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Abstract

The thinness of a graph is a width parameter that generalizes some properties
of interval graphs, which are exactly the graphs of thinness one. Graphs
with thinness at most two include, for example, bipartite convex graphs.
Many NP-complete problems can be solved in polynomial time for graphs
with bounded thinness, given a suitable representation of the graph. Proper
thinness is defined analogously, generalizing proper interval graphs, and a
larger family of NP-complete problems are known to be polynomially solvable
for graphs with bounded proper thinness.

The complexity of recognizing 2-thin and proper 2-thin graphs is still
open. In this work, we present characterizations of 2-thin and proper 2-thin
graphs as intersection graphs of rectangles in the plane, as vertex intersection
graphs of paths on a grid (VPG graphs), and by forbidden ordered patterns.
We also prove that independent 2-thin graphs are exactly the interval bi-
graphs, and that proper independent 2-thin graphs are exactly the bipartite
permutation graphs.

Finally, we take a step towards placing the thinness and its variations in
the landscape of width parameters, by upper bounding the proper thinness
in terms of the bandwidth.
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1. Introduction

A large family of graph width parameters have been studied since the
introduction of treewidth in the 80’s [46], some of them very recently defined,
like twin-width [5] in 2020. For each width parameter, a growing family of
NP-complete problems are known to be polynomial-time solvable on graph
classes of bounded width. Thus, it is interesting to find structural properties
of a graph class that ensure bounded width.

These structural properties can be described, for instance, by forbidden
induced subgraphs, or by the existence of vertex orderings avoiding a family
of patterns, or by the existence of certain intersection models.

It is also useful to know whether a width parameter p can be bounded
by a function of another width parameter p’. In that case, every class of
graphs C that has bounded p’, has also bounded p. As a trade-off, every
problem that admits an efficient algorithm parameterized by p, admits also
an efficient algorithm parameterized by p'.

1.1. Our focus

In this work we will focus on a width parameter called the thinness of a
graph. Intuitively speaking, the thinness of a graph G is a measure of how
close GG is to an interval graph, with the interval graphs being the class of
graphs with thinness 1. Similarly, proper thinness measures how close G is
to a proper interval graph, with the proper interval graphs being the class of
graphs with proper thinness 1.

This similarity allows to generalize techniques for (proper) interval graphs
to (proper) k-thin graphs. It is worth mentioning that thinness and mim-
width [51] are two of the few width parameters that are bounded on interval
graphs and allow such algorithmic generalizations. In the case of thinness,
a large family of combinatorial optimization problems become polynomial-
time solvable for graphs of bounded thinness (given a suitable representa-
tion) [6, [7, 37]. They can be described shortly as optimization versions of
list matrix partition problems with the possibility of adding some cardinal-
ity constraints. This family generalizes, for instance, maximum weighted
clique (whose unweighted version is NP-complete for graphs of mim-width
at most 6, even when the representation is given [51]), maximum weighted
independent set (whose unweighted version is NP-complete on boxicity 2
graphs, even when the rectangle model is given [23], [32]), and list ¢-coloring
with constant t. For graphs of bounded proper thinness (given a suitable



representation), some domination-like constraints can be added to the prob-
lem formulation [6]. However, classes of bounded thinness are rich enough
that the coloring problem (number of colors being part of the input) is NP-
complete even for proper 2-thin graphs []].

1.2. Thinness, proper thinness, and (proper) independent thinness

A graph G = (V, E) is k-thin if there exist an ordering vy, ..., v, of V and
a partition of V into k classes (V,..., V*) such that, for each triple (r, s,t)
with r < s < t, if v, v, belong to the same class and v,v, € E, then v,v, € E.
Such an ordering and partition are called consistent. The minimum £ such
that G is k-thin is called the thinness of G and is denoted by thin(G). The
thinness is unbounded on the class of all graphs, and graphs with bounded
thinness were introduced by Mannino, Oriolo, Ricci and Chandran in [37] as
a generalization of interval graphs (intersection graphs of intervals of the real
line), which are exactly the 1-thin graphs [4I]. Graphs of thinness at most
two include, for example, convex bipartite graphs [9].

