this result by presenting an algorithm with running time
20(klogk) . O(1)  DISTANCE-HEREDITARY DELETION is a problem of decid-
ing whether a graph has a vertex set of size at most k whose deletion makes
it distance-hereditary. Eiben, Ganian, and Kwon [I7] presented a single-
exponential fixed-parameter tractable algorithm for DISTANCE-HEREDITARY
DELETION, that is an algorithm with running time O(c* - n®M) for input
size n and some constant c¢. To obtain our first result, we observe that if
an input graph G does not contain a small obstruction, that is a minimal
induced subgraph of size at most 5 that is not a 3-leaf power, then G is a



3-leaf power if and only if G is distance-hereditary. Hence, after branch-
ing on small obstructions, we can use the algorithm by Eiben, Ganian, and
Kwon [I7] as a black-box. This immediately gives us the following theorem:

Theorem 1.1. Given an instance (G,k), we can correctly solve 3-LEAF
POWER DELETION in time O(37%|V(G)|"(|[V(G)| + |E(G)])).

After we establish the fixed-parameter tractability of 3-LEAF POWER
DELETION, one of the most natural follow-up questions in parameterized
complexity is whether the problem admits a polynomial kernel. A ker-
nel is basically a polynomial-time preprocessing algorithm that transforms
the given instance of the problem into an equivalent instance whose size is
bounded above by some function f(k) of the parameter. The function f(k)
is usually referred to as the size of the kernel. A polynomial kernel is then
a kernel with size bounded above by some polynomial in k. The existence
of polynomial kernels for vertex deletion problems has been widely inves-
tigated [4, 14} 19, 24]. Jansen and Pilipczuk [20] presented a kernel with
O (k' 1og®® k) vertices for CHORDAL DELETION, and Agrawal et al. [2] im-
proved this result by presenting a kernel with O(k'? log!? k) vertices. Kim
and Kwon [21] presented a kernel with O(k*° log® k) vertices for DISTANCE-
HEREDITARY DELETION. This leads us to the main result of our paper:

Theorem 1.2. 3-LEAF POWER DELETION admits a kernel with O(k'* log!? k)
vertices.

The first step of our kernel is to find a “good” approximate solution,
that is a set S < V(G) of size O(k?log? k) such that G\(S\ {v}) is a 3-leaf
power for each vertex v in S. To construct such a set S in polynomial
time, we use Theorem 1.1 in Kim and Kwon [22], Lemma 1.3 in Jansen and
Pilipczuk [20], and Theorem 2 in Agrawal et al.[I]. Afterward, we design
a series of reduction rules that allows us to bound the number and size of
components of G\S. We remark that Bessy, Paul, and Perez [5] presented
a kernel with O(k3) vertices for 3-leaf power edge modification problems
including editing, completion, and edge-deletion.

We organize this paper as follows. In Section [2] we summarize some
terminologies in graph theory and parameterized complexity, and introduce
3-leaf powers, distance-hereditary graphs, and a relation between them. In
Section Bl we present a single-exponential fixed-parameter tractable algo-
rithm for 3-LEAF POWER DELETION. In Section M| we introduce a good
modulator of a graph, and present an algorithm that either confirms that
an input instance (G, k) is a no-instance, or constructs a small good mod-
ulator of G. In Sections [Bl and [0, we design a series of reduction rules that



allows us to bound the number of vertices outside of a good modulator of a
graph. In Section [7, we combine the above steps to prove our main result.
In Section Bl we conclude this paper with some open problems.

2 Preliminaries

In this paper, all graphs are finite and simple. For a vertex v and a set X of
vertices of a graph G, let Ng(v) be the set of neighbors of v in V(G), Ng(X)
be the set of vertices not in X that are adjacent to some vertices in X, and
N¢g[X] := Ng(X) u X. We may omit the subscripts of these notations if it
is clear from the context. For disjoint sets X and Y of vertices of G, we say
that X is complete to Y if each vertex in X is adjacent to all vertices in Y,
and X is anti-complete to Y if each vertex in X is non-adjacent to all vertices
in Y. Let G\X be a graph obtained from G by removing all vertices in X
and all edges incident with some vertices in X, and G[X] := G\(V(G)\X).
We may write G\v instead of G\ {v} for each vertex v of G. For a set T of
edges of G, let G\T be a graph obtained from G by removing all edges in T'.

A graph G is trivial if |V(G)| = 1, and non-trivial, otherwise. A clique
is a set of pairwise adjacent vertices. A graph is complete if every pair of
two distinct vertices is adjacent, and incomplete, otherwise. An independent
set is a set of pairwise non-adjacent vertices. Distinct vertices v and w of G
are twins in G if Ng(v)\{w} = Ng(w)\{v}. Twins v and w in G are true
if v and w are adjacent, and false if v and w are non-adjacent. A twin-set
in G is a set of pairwise twins in G. A twin-set is true if it is a clique, and
false if it is an independent set.

A vertex of a graph is isolated if it has no neighbors. A node of a tree is
a leaf if it has exactly one neighbor, and is branching if it has at least three
neighbors. For graphs Gy,...,G,, a graph G is (G, ...,Gp)-free if G has
no induced subgraphs isomorphic to one of Gy, ..., Gpm,.

We say that a reduction rule is safe if each input instance is equivalent
to the resulting instance obtained from the input instance by applying the
rule.

2.1 Parameterized problems and kernels

For a fixed finite set X of alphabets, an instance is an element in X* x N.
For an instance (I, k), k is called a parameter. A parameterized problem is a
set L € ¥* x N. A parameterized problem II is fized-parameter tractable if
there is an algorithm, called a fized-parameter tractable algorithm for I1, that
correctly decides whether an input instance (I, k) € II in time O(f(k) - n¢)
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Figure 1: A bull, a dart, a gem, a house, and a domino.

for a computable function f : N — N and a constant ¢ where n is the size
of I. A fixed-parameter tractable algorithm for a parameterized problem is
single-exponential if it takes O(a® - n¢) time for some constants a > 1 and
c.

An instance (I,k) is a yes-instance for a parameterized problem II if
(I,k) € 11, and a no-instance, otherwise. Instances (I,k) and (I',k’) are
equivalent with respect to IT if (I, k) is a yes-instance for II if and only if
(I', k') is a yes-instance for II. A kernel for II is a polynomial-time algorithm
that given an instance (I, k), outputs an instance (I’, k') equivalent to (I, k)
with respect to II such that |I'| + &' < g(k) for some computable function
g : N — N. Such a function g(k) is the size of the kernel. A polynomial
kernel for II is a kernel for IT with the size as some polynomial in k. We may
omit the term “for IT” and “with respect to II” of all these definitions if it is
clear from the context. There is a relationship between the fixed-parameter
tractability and the existence of a kernel for parameterized problems.

Theorem 2.1 (See Downey and Fellows [15]). A parameterized problem 11
is fized-parameter tractable if and only if I admits a kernel.

2.2 Characterizations of 3-leaf powers

Brandstadt and Le [6] presented a linear-time algorithm to recognize 3-leaf
powers.

Theorem 2.2 (Brandstddt and Le [0, Theorem 15]). Given a graph G, we
can either confirm that G is not a 3-leaf power, or find a tree of which G is
a 3-leaf power in linear time.

Figure [l shows three graphs called a bull, a dart, and a gem. A hole is an
induced cycle of length at least 4. A graph is chordal if it has no holes. Dom,
Guo, Hiiffner, and Niedermeier [13] presented the following characterization
of 3-leaf powers.

Theorem 2.3 (Dom, Guo, Hiiffner, and Niedermeier [13, Theorem 1]). A
graph G is a 3-leaf power if and only if G is (bull, dart, gem)-free and
chordal.



We say that a graph H is an obstruction if H is not a 3-leaf power,
and every proper induced subgraph of H is a 3-leaf power. An obstruction
H is small if [V(H)| < 5. We see the following six observations about
obstructions.

Observation 1 (Ol). No obstructions have true twins.

Observation 2 (O2). No obstructions have independent sets of size at least
4.

Observation 3 (O3)). No obstructions have Ky or Ko 3 as a subgraph.

Observation 4 (Od). If an obstruction H has false twins v and w, then
both v and w have degree 2 in H.

Observation 5 (OH). If a vertex v of an obstruction H has ezactly one
neighbor w in V(H), then w has degree at least 3 in H.

Observation 6 (O6l). A graph H is an obstruction having three distinct
vertices of degree 2 in H if and only if H is a hole.

Brandstddt and Le [6] showed that a graph G is a 3-leaf power if and
only if G is obtained from some forest F' by replacing each node u of F' with
a non-empty clique B, of arbitrary size, and each edge vw of F' with the
edges whose one end is in B, and the other end is in B,,. We rephrase this
characterization by using the following definition.

A tree-clique decomposition of a graph G is a pair (F,{B, :ue V(F)})
of a forest F' and a family {B, : u € V(F)} of non-empty subsets of V(G)
satisfying the following two conditions.

(1) The family {B, : u € V(F)} is a partition of V(G).

(2) Distinct vertices x and y of G are adjacent if and only if F' has either
a node u such that {z,y} < B,, or an edge vw such that = € B, and
Yy € By.

We call B, a bag of u for each node u of F. We say that B is a bag of G if
B is a bag of some node of F. We remark that each bag is a clique by (2).

Theorem 2.4 (Brandstddt and Le [6, Theorem 9]). A graph G is a 3-leaf
power if and only if G has a tree-clique decomposition. Moreover, if G is
connected and incomplete, then G has a unique tree-clique decomposition.

We remark that every connected incomplete 3-leaf power has at least
three bags. Brandstddt and Le [6] showed that for a connected incomplete
3-leaf power G, distinct vertices v and w of G are in the same bag of G if
and only if v and w are true twins in G. Thus, for such a graph G, B is a
bag of GG if and only if B is a maximal true twin-set in G.



2.3 Characterizations of distance-hereditary graphs

A graph G is distance-hereditary if for every connected induced subgraph
H of G and vertices v and w of H, the distance between v and w in H
is equal to the distance between v and w in G. Figure [l shows two graphs
called a house and a domino. Bandelt and Mulder [3] presented the following
characterization of distance-hereditary graphs.

Theorem 2.5 (Bandelt and Mulder [3, Theorem 2]). A graph G is distance-
hereditary if and only if G is (house, domino, gem)-free, and has no holes
of length at least 5.

Since both the house and the domino have a hole of length 4, every 3-leaf
power is distance-hereditary by Theorems 2.3 and The following lemma
shows when graphs are not distance-hereditary. A proof of the following
lemma is readily derived from the definition of a distance-hereditary graph.

Lemma 2.6. Let P be an induced path of length at least 3 in a graph G.
If G has a vertex v adjacent to both ends of P, then G[V (P) u {v}] is not
distance-hereditary.

3 Single-exponential fixed-parameter tractable al-
gorithms

A set S of vertices of a graph G is a modulator of G if G\S is a 3-leaf
power. If G has a modulator of size at most k, then it has rank-width at
most k+ 1 because every 3-leaf power is distance-hereditary, which has rank-
width at most 1 [27]. This already allows us to construct a fixed-parameter
tractable algorithm for 3-LEAF POWER DELETION by using an algorithm for
graphs of bounded rank-width solving monadic second-order logic [10]. We
improve this further by showing that a single-exponential fixed-parameter
tractable algorithm exists for 3-LEAF POWER DELETION. To do so, we use
the following theorem of Eiben, Ganian, and Kwon [17].

Theorem 3.1 (Eiben, Ganian, and Kwon [I7, Theorem 1.1]). For a graph G
and a non-negative integer k, we can decide whether there is a set S < V(G)
with |S| < k such that G\S is distance-hereditary in time O(37*|V(G)|"(|V (G)|+
[E(G)]))-

Proof of Theorem [I 1. We proceed by induction on k. If k = 0, then 3-LEAF
POWER DELETION is solved in linear time by Theorem 2.2 Thus, we may



assume that k£ > 0. We investigate every 5-element subset of V(G) to find a
small obstruction in time O(|V(G)]?). If we find a small obstruction H in G,
then we branch on each vertex of H to be included in the solution, and solve
each of the at most five instances in time O(37*~1V(G)|"(|[V(G)| + |E(G)]))
by the induction hypothesis. Otherwise, we apply Theorem B for (G, k).
Then since G has no small obstructions, an induced subgraph of G is a 3-leaf
power if and only if it is distance-hereditary, and therefore the answer for
3-LEAF POWER DELETION is equal to the answer obtained from G and k by
Theorem 3.1l This can be done in time O(37%|V(GQ)|"(|[V(G)|+|E(G)|)). O

4 Good modulators

A modulator S of a graph G is good if G\(S\{v}) is a 3-leaf power for each
vertex v in S. Note that if G has a modulator S, then for every induced
subgraph G’ of G, S n V(G') is a modulator of G'. This means that if
(G,k) is a yes-instance, then so is (G',k). We remark that if G has an
obstruction H and a good modulator S, then H has at least two vertices in
S. To find a small good modulator, we first find a modulator by combining
a maximal packing of small obstructions with outcomes of the following
approximation algorithms for CHORDAL DELETION by Kim and Kwon [22],
and by Agrawal et al. [I]:

Theorem 4.1 (Kim and Kwon [22] Theorem 1.1]). Given a graph G and a
positive integer k, we can either find k+ 1 vertex-disjoint holes in G, or find
a set S € V(QG) of size O(k?*logk) such that G\S is chordal in time bounded
above by a polynomial in |V (G)|.

Theorem 4.2 (Agrawal, Lokshtanov, Misra, Saurabh, and Zehavi [I, Theo-
rem 2]). For a graph G and a non-negative integer k, we can either confirm
that there is no set S < V(G) with |S| < k such that G\S is chordal, or find
a set S € V(G) of size O(klog?|V(G)|) such that G\S is chordal in time
bounded above by a polynomial in |V (G)|.

Corollary 4.3. Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0, we can either confirm
that G has no modulators of size at most k, or find a modulator of G having
size O(min(k? log k, klog?|V (G)|)) in time bounded above by a polynomial in
V(G-

Proof. We can find a maximal packing Hi, ..., H,, of vertex-disjoint small
obstructions in G in time O(|V(G)|®). If m > k + 1, then we confirm that
G has no modulators of size at most k. Thus, we may assume that m < k.



Let X := J;cq1,.my V(Hi). We apply Theorems E.1] and for G\X and
k. Note that |X| < 5k, and G\X has no small obstructions.

If any of the algorithms in Theorems [£.1] and 2] confirms that G\ X has
no set S of size at most k such that G\(X u S) is chordal, then we confirm
that G has no modulators of size at most k. Thus, let S; be the output of the
algorithm in Theorem @I having size O(k? log k), and S5 be the output of the
algorithm in Theorem E-2 having size O(k log?|V (G)|). Then we choose S as
one of S; and Sy so that |S| = min(|Si[, [S2]). Then X U S is a modulator of
G, and therefore | X U S| = | X|+]|S| < 5k +O(min(k? log k, k log?|V (G)])) =
O(min(k?log k, klog?|V (G)))). O

With a modulator of size O(min(k?log k, k log?|V (G)|)) at hand, we are
ready to find a small good modulator. We note that, in principle, a small
good modulator might not exists, but if that is the case, we are able to
identify a vertex that has to be in every modulator of size at most k. Then
we can remove it from the input graph, and decrease the parameter k by 1.

Reduction Rule 1 (Rl). Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0, if G has k+1
obstructions Hi,...,Hp11 and a vertex v of G such that V(H;) n'V(H;) =
{v} for every distinct i and j in {1,...,k+ 1}, then replace (G,k) with
(G\v,k —1).

Proof of Safeness. It suffices to show that if G has a modulator S of size
at most k, then S contains v. Suppose not. Then S contains at least
one vertex of H;\v for each i € {1,...,k+ 1}. Therefore, |S| > k + 1, a
contradiction. O

To find the obstructions Hy,..., Hiy1, we make use of the following
lemma, which we slightly rephrase to better fit our application.

Lemma 4.4 (Jansen and Pilipczuk [20, Lemma 1.3]). Given a graph G,
a non-negative integer k, and a vertex v, if G\v is chordal, then we can
either find holes Hy,...,Hygy1 in G such that V(H;) n V(H;) = {v} for
every distinct i and j in {1,...,k+ 1}, or find a set S < V(G)\ {v} of size
at most 12k such that G\S is chordal in time bounded above by a polynomial
in |[V(GQ)|.

Lemma 4.5. Given an instance (G,k) with k > 0, we can find an equiv-
alent instance (G', k') such that |V(G')| < |[V(G)| and k' < k, and a good
modulator of G' having size O(min(k> log k, k% 1og?|V (G)|)) in time bounded
above by a polynomial in |V (G)|.



Proof. We first try to find a modulator S of G having size O(min(k? log k, k log?|V (G)|))
by using Corollary [£3] If it fails, then (G, k) is a no-instance, and therefore

we take (K32,0) as (G', k') and V(K3 2) as a good modulator of G'. Oth-

erwise, for each vertex v in S, let G, := G\(S\ {v}), and FY,... E ) bea

maximal packing of small obstructions in G, such that V/(F) "V (F}) = {v}

for every distinct ¢ and j in {1,...,m(v)}. Finally, let G} := G,\((V(F}) v

cee U V(Ff)’l(v)))\ {v}). If m(v) = k + 1 for some vertex v € S, then we apply

our algorithm recursively for (G\v, k —1). This is safe, because (RIJ) is safe.
Therefore, we may assume that m(v) < k for every vertex v € S.

By Lemma (4 for G}, k — m(v), and v, we can either

(1) find &k — m(v) + 1 holes HY, oo Hy gy 0 G, such that V(HY) n
V(HJ) = {v} for every distinct i and j in {1,...,k —m(v) + 1}, or

(2) find a set S], < V(G,)\ {v} of size at most 12(k—m(v)) such that G|\S,
is chordal.