In [6], the concept of proper thinness is defined in order to obtain an anal-
ogous generalization of proper interval graphs (intersection graphs of intervals
of the real line such that no interval properly contains another). A graph
G = (V, E) is proper k-thin if there exist an ordering and a partition of V
into k classes such that both the ordering and its reverse are consistent with
the partition. Such an ordering and partition are called strongly consistent.
The minimum £ such that G is proper k-thin is called the proper thinness
of G and is denoted by pthin(G). Proper interval graphs are exactly the
proper 1-thin graphs [43], and in [6] it is proved that the proper thinness is
unbounded on the class of interval graphs. Examples of thin representations
of graphs are shown in Figure [1]

In [11], the concept of (proper) independent thinness was introduced in
order to bound the (proper) thinness of the lexicographical and direct prod-
ucts of two graphs. In this case it is required, additionally, the classes of the
partition to be independent sets. These concepts are denoted by thinj,q(G)
and pthin;,q(G), respectively.

1.3. Algorithmic aspects of thinness

The recognition problem for k-thin graphs is NP-complete [47], and the
recognition problem for proper k-thin graphs is open. Both problems remain
open when k£ > 2 is fixed. Some related algorithmic problems were also
studied: partition into a minimum number of classes (strongly) consistent
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Figure 1: A 2-thin graph (whose proper thinness is 3) and a proper 2-thin graph. The ver-
tices are ordered increasingly by their y-coordinate, and the classes correspond to the verti-
cal lines, i.e., {v1,v9,v4,v6} and {vs,v5} are the classes of the first graph, {wy, wa, wy, we}
and {ws, ws} are the classes of the second graph.

with a given vertex ordering [0} [7], existence of a vertex ordering (strongly)
consistent with a given vertex partition [6].

In this work, in order to prove the intersection model characterizations,
we will deal with the problem of the existence of a vertex ordering (strongly)
consistent with a given vertex partition and that extends a partial order of
the vertices that is a total order when restricted to each of the parts. We
will call this problem (STRONGLY) CONSISTENT EXTENDING ORDER, or
(S)CEO, and we will solve it in Section [2]

(STRONGLY) CONSISTENT EXTENDING ORDER — (S)CEO

Instance: A graph G, a partition IT = {V! ... V*} and a partial order < of
V(G) that is total and (strongly) consistent restricted to each V7,1 < j < k.
Question: Does there exist a total ordering of V(G) extending < and
(strongly) consistent with I17

Also, as a corollary of characterization theorems for independent 2-thin
graphs and proper independent 2-thin graphs in Section [f it follows that
both classes can be recognized in polynomial time.

We summarize in Table [1| the computational complexity of the different
algorithmic problems related to (proper) (independent) thinness.

1.4. Graph intersection models

Several graph classes are defined by means of a geometrical intersection
model, being the most prominent of such classes the class of interval graphs,
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Table 1: Survey of the computational complexity of algorithmic questions related to thin-

ness, proper thinness, independent thinness, and proper independent thinness.




introduced by Hajés in 1957 [28]. Moreover, many of these classes are gen-
eralizations of interval graphs, like circular-arc graphs [25], vertex and edge
intersection graphs of paths on a grid [2, 27], and graphs with bounded box-
icity. The bozicity of a graph, introduced by Roberts in 1969 [44], is the
minimum dimension in which a given graph can be represented as an inter-
section graph of axis-parallel boxes. Chandran, Mannino, and Oriolo in [15]
proved that boxicity 2 graphs have unbounded thinness, but k-thin graphs
have boxicity at most k. In particular, 2-thin graphs are a subclass of boxic-
ity 2 graphs, i.e., intersection graphs of axis-parallel rectangles in the plane.
Their proof is constructive, and in their boxicity 2 model for 2-thin graphs,
the upper-right corners of the rectangles lie in two diagonals, according to
the class the corresponding vertex belongs to. We call this a 2-diagonal
model, and we show in Propositions 10| and [12| that there are graphs having
a 2-diagonal model which are not 2-thin. Thus, we do in Section [3| a slight
modification to the model in [37] for 2-thin graphs, needed to obtain, together
with the 2-diagonal property, a characterization. Namely, we modify it to
satisfy a further property that we call blocking, and we prove in Theorem
that a graph is 2-thin if and only if it has a blocking 2-diagonal model. We
obtain in Theorem (13| a similar