If (1) holds, then we apply our algorithm recursively for (G\v,k — 1).
This is safe, because (RI) is safe. Therefore, we may assume that (2) holds
for every vertex v in S. Then let S, := (V(F}Y)uU--- U V(F#L(U)) u S\ {v}.
Note that |S,| < 4m(v) + 12(k — m(v)) < 12k and G,\S, is a 3-leaf power.

We take (G, k) as (G', k') and X := S U J,cq Sv as a good modulator of
G. Clearly, | X| < |S|+12k|S| = O(min(k> log k, k% log?|V (G)|)). It remains
to argue that X is a good modulator of G. Suppose that H is an obstruction
in G. Since S is a modulator of G, H has a vertex ve S. If [V(H)n S| =1,
then H is an induced subgraph of G,, and therefore H has at least one
vertex in S,. Since S, and S are disjoint, H has at least two vertices in X.
Therefore, X is a good modulator of G. O

5 Bounding the number of components outside of
a good modulator

Let S be a good modulator of a graph G. In this section, we bound the
number of non-trivial components of G\S.

In Subsection 5.1l we introduce a complete split of a graph, and present
two lemmas observing obstructions with a complete split of a graph. Then
we define a blocking pair for a set of vertices, and present a characterization
of a complete split of a graph and a lemma observing obstructions with a
common blocking pair for two sets of vertices. All lemmas introduced in

10



this subsection will be used in the next subsection to bound the number of
non-trivial components of G\S.

In Subsection [5.2], we partition S into S and S~, and bound the number
of components of G\S having neighbors of S~. Afterward, we design a
reduction rule to bound the number of non-trivial components of G\\S having
no neighbors of S™.

In Subsection 53] we bound the number of isolated vertices of G\S.

5.1 Complete splits and blocking pairs

Cunningham [11] introduced a split of a graph. A split of a graph G is a
partition (A, B) of V(G) such that |A| > 2, |B| > 2, and N(A) is complete
to N(B). We say that a split (A4, B) of G is complete if N(A) u N(B) is a
clique. The following two lemmas observe obstructions from the view of a
complete split of a graph.

Lemma 5.1. Let (A, B) be a complete split of a graph G. If G has a hole
H, then V(H)n A= or V(H) n B = &.

Proof. Suppose not. Since N(A) u N(B) is a clique, H has at most two
vertices in N(A)u N(B), because otherwise H has K3 as a subgraph. Since
both V(H) n A and V(H) n B are non-empty, and H is connected, H
has at least two vertices in N(A) u N(B). Therefore, H has exactly two
vertices 1 and z3 in N(A) u N(B), a contradiction, because H\zjzo is
disconnected. O

Lemma 5.2. Let (A, B) be a complete split of a graph G. If G has an
obstruction H having exactly two vertices a1 and ao in A, then ay is adjacent

to as, one of a1 and as has degree 1 in H, and the other vertex has degree
3in H.

Proof. Suppose that both a; and ag have neighbors in B. Since N(A)uN(B)
is a clique, a1 and as are adjacent, and have the same set of neighbors in
B. Then a; and ay are true twins in H, a contradiction by (OIl). Therefore,
either ay or ag, say ai, has no neighbors in B. Since H is connected, a; is
adjacent to as. Thus, a; has degree 1 in H. By (OB, ay has at most three
neighbors in H. By (Ofl), as has at least three neighbors in H. Therefore,
as has degree 3 in H. U

We remark that for a complete split (A, B) of a graph G, if G has an
obstruction H having exactly two vertices in A, then H is isomorphic to the
bull.

11



Now, we define a blocking pair for a set X < V(G). A blocking pair for
X is an unordered pair {v, w} of distinct vertices in N(X) such that if v and
w are adjacent, and N(v) n X = N(w) n X, then N(v) n X is not a clique.
Note that if v,w € N(X) are not adjacent, or N(v) n X # N(w) n X, then
{v,w} is a blocking pair for X. We say that X is blocked by {v,w} if {v,w}
is a blocking pair for X. We remark that if N(X) has a blocking pair {v, w}
for some subset of X, then X is blocked by {v,w} as well. This definition is
motivated by the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3. Let (A, B) be a partition of the vertex set of a graph G such
that |A| = 2 and |B| = 2. Then (A, B) is a complete split of G if and only
if N(B) is a clique, and B has no blocking pairs for A.

Proof. Tt is clear that if (A, B) is a complete split of G, then N(B) is a
clique, and B has no blocking pairs for A.

Conversely, suppose that N(B) is a clique, and B has no blocking pairs
for A. We may assume that |[N(A)| > 2, because otherwise N(A) u N (B) is
a clique, and (A, B) is a complete split of G. Since B has no blocking pairs
for A, N(A) is a clique, because if N(A) has a non-edge vw, then {v,w} is a
blocking pair for A. Moreover, N(v) n A = N(w) n A for all vertices v and
w in N(A), because otherwise {v,w} is a blocking pair for A. This means
that N(A) is complete to N(B). Therefore, N(A) u N(B) is a clique, and
(A, B) is a complete split of G. O

The following lemma shows that a blocking pair {v,w} for a set X <
V(QG) tells us not only that (X, V(G)\X) is not a complete split of G, but
also that G is not a 3-leaf power if G[X] has two distinct components whose
vertex sets are blocked by {v, w}.

Lemma 5.4. Let (A, B) be a partition of the vertex set of a graph G such
that |A| = 2 and |B| = 2. If G[A] has distinct components Cy and Co
such that both V(C1) and V(C3) are blocked by {v,w} of vertices in B, then
G[V(C1) v V(Cq) U {v,w}] is not a 3-leaf power.

Proof. If Ng(v) n V(C1) # Ng(w) n V(C1), then we may assume that C;
has a vertex u; adjacent to v and non-adjacent to w, because otherwise we
can swap v and w. Let ug be a neighbor of v in V(C2), and P be an induced
path in G[V(C1) u V(C3) U {w}] from u; to uz. Note that the length of P
is at least 3, because P must intersect w that is non-adjacent to u;. Since v
is adjacent to both ends of P, G[V(P) u {v}] is not distance-hereditary by
Lemma 2.6l Therefore, G[V(Cy) u V(C2) u {v,w}] is not a 3-leaf power.
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Therefore, Ng(v) n'V(C;) = Ng(w) nV(C;) for i = 1,2. If v and w are
non-adjacent, then for a neighbor u; of v in V(C4) and a neighbor us of v in
V(Cs), G[{v,w,u1,us}] is a hole. Therefore, we may assume that v and w
are adjacent. Then since {v,w} is a blocking pair for V' (C1), Ng(v) nV(Ch)
has a non-edge ujuo. Let P be an induced path in C from uy to ug. Since v
is adjacent to both ends of P, we may assume that the length of P is exactly
2 by Lemma Let ug be a common neighbor of u; and uy in V(P), and
uyq be a neighbor of v in V(C3). Then G[{v,u1,u2,us, us}] is isomorphic to
the dart if ug is adjacent to v, and has a hole of length 4 if ug is non-adjacent
to v. Therefore, G[V(C1) u V(C2) U {v,w}] is not a 3-leaf power. O

5.2 The number of non-trivial components

Let ST be the set of vertices v in S such that for each component C' of
G\S, Ng(v) nV(C) is a true twin-set in C, and S~ := S\S*. The following
proposition shows that G\ S has at most |S™| components having neighbors

of S~.

Proposition 5.5. Let S be a good modulator of a graph G, v be a vertex
in S, and C be a component of G\S. If Ng(v) nV(C) contains distinct
vertices wy and wy that are not true twins in C, then no components of G\S
different from C have neighbors of v.

Proof. Suppose that there is a component of G\S different from C having a
neighbor w of v. If wy and ws are adjacent, then we may assume that C' has
a vertex ws adjacent to exactly one of wy and ws, because wy and wy are
not true twins in C'. Then G[{v, w, w1, ws,w3}] is isomorphic to the dart if
ws is adjacent to v, and the bull if w3 is non-adjacent to v, a contradiction,
because it has exactly one vertex v in S, which is a good modulator of G.
Therefore, w1 and ws are non-adjacent. Let P be an induced path in C'
from wj to wa. Since v is adjacent to both ends of P, and S is a good modula-
tor of GG, we may assume that the length of P is exactly 2 by Lemma[2.6l Let
w3 be a common neighbor of w; and wg in V(P). Then G[{v, w,w;,ws, w3}]
is isomorphic to the dart if ws is adjacent to v, and has a hole of length 4 if
ws is non-adjacent to v, a contradiction, because it has exactly one vertex
vin S. O

We present a reduction rule to bound the number of non-trivial compo-
nents of G\ S having no neighbors of S~. We will use the following definition
to design such a reduction rule.

13



Let X be a set of vertices of a graph (). For a non-negative integer ¢, a
set M < E(Q) is an (X, {)-matching of @ if every vertex in X is incident
with at most ¢ edges in M, and every vertex in V(Q)\X is incident with at
most one edge in M.

Reduction Rule 2 (R2). Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0 and a non-
empty good modulator S of G, let ST be the set of vertices u in S such
that for each component C of G\S, Ng(u) nV(C) is a true twin-set in C,
X be the set of 2-element subsets of ST, and Y be the set of non-trivial
components of G\S having no neighbors of S\S™. Let Q be a bipartite graph
on (X x {1,2,3},Y) such that the following three statements are true.

(1) Elements ({v,w},1) € X x {1} and C € Y are adjacent in Q if and only
if V(C) is blocked by {v,w}.

(2) Elements ({v,w},2) € X x{2} and C €Y are adjacent in Q if and only
if C has a vertex adjacent to both v and w.

(3) Elements ({v,w},3) € X x {3} and C € Y are adjacent in Q if and only
if C has an edge xy such that x is adjacent to both v and w, and y is
non-adjacent to both v and w.

If Q has a mazimal (X x{1,2,3} ,k+2)-matching M avoiding some element
U inY, then replace (G, k) with (G\E(U), k).

Proof of Safeness. Let G' := G\FE(U). We need to show that (G,k) is a
yes-instance if and only if (G', k) is a yes-instance.

Suppose that G has a modulator S’ of size at most k, and G'\\S” has an
obstruction H. Since G\S’ is a 3-leaf power, H has vertices b; and by such
that b1be € E(U\S"). Thus, |[V(U)\S'| = 2.

Claim 1. We claim that (V(U)\S",V(G)\(V(U) u S")) is a split of G'\S’.

We first show that |[V(G)\(V(U) u S’)| = 2. If H is a hole of length 4,
then H has at most two vertices of U\S’, because no holes of length 4 have
independent sets of size at least 3, and V(U)\S’ is an independent set of
G'\S'. Therefore, H has at least two vertices of G\(V(U) u 5").

If H is not a hole of length 4, then |V(H)| = 5. By (O2), H has at
most three vertices of U\S’, because V(U)\S’ is an independent set of G"\S’.
Therefore, H has at least two vertices of G\(V(U)u S’), and |[V(G)\(V(U)u
S| = 2.

Now, suppose that (V(U)\S', V(G)\(V(U) u S")) is not a split of G'\S".
Then G\(V(U)uS’) has vertices v and w such that both v and w have neigh-
bors in V(U)\S’, and Ng(v)n(V(U)\S") # Ng(w)n(V(U)\S'). Thus, {v, w}
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is a blocking pair for V(U)\S’, so for V(U). Then U is adjacent to ({v,w},1)
in Q. Since M is maximal, Y has distinct elements C1, ..., Ciio different
from U such that V(C;) is blocked by {v,w} for each i € {1,...,k+ 2}.
Since |S’| < k, two of them, say C7 and Cs, have no vertices in S’. Then
G[V(Cy) v V(Cy) U {v,w}] is not a 3-leaf power by Lemma[5.4] a contradic-
tion, because it is an induced subgraph of G\\S’, and this proves the claim.

Since V(U)\S’ is an independent set of G'\\S’, and H is connected, both
by and by have neighbors in V(G)\(V(U) u S’). Then by Claim 1, b; and
by are false twins in G'\S’. By (Od]), both b; and by have degree 2 in H.
Let z; and 2o be the neighbors of by in V(H) nS. Then U is adjacent to
({z1,22},2) in Q. Since M is maximal, Y has distinct elements C1,...,Cy 5
different from U such that C/ has a vertex adjacent to both z; and zy for
each i € {1,...,k + 2}. Since |S’| < k, two of them, say C] and Cj, have no
vertices in S’. Note that S’ has no vertices of H, because H is an induced
subgraph of G'\S’.

If z; and 2z are non-adjacent, then G[V(C7) u V(C%) U {21, 22}] has a
hole of length 4, a contradiction, because it is an induced subgraph of G\S’.
Therefore, z; and zy are adjacent. Since G[{b1, 21, 22}] is isomorphic to K3,
H is not a hole, and therefore |V(H)| = 5. Let a be a vertex of H different
from by, b9, 21, and zo. We may assume that a is not in V(C7), because
otherwise we may swap C] and C%. Let ¢ be a vertex of C] adjacent to both
z1 and z9. Note that G[{b1, by, 21, 22}] is isomorphic to K4\bybs.

Since the dart and a hole of length 4 are the only obstructions having false
twins, H is isomorphic to the dart. Thus, we may assume that Ng(a) = {z1}.
Then G[{a,b1,c, 21, 22}] is isomorphic to the gem if ¢ is adjacent to a, and
the dart if ¢ is non-adjacent to a, a contradiction, because it is an induced
subgraph of G\S’. Therefore, if (G, k) is a yes-instance, then so is (G, k).

Conversely, suppose that G’ has a modulator S’ of size at most k, and
G\S’ has an obstruction H. Since G'\S’ is a 3-leaf power, H has an edge
of U\S’. Thus, |[V(U)\S| = 2. Since S is a good modulator of G, H
has at least two vertices in S\S’. Then |[V(G)\(V(U) u S")| = 2, because
S\S" < V(G\V(U)u 5.

Claim 2. We claim that (V(U)\S',V(G)\(V(U) u S")) is a complete split
of G\S'.

Suppose not. We first show that V(G)\(V (U)uS’) has a blocking pair for
V(U)\S'. Since U is a component of G\S, and has no neighbors of S\S™, it
suffices to show that S*\S’ has a blocking pair for V(U)\S’. We may assume
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that for all vertices v and w in ST\S’ having neighbors in V(U)\S’, v and
w are adjacent, and have the same set of neighbors in V(U)\S’, because
otherwise {v, w} is a blocking pair for V(U)\S’. For each vertex v in ST\5’
having neighbors in V(U)\S’, the set of neighbors of v in V(U)\S’ is a true
twin-set in U\S’, that is, a clique. Therefore, Ng(ST\S’) n (V(U)\S5’) is a
clique of U\S’. Thus, by Lemma 5.3, ST\S’ has a blocking pair {v,w} for
V(U)\S’, so for V(U).

Since V/(U) is blocked by {v,w}, U is adjacent to ({v,w},1) in Q. Since
M is maximal, Y has distinct elements C1, ..., Cy o different from U such
that V(C;) is blocked by {v,w} for each i € {1,...,k +2}. Since |S'| < k,
two of them, say C; and Cy, have no vertices in S’. Then G[V (C1)uV (Cs)u
{v,w}] is not a 3-leaf power by Lemma[5.4] a contradiction, because it is an
induced subgraph of G'\S’, and this proves the claim.

Since both U\S’ and G\(V(U) u S’) have vertices of H, H is not a
hole by Lemma [5.1] and Claim 2, and therefore |V (H)| = 5. Let ty,...,1,
be the vertices of H in V(U)\S’, and sy,...,s, be the vertices of H in
V(G\(V(U)uS"). Note that both p and g are at least 2. Since |V (H)| = 5,
(p,q) = (3,2) or (p,q) = (2,3).

If (p,q) = (3,2), then we may assume that Ny (s1) = {s2} and Ny (s2) =
{s1,t1,t2} by Lemma and Claim 2. Since U has no neighbors of S\S™,
s isin S*. Thus, ¢; and ¢y are true twins in U\S’, a contradiction by (Ol).

Therefore, (p,q) = (2,3). By Lemma and Claim 2, we may assume
that Ng(t1) = {t2} and Ng(t2) = {t1,s1,s2}. Note that s; and sg are in
S\S’. Then U is adjacent to ({s1,s2},3) in Q. Since M is maximal, Y has
distinct elements CY,...,C},, different from U such that C; has an edge
x;y; such that x; is adjacent to both s1 and so, and y; is non-adjacent to
both s; and sy for each ¢ € {1,...,k+2}. Since |S’| < k, two of them,
say C{ and CY, have no vertices in S’. We may assume that s3 is not in
V(CY), because otherwise we may swap C7 and C}. We remark that the
bull is the only possible graph to which H is isomorphic. Thus, s; and s9
are adjacent, and sg is adjacent to exactly one of s; and sy in H. Then
G[{z1,y1, s1, S2, s3}] is isomorphic to the gem if both x; and y; are adjacent
to s3, the bull if both 1 and y; are non-adjacent to s3, and the dart if xq is
adjacent to s3 and y; is non-adjacent to s3, and has a hole of length 4 if x4
is non-adjacent to s3 and g is adjacent to s3, a contradiction, because it is
an induced subgraph of G'\S’. Therefore, if (G’, k) is a yes-instance, then
so is (G, k). O

Proposition 5.6. Given an instance (G,k) with k > 0 and a non-empty
good modulator S of G, if (R2) is not applicable to (G, k), then G\S has at
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most 2(k + 2)|S|? non-trivial components.

Proof. Let ST be the set of vertices u in S such that for each component
C of G\S, Ng(u) nV(C) is a true twin-set in C, and S~ := S\S*. By
Proposition .5 each vertex in S~ is adjacent to at most one component
of G\S. Therefore, G\S has at most |S™| non-trivial components having
neighbors of S~.

Let @ and M be defined as in (R2). Since (R2) is not applicable to
(G, k), each non-trivial component of G\S having no neighbors of S~ is
incident with exactly one edge in M. Since each edge in M is incident with
some element in X x {1,2,3}, and each element in X x {1,2,3} is incident
with at most k£ + 2 edges, |M| < (k+2) - |X x {1,2,3}| < (k+2)- 3(‘S;|) <
3(k +2)[S|?/2. Then |S™| + M| < |S| + 3(k + 2)|S|?/2 < (k + 2)|5|%/2 +
3(k + 2)[S2/2 = 2(k + 2)|S|?, and therefore G\S has at most 2(k + 2)|5|?
non-trivial components. O

5.3 The number of isolated vertices

We present a reduction rule to bound the number of isolated vertices of G\S.

Reduction Rule 3 (RB). Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0 and a non-
empty good modulator S of G, let A be the set of ordered pairs (Ay, As)
of disjoint subsets of S such that 2 < |Aq| + |As| < 4, and X be the set
of isolated vertices of G\S. For each element (A, Az) in A, let Xa, a, be
a mazimal set of vertices v in X such that Ng(v) n (A1 v Ag) = Ay and
| Xa1,4.| < k+3. If X has a vertex u not in | J 4, a,)e4 X 41,42, then replace
(G, k) with (G\u, k).

Proof of Safeness. We need to show that if (G\u, k) is a yes-instance, then
so is (G, k). Suppose that G\u has a modulator S’ of size at most k, and
G\S’ has an obstruction H. Then u € V(H), because G\(S" U {u}) is a 3-leaf
power.

If H is a hole, then u has exactly two neighbors v; and vy in V(H) n
S such that vy is non-adjacent to ve. By the construction of Xy, ,},05
X{v1 0}, contains distinct vertices ug, ..., ug43 different from u. Note that
H has at most one of uq,...,ury3, because vy and vy have at most two
common neighbors in V(H) including u. Then since |S’| < k, two of them,
say u; and wug, are not in S” U V(H). Thus, G[{v1,v2, u1,u2}] is a hole, a
contradiction, because it is an induced subgraph of G\ (S’ U {u}).

Suppose that H is isomorphic to the bull, the dart, or the gem. Then
2 < |SnV(H)| <4, because H has exactly five vertices including u, and
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S is a good modulator of G. Let By := (S n V(H)) n Ng(u), and By :=
(SNV(H))\N¢(u). By the construction of Xp, p,, Xp, B, contains distinct
vertices uq,...,ug+s different from w. Since |[V(H)| = 5 and 2 < |S n
V(H)| <4, H has at most three vertices in X including u. Thus, H has at
most two of uy, ..., ursr3. Then since |S’| < k, one of them, say uq, is not in
S'OV(H). Thus, G[(V(H)\ {u})u{u;}] is isomorphic to H, a contradiction,
because it is an induced subgraph of G\(S" U {u}). O

Proposition 5.7. Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0 and a non-empty
good modulator S of G, if (H3) is not applicable to (G, k), then G\S has at
most 2(k + 3)|S|*/3 isolated vertices.

Proof. Let A, X, and X4, 4, be defined as in (RB). If [S| < 1, then
U( Ay Az)eA X 4,4, is empty, and therefore X is empty. Thus, we may as-
sume that |S| > 2. Let s := |S|. For each m-element subset T' of S with
2 < m < 4, A contains exactly 2™ elements (A, A2) such that T = Ay U As.
Therefore, | A| is at most

ot . (Z) 93, (;) 492, (Z) <§(s-1)4+§(8_1)3+28(3_1)
= 205 =125 = 1 + 25— 1) + 25(5 — 1)
< g(s —1)%s% +25(s — 1)
=2s(s —1)(s* =5 +3)/3
< 2s(s — 1)(82 +5)/3 = 232(32 —1)/3< 234/3,

For each element (A1, A2) in A, [ X4, 4,| < k+3. Therefore, U 4, a,)ea Xa1,45] <
2(k + 3)|S|*/3. Since (RB) is not applicable to (G, k), every isolated vertex
of G\S is in U4, 4,)c4 X 4,4, Therefore, G\S has at most 2(k + 3)|S1/3
isolated vertices. O

6 Bounding the size of components outside of a

good modulator

Let S be a good modulator of a graph GG. In this section, we bound the size
of each component of G\S. Subsection is about complete components of
G\S, and Subsection is about incomplete components of G\S.
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6.1 The size of each complete component

We present a reduction rule to bound the size of each complete component

of G\S.

Reduction Rule 4 (Ré)). Given an instance (G, k) with k> 0 and a non-
empty good modulator S of G, let A be the set of ordered pairs (A1, As2) of
disjoint subsets of S such that 2 < |Aj| + |A2| < 4, and C be a complete
component of G\S. For each element (A1, Az) in A, let X4, 4, be a mazimal
set of vertices v of C' such that Ng(v) n (A1 U A2) = Ay and | X4, a,| <
k+3. If C has a vertex u not in \J 4, a,)ea Xa1,4,, then replace (G, k) with
(G\u, k).

Proof of Safeness. We need to show that if (G\u, k) is a yes-instance, then
so is (G, k). Suppose that G\u has a modulator S’ of size at most k, and
G\S’ has an obstruction H. Then u € V(H), because G\ (S’ U {u}) is a 3-leaf
power.

Suppose that H is a small obstruction. Since H has at most five vertices
including u, and S is a good modulator of G, 2 < |SnV (H)| < 4. Let B; :=
(SNV(H)) N Ng(u), and By := (SnV(H))\Ng(u). By the construction of

XB,,Bys XB,,B, contains distinct vertices uq, . .., uy3 different from u. Since
[V(H)| < 5and 2 < |SnV(H)| <4, H has at most three vertices of C
including w. Thus, H has at most two of ug,...,uxy3. Then since |S'| < k,

one of them, say wui, is not in S’ U V(H). Thus, G[(V(H)\{u}) v {u1}]
is isomorphic to H, a contradiction, because it is an induced subgraph of
G\(S" U {u}).

Therefore, H is a hole of length at least 6. Note that H has at most
two vertices of C, because C' is complete. Suppose that H has exactly one
vertex u of C. In this case, u is adjacent to distinct vertices v; and vy in
V(H) nS. Then H\u is an induced path of length at least 4 from v; to
vg. By the construction of Xy, v,},06 X{ui 00,05 cOntains distinct vertices
U, ..., Uy different from w. Since |S’| < k, one of them, say uq, is not in
S’. Then G[(V(H)\{u}) u {u1}] is not distance-hereditary by Lemma 2.6]
a contradiction, because it is an induced subgraph of G\(S" U {u}).

Therefore, H has exactly two vertices v and v’ of C. In this case, u is
adjacent to a vertex vy in V(H)n S, and v’ is adjacent to another vertex vo in
V(H)nS. Note that v is non-adjacent to v;. Then H\u is an induced path
of length at least 4 from v; to u’. By the construction of X} {va}s X{o1},fva)
contains distinct vertices uq, ..., ux 3 different from u. Since |S’| < k, one
of them, say uq, is not in S’. Then G[(V(H)\ {u}) U {u1}] is not distance-
hereditary by Lemma .6l a contradiction, because it is an induced subgraph
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of G\(S"u{u}). Therefore, if (G\u, k) is a yes-instance, then so is (G, k). O

Proposition 6.1. Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0 and a non-empty
good modulator S of G, if (H4) is not applicable to (G, k), then every com-
plete component of G\S has at most 2(k + 3)|S|*/3 vertices.

Proof. Let A, C, and X4, 4, be defined as in (RE). Since (RH) is not
applicable to (G, k), every vertex of C' is in U(A1,A2)€A Xa 4, IF1S] <1,
then U( A1 A)eA X4,,4, is empty, contradicting the assumption that every
vertex of C'is in (Jia, ay)es X41,4,- Thus, [S| = 2. For each m-element
subset 1" of S with 2 < m < 4, A contains exactly 2™ elements (A, A2)
such that T' = A; U Ay. Therefore, |A] < 2*- (“Z') +23. (‘g') +22. ('g‘) <
2|S|*/3, as in the proof of Proposition 5.7} For each element (A, As) in A,
| Xay,4,| <k + 3. Therefore, [Uga, ayyen Xar,4.| < 2(k + 3)|S[*/3, and C
has at most 2(k + 3)|S|*/3 vertices. O

6.2 The size of each incomplete component
We present a reduction rule to bound the size of each true twin-set in G.

Reduction Rule 5 (RBl). Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0, if G has a
true twin-set X such that v € X and |X| = k + 2, then replace (G, k) with
(G\v, k).

Proof of Safeness. We need to show that if (G\v, k) is a yes-instance, then
so is (G, k). Suppose that G\v has a modulator S of size at most k, and
G\S has an obstruction H. Then v € V(H), because G\(S u {v}) is a 3-leaf
power. By (Odl), V(H)nX = {v}. Since |S| < k, X contains a vertex w not
in Su{v}. Then G[(V(H)\ {v}) u {w}] is isomorphic to H, a contradiction,
because it is an induced subgraph of G\(S u {v}). O

We present a reduction rule to remove some bags of G\S anti-complete

to S.

Reduction Rule 6 (R). Given an instance (G,k) with k > 0 and a
non-empty good modulator S of G, let B be a non-empty true twin-set in
G\S. If G\(S U B) has a component D having no neighbors of S such that
V(D)\Ng(B) is non-empty, then replace (G, k) with (G\(V(D)\Ng(B)), k).

Proof of Safeness. Let G’ := G\(V(D)\Ng(B)). We need to show that if
(G', k) is a yes-instance, then so is (G, k). Suppose that G’ has a modulator
S’ of size at most k, and G\S’ has an obstruction H. Since G'\S’ is a 3-leaf
power, H has at least one vertex of D\Ng(B). Since H is connected, and D
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has no neighbors of S, H has at least one vertex in V(D) n Ng(B). Thus,
H has at least two vertices of D. Since V(H)n S # &, V(H) N B is a clique
cut-set of H and therefore H is not a hole. (A clique cut-set of a connected
graph is a clique whose deletion makes disconnected.) Thus, |V(H)| = 5.
Since S is a good modulator of G, |V(H) n S| = 2, |V(H) n B| = 1, and
|V(H)nV(D)| = 2, a contradiction, because no obstruction has a cut vertex
partitioning its vertex set into two sets both having size 2. O

We present two reduction rules to reduce the number of bags of G\S.

Reduction Rule 7 (RM). Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0 and a non-
empty good modulator S of G, let B be a non-empty true twin-set in G\S.
If G\(S v B) has distinct components Dy, ..., Dyy4 such that No(V(Dy)) =
o= Ng(V(Dgy4)), and either V(D) U -+ U V(Dgya) S Ng(B), or & #
V(D;)nNg(B) # V(D) for eachi€ {1,...,k+ 4}, then replace (G, k) with
(G\V(Dy), k).

To show that (R[T) is safe, we will use the following two lemmas. Lemmal6.2]
will be useful because it implies that for a good modulator S of G, a subset
B of V(G)\S is a true twin-set in G\S if and only if it is a true twin-set in
G.

Lemma 6.2. Let G be a 3-leaf power having a vertex v such that G\v is
connected and incomplete. Then vertices t1 and to in V(G)\{v} are true
twins in G if and only if t1 and ta are true twins in G\v.

Proof. 1t is clear that if t; and ¢y are true twins in G, then so are in G\v.

Conversely, suppose that ¢; and ¢5 are true twins in G'\v, and v is adjacent
to t1, and non-adjacent to to. Note that |[Ng(t2)| = 2, because otherwise
G\v is isomorphic to Kj.

If Ng(t2) is a clique, then G\v has at least one vertex not in Ng(t2),
because otherwise G'\v is complete. Thus, G has an edge zy such that x is
adjacent to both ¢; and to, and y is non-adjacent to both t; and to, because
G\v is connected. Then G[{v,z,y,t1,t2}] is isomorphic to the gem if both
x and y are adjacent to v, the bull if both z and y are non-adjacent to v,
and the dart if z is adjacent to v and y is non-adjacent to v, and has a hole
of length 4 if x is non-adjacent to v and y is adjacent to v, a contradiction,
because it is an induced subgraph of G.

Therefore, t5 has distinct neighbors x and y such that x is non-adjacent to
y. Then G[{v,x,y,t1,t2}] has a hole of length 4 if both x and y are adjacent
to v, and is isomorphic to the gem if exactly one of x and y is adjacent to v,
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and the dart if both z and y are non-adjacent to v, a contradiction, because
it is an induced subgraph of G. O

Lemma 6.3. Let (A, B) be a complete split of a graph G, and S be a non-
empty good modulator of G. If G has an obstruction H, and S < B\N(A),
then H has at most one vertex in A.

Proof. Suppose not. Since S is a good modulator of G, H has at least
two vertices in S. Thus, H has vertices in both A and B. Since (A, B)
is a complete split of G, H is not a hole by Lemma 51l and therefore
|[V(H)| =5. Then |V(H)nN(A)| < 5—|V(H)nA|—-|V(H)nS| <5-2-2,a
contradiction, because no obstruction has a cut vertex partitioning its vertex
set into two sets both having size 2. O

Proof of Safeness of (H7). We need to show that if (G\V (D), k) is a yes-
instance, then so is (G, k). Suppose that G\V (D7) has a modulator S’ of size
at most k, and G\\S” has an obstruction H. Since G\(V (D7) u S’) is a 3-leaf
power, H has at least one vertex of D;. Since S is a good modulator of G,
G\(S\ {v}) is a 3-leaf power for each vertex v in S. Thus, if v has a neighbor
in a true twin-set X in G\S, then {v} is complete to X by Lemma[6.2] This
means that every true twin-set in G\S is a true twin-set in G as well.

We claim that for each i € {1,...,k + 4}, V(D;) n Ng(B) is a true twin-
set in G\S. Suppose that V(D;) n Ng(B) contains two vertices z and y such
that x is non-adjacent to y. Let P be an induced path in D; from z to y. We
may assume that P has length exactly 2 by Lemma 2.6l Let z be a common
neighbor of z and y in V(P). We may assume that z € Ng(B), because
otherwise V(P) with a vertex in B induces a hole of length 4. Then for a
vertex v in B, and v’ in V(D;) n Ng(B) for some j € {1,...,k+4}\{i},
G[{v,v',z,y,2}] is isomorphic to the dart, contradicting the assumption
that S is a modulator of G. Therefore, V(D;) n Ng(B) is a clique. Now,
suppose that G\S has a vertex w adjacent to a vertex t; € V(D;) n Ng(B)
and non-adjacent to a vertex to € V(D;) n Ng(B). Note that w is a vertex
of D;\N¢(B). Then for a vertex v in B and a vertex v' of V(D;) n Ng(B)
for some j € {1,...,k +4}\{i}, G[{v,v',w, t1,t2}] is isomorphic to the bull,
a contradiction, and this proves the claim.

Suppose that V(Dy) U -+ U V(Dgyq) S Ng(B). By (O, for each
ie{l,...,k+4}, D; has at most one vertex of H. By (O2), at most three
of Di,...,Dgyq have vertices of H. Since |S’| < k, one of Ds, ..., D4,
say Dj, has no vertices in §" U V(H). Let t be a vertex in Dj;. Since
Ng(V(D1)) = Na(V(Dj)), s and t have the same set of neighbors in V (H).
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Then G[(V(H)\ {s}) u {t}] is isomorphic to H, a contradiction, because it
is an induced subgraph of G\(V (D7) u §’).

Therefore, & # V(D;) " Ng(B) # V(D;) for each i € {1,...,k + 4}. We
first show that D;\Ng(B) has no neighbors of S. Suppose that D;\Ng(B)
has a neighbor p; of some vertex v in S. Let j € {1,...,k+ 4} \{i}. Since
Ne(V(D;)) = Na(V(D;)), D;j has a neighbor p; of v. Since some vertex
in B has neighbors in both D; and D;, G\S has a path P from p; to p;.
Note that the length of P is at least 3, because p; is not in Ng(B). Since v
is adjacent to both ends of P, G[V(P) u {v}] is not distance-hereditary by
Lemmal[2.6] a contradiction, because it is an induced subgraph of G\(S\ {v}),
and this proves the claim.

For each i € {1,...,k + 4}, since V(D;) n Ng(B) is a true twin-set in G,
H has at most one vertex in V(D;) n Ng(B) by (OI)). Let Di1,...,Dj )
be the components of D;\Ng(B) for each i € {1,...,k + 4}. We claim that
for each j € {1,...,m(3)}, if |V(D; ;)| = 2, then (V(D;;), V(G)\V(D;;)) is a
complete split of G. Since V(D;) n Ng(B) is a true twin-set, and D;\Ng(B)
has no neighbors of S, it suffices to show that Ng(Ng(B)) n V(D; ;) is a
clique. Suppose that Ng(Ng(B)) n V(D; ;) contains vertices « and y such
that x and y are non-adjacent. Let P be an induced path in D; ; from x to
y. We may assume that P has length exactly 2 by Lemma Let z be a
common neighbor of x and y in V(P). We may assume that z € Ng(Ng(B)),
because otherwise P with a vertex v in Ng(B) n V(D;) induces a hole of
length 4. Then for a vertex v’ in B, G[{v,v,z,y, 2}] is isomorphic to the
dart, a contradiction, and this proves the claim.

Therefore, each component of D;\Ng(B) has at most one vertex of H
by Lemma[6.3l Each V(D;) n Ng(B) has at most one vertex of H, because
V(D;) n Ng(B) is a true twin-set. Therefore, at most one component of
D;\N¢(B) has a vertex of H, because H cannot have false twins of degree
at most 1. By (O2]), at most three of Dy, ..., Di4 have vertices of H. Since
|S’| < k,oneof D, ..., Dgyyg,say D;, has no vertices in S’"UV (H). Note that
H has a vertex s1 in V(D7) n Ng(B), because D1\Ng(B) has no neighbors
of S, H is connected, and has vertices in both S and V(D). Let t1to be
an edge of D; such that ¢; € V(D;) n Ng(B) and t2 € V(D;)\Ng(B). Since
Ne(V(Dy)) = Na(V(D)), and both V(D1) A Ng(B) and V(D;) n Ne(B)
are true twin-sets, s; and ¢; have the same set of neighbors in V(H)\V (Dy).
If H has a vertex sy in V(D1)\Ng(B), then V(Dy) n V(H) = {s1,s2},
because both V(D1) n Ng(B) and V(D1)\Ng(B) have at most one vertex
of H. Then G[(V (H)\ {s1, s2})u{t1,t2}] is isomorphic to H, a contradiction,
because it is an induced subgraph of G\(V(D1) u S’). Therefore, H has no
vertices in V(D1)\Ng(B). Then G[(V(H)\ {s1}) u {t1}] is isomorphic to H,
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a contradiction, because it is an induced subgraph of G\(V(D;) u §’). O

Reduction Rule 8 (RR)). Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0 and a non-
empty good modulator S of G, let By, ..., By, be pairwise disjoint non-empty
true twin-sets in G\S for m > 6 such that Ng(B;) = B;—1 U B;y1 for
each i € {2,...,m —1}. Let ¢ be an integer in {3,...,m — 2} such that
|Be| < |Bj| for each i € {3,...,m —2}, and G’ be a graph obtained from
G\((B3 v -+ U By,—2)\By) by making every vertex in By adjacent to all
vertices in By U By,—1. Then replace (G, k) with (G, k).

To show that (RE) is safe, we will use the following two lemmas.

Lemma 6.4. Let G be a graph with disjoint true twin-sets By, ..., By, for
m =5 such that N(B;) = Bj—1 U Bj;+1 for each i€ {2,...,m —1}. Then G
is a 3-leaf power if and only if G\(Bs U -+ U By,—2) is a 3-leaf power, and
has no paths from a vertex in By to a vertex in By, 1.

Proof. Tt is clear that if G is a 3-leaf power, then G\(Bs U -+ U By,_2) is
a 3-leaf power, and has no paths from a vertex in By to a vertex in B,,_1,
because otherwise G has a hole.

Conversely, suppose that G\(B3 U --- U B,,—2) is a 3-leaf power, and has
no paths from a vertex in By to a vertex in B,,_1, and G has an obstruction
H. Since G\(B3 U -+ U B,,_2) is a 3-leaf power, H has at least one vertex
in By U -+ U By,—2. For each i € {1,...,m}, since B; is a true twin-set
in G, H has at most one vertex in B; by (OIl). Then every vertex of H
in By U --- U By,—1 has degree at most 2 in H. If H has a vertex v in B;
for some j € {3,...,m — 2}, then both B;_; and B have vertices of H
by (OE). This means that B; contains exactly one vertex of H for each
i€{2,...,m—1}. Then H has vertices in each By and By, as well by (OBl).
Thus, V(H) N (Byu---UBy,_1) contains at least three vertices of degree 2 in
H. Then H is a hole by (Ofl), a contradiction, because H\(B3s U - U B,—2)
is a path in G\(Bs U -+ U B;,,—2) from a vertex in By to a vertex in By,_1.
Therefore, GG is a 3-leaf power. O

Lemma 6.5. If G has a modulator S and a true twin-set X such that X\S
is non-empty, then S\X is a modulator of G.

Proof. We may assume that S n X is non-empty. Suppose that G\(S\X)
has an obstruction H. Since G\S is a 3-leaf power, H has at least one
vertex in S n X. Then H has exactly one vertex v in S n X by (OIl). Let
w be a vertex in X\S. Then G[(V(H)\ {v}) u {w}] is isomorphic to H, a
contradiction, because it is an induced subgraph of G\S. O
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Proof of Safeness of (H8). First, let us show that if (G, k) is a yes-instance,
then so is (G’, k). Suppose that G has a minimal modulator S of size at most
k. Since S’ is minimal, S’ n B; = & or 8’ n B; = B; for each i € {1,...,m}
by Lemma 6.5l We claim that if S’ n (By U --- U By,) is empty, then S’ is a
modulator of G’. Since G\’ is a 3-leaf power, G\(Bsu--- U Bp,_ouS’) is a
3-leaf power, and has no paths from a vertex in Bs to a vertex in B,,_1 by
Lemma 64l Since G\(Bs U -+ U By,_o U S’) is isomorphic to G'\(B; u 5,
G'\S’ is a 3-leaf power by Lemma [6.4], and this proves the claim.

We claim that if S’ (ByuBau Byy,—1 U Byy,) is non-empty, then S’V (G")
is a modulator of G’. Suppose that G'\(S’ n V(G’)) has an obstruction H.
Since G\(B3 U +++ U By,—2 U S’) is a 3-leaf power, and is isomorphic to
G'\(Beu (8" nV(G"))), G\(Bru (8" nV(G"))) is a 3-leaf power. Therefore,
H has at least one vertex in By. For each i € {1,2,¢,m — 1,m}, since B; is
a true twin-set in G’, H has at most one vertex in B; by (OIl). Then every
vertex of H in By U By U B,,_1 has degree at most 2 in H. Thus, for each
i€ {1,2,4,m —1,m}, B; contains exactly one vertex of H by (OBl). Then
S" N V(G') contains at least one vertex of H, a contradiction, because H is
an induced subgraph of G'\(S" n V(G")), and this proves the claim.

Thus, we may assume that S’ n (B; U By U B,,—1 U By,) is empty, and
S"'n(B3u---U By, _9) is non-empty. Let T := (S"\(B3u---uU By,_2)) U By.
Since G\(Bg U -+ U Bj—2 U S’) is a 3-leaf power, and is isomorphic to
G'\T, G'\T is a 3-leaf power. Then B; < S’ for some i € {3,...,m — 2}, and
therefore |T'| = |T\(B3u---UBy—2)|+|B¢| < [S'\(Bsu---UBp_2)|+|Bi| <
|S’| < k. Therefore, if (G, k) is a yes-instance, then so is (G', k).

Secondly, we will show that if (G', k) is a yes-instance, then so is (G, k).
Suppose that G’ has a minimal modulator S’ of size at most k. Since S’ is
minimal, S" N B; = & or S’ n B; = B; for each i € {1,2,¢{,m — 1,m} by
Lemma We claim that S’ is a modulator of G.

Since G'\S’ is a 3-leaf power, if S’ N (By U B U By,—1 U By,) is empty,
then G'\(By u 5’) is a 3-leaf power, and has no paths from a vertex in By
to a vertex in B,,—; by Lemma Since G'\(B,; u S’) is isomorphic to
G\(B3 U -+ U Bp_2ub’), G\Y is a 3-leaf power by Lemma [6.4l

Thus, we may assume that S’ N (By U By U B,,—1 U By,) is non-empty,
and G\S’” has an obstruction H. Since G'\(Byu S’) is a 3-leaf power, and is
isomorphic to G\(Bz U --U By—2u S’), G\(B3 U --- U Bp_2uS’) is a 3-leaf
power. Therefore, H has at least one vertex in By U --- U B,,,_s. For each
i€ {l,...,m}, since B; is a true twin-set in G, H has at most one vertex in
B; by (Ol). Then every vertex of H in By U -+ U By,—1 has degree at most
2in H. If H has a vertex v in B; for some j € {3,...,m — 2}, then both
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B;_1 and Bj; have vertices of H by (OB). This means that B; contains
exactly one vertex of H for each i € {2,...,m — 1} by (Of]), and both B;
and B,, have vertices of H as well by (Ofl). Thus, S’ contains at least one
vertex of H, a contradiction, and this proves the claim. Therefore, if (G, k)
is a yes-instance, then so is (G, k). O

Now, we are ready to prove that after applying some reduction rules
exhaustively to (G, k) with a good modulator S of G, each incomplete com-
ponent of G\\S has bounded size.

Proposition 6.6. Given an instance (G, k) with k > 0 and a non-empty
good modulator S of G, if (R2), (R3), (H6), (R7), and (R8) are not ap-
plicable to (G,k), then each incomplete component of G\S has at most
(k+ 1)(k +4)[S|(|S| + 2k + 14) vertices.

To prove Proposition [6.6] we will use the following lemma and its corol-
lary.

Lemma 6.7. Let G be a 3-leaf power. If G has a vertex v of degree at least
1 such that G\v is a tree, then G\v has a vertex u such that Ng(v) = {u}

or No(v) = Ne[u]\ {v}.

Proof. We may assume that v has at least two neighbors, and G\v has at
least three vertices, because otherwise the statement clearly holds.

If v has exactly two neighbors u; and us, then u; and ue are adjacent,
because otherwise G has a hole. Since G\v has at least three vertices, one of
uy and wug, say ug, is not a leaf of G\v. If uy is not a leaf of G\v, then for a
neighbor u) of u; different from uy and a neighbor u} of ug different from u,
G[{v,u1,u},u2,ub}] is isomorphic to the bull, a contradiction. Therefore,
uq is a leaf of G\v, and Ng(v) = Ng[ui]\ {v}.

If v has at least three neighbors, then G[N¢g(v)] is connected, because
otherwise G has a hole. If v has distinct neighbors wuy, us, us, and u4 inducing
a path, then G[{v,u1,us,us,uys}] is isomorphic to the gem, a contradiction.
Therefore, G\v has a vertex u such that Ng(v) € Ng(u). If u has a neigh-
bor uy that is non-adjacent to v, then for distinct neighbors us and ug of v
different from u, G[{v,u, u1,u2,us}] is isomorphic to the dart, a contradic-
tion. Therefore, every neighbor of u different from v is adjacent to v, and
No(v) = Nelul\ {v}. O

Corollary 6.8. Let G be a 3-leaf power. If G has a vertex v of degree at
least 1 such that G\v is connected, then G\v has a true twin-set B such that
Ng(v) = B or Ng(v) = Ng[B]\{v}.

26



Proof. We may assume that G\v is incomplete. Then every true twin-set in
G\v is also a true twin-set in G by Lemma We proceed by induction
on |G|. Suppose that G\v has true twins v and '. Since u and «’ are true
twins, G\ {v,u} is connected, and v has a neighbor in V(G)\ {u}. Then by
applying the induction hypothesis, G\ {u, v} has a true twin-set B’ such that
Ng(v)\ {u} is equal to B’ or Ng[B']\ {u,v}. Let

B B v {u} ifueB,
B otherwise.

Since u and v are true twins in G\v, B is a true twin-set of G\v. It is easy
to see that if Ng(v)\{u} = B’, then Ng(v) = B, because u and u’ are true
twins in G. If Ng(v) {u} = Ng[B’']\ {u, v}, then Ng[B']\ {v} = Ng[B]\ {v}
by the same reason.

Thus, we may assume that G\v has no true twins. By Theorem [2:4]
since G\v is connected, G\v is a tree. Then by Lemma [6.7], the statement
holds. O

Proof of Proposition [6.4. Let C be an incomplete component of G\ S with a
tree-clique decomposition (F,{B,, : u € V(F)}). Since S is a good modulator
of G, G[V(C) u {v}] is a 3-leaf power for each vertex v in S. Thus, if S
has a vertex w having a neighbor in a bag B of C, then {w} is complete to
B by Lemma This means that every bag of C is a true twin-set in G.
Since (RE]) is not applicable to (G, k), each bag of C' contains at most k + 1
vertices. Therefore, in the remaining of this proof, we are going to bound
the number of bags of C.

Claim 1. We claim that the maximum degree of F' is at most |S| + 2k + 6.

Suppose that F' has a node u of degree at least |S|+2k+7 in F. For each
vertex w in S, if at least two components of C\ B,, have neighbors of w, then
all components of C\B,, have neighbors of w by Corollary Thus, for
each vertex w in S, we can choose a component of C'\ B, such that either all
other components of C\B,, have neighbors of w, or no other components of
C\B,, have neighbors of w. Since C\B,, has at least | S|+ 2k+ 7 components,
C\B, has distinct components Dy, ..., Do 7 such that for each vertex w
in S, either all or none of them have neighbors of w. Thus, Ng(V(D;)) =
-+« = Ng(V(Dgk+7)). By the pigeonhole principle, V(D;) € Ng(B,) or
& # V(D;) n Ng(B,) # V(D;) is satisfied by at least k + 4 values of i,
contradicting the assumption that (R[) is not applicable to (G, k), and this
proves the claim.

Let X be the set of leaves of ' whose bags are anti-complete to S.
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Claim 2. We claim that if u is a node of F\X having degree at most 1 in
F\X, then B, contains a neighbor of S.

If Np(u) € X, then B, contains a neighbor of S, because otherwise C
has no neighbors of S, and (R[2) is applicable to (G, k). If Np(u)\X is non-
empty, then Np(u)\X contains exactly one node uy, because u has degree
at most 1 in F\X. If B, contains no neighbors of S, then (RE]) is applicable
to (G, k) by taking B, as B. Therefore, B, contains a neighbor of S, and
this proves the claim.

For each vertex v in S, let X, be the set of nodes of F\X whose bags
contain neighbors of v, Sy be the set of vertices v in S such that X, contains
some leaf of F\X, and Sy := S\S;. Let F’ be a tree obtained from F\X
by contracting all edges in F[X,] for each vertex v in S. Note that F’ has
at most |S1| leaves, and therefore it has at most max(|S1| — 2,0) branching
nodes. Let Y be the set of nodes of F’ which come form X, for some
vertex v € S, and Z be the set of branching nodes of F’. Then |Y U Z] <
Y]+ |Z| < |S| + max(|S1] — 2,0) < 2|S]|. Since (RE) is not applicable to
(G, k), each component of F'\(Y U Z) has at most three nodes. Therefore,
[V(F\(Y u Z))| <6|S|. Then |V(F\X)]| is at most

[Y1(|S| + 2k +7) + |Z| + [V(F'\(Y v 2))| < |S|(|S| + 2k + 7) + |S| + 6|5
= |S|(|S] + 2k + 14).

Since (R[T) is not applicable to (G, k), each node of F\X is adjacent to
at most k + 3 nodes in X. Thus, |[V(F)| < (k+ 4)|S|(|S] + 2k + 14).
By (REH), each bag of C has at most k& + 1 nodes. Therefore, |V(C)| <
(k + 1)(k + 4)[S|(]S] + 2k + 14). O

7 The proof of the main theorem

In this section, we prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem [I.2. By Theorem 2.2] we can find all maximal true twin-
sets in a 3-leaf power in linear time. Thus, we can apply (R2), ..., (RE) in
polynomial time to an input instance (G, k) with a good modulator S of G
by investigating small subsets of V(G) or true twin-sets in G\S. Therefore,
Algorithm [ is a polynomial-time algorithm.

We claim that for the instance (G, k) obtained in Line[I0l G has at most
O(k?|S|%) vertices. Note that |S| > k + 1. By Proposition .6, G\S has at
most 2(k+2)|S|? non-trivial components. By Proposition B.1], each complete
component of G\\S has at most 2(k + 3)|S|*/3 vertices. By Proposition [6.6
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Algorithm 1 Kernelization for 3-LEAF POWER DELETION
: function ComMPRESS(G, k)
if £ =0 then
if G is a 3-leaf power then return (K7,0).
else return (K3 5,0).
end if
else Find an instance (G', k') equivalent to (G, k), and a good modu-
lator S of G’ having size O(min(k® log k, k2 log?|V(G)|)) by Lemma A5
if |S| < k then return (K7,0).
else if (G', k') # (G, k) then return COMPRESS(G', k).
else if Rule (Ri) for some i € {2,...,8} is applicable to (G, k)
then return CoMPRESS(G”, k") where (G”, k") is the resulting instance
obtained from (G, k) with S by applying the rule (R3).
10: else return (G, k).
11: end if
12: end if
13: end function

®

each incomplete component of G\ S has at most (k+1)(k+4)[S|(]S|+2k+14)
vertices. Therefore, each non-trivial component of G\ S has at most O(k|S|*)
vertices. Then the union of all non-trivial components of G\\S has at most
2(k + 2)|S)? - O(K|S|*) = O(k?|S|%) vertices. By Proposition .7, G\S has
at most 2(k + 3)|S|*/3 isolated vertices. Therefore, |V (G)| < |S| + 2(k +
3)|S)*/3 + O(k?|S|%) = O(k?|S|%), and this proves the claim.

For an instance (G, k) obtained from Line [I0, | S| is at most
O(min(k3log k, k* log?|V (G)|)) < O(min(k>log k, k* log?(k?|5|%)))
O(min (k3 log k, k* log? (k? (k* log k)°)))
O(min(k3log k, k*log? k)) = O(k? log? k)

NN N

by Lemma EH and the claim. Therefore, G’ has at most O(k'* log'? k) ver-
tices. ]
8 Conclusions

In this paper, we show that 3-LEAF POWER DELETION admits a fixed-
parameter tractable algorithm with running time as O(37%|V (G)|"(|V(G)| +
|E(G)])), and a kernel with O (k' log!'? k) vertices. It would be an interesting
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problem to significantly reduce the size of the kernel for 3-LEAF POWER
DELETION.

For an integer ¢ > 4, one may investigate about ¢-LEAF POWER DELE-
TION, that is a problem of deciding whether deleting at most k vertices makes
a graph an f-leaf power. There are linear-time algorithms to recognize 4-,
5-, or 6-leaf powers [7, [9] 16].

Gurski and Wanke [I8] stated that for each ¢, ¢-leaf powers have bounded
clique-width. Rautenbach [28] presented a characterization of 4-leaf powers
with no true twins as chordal graphs with ten forbidden induced subgraphs.
This can be used to express, in monadic second-order logic, whether a graph
is a 4-leaf power and whether there is a vertex set of size at most k£ whose
deletion makes the graph a 4-leaf power. Therefore, by using the algorithm in
[10], we deduce that 4-LEAF POWER DELETION is fixed-parameter tractable
when parameterized by k, and therefore it admits a kernel. It is natural to
ask whether 4-LEAF POWER DELETION admits a polynomial kernel. For ¢ >
5, we do not know whether we can express ¢-leaf powers in monadic second-
order logic. If it is true for some /¢, then not only /-LEAF POWER DELETION
is fixed-parameter tractable, but also {-LEAF POWER RECOGNITION can be
solved in polynomial time, which is still open for £ > 7.
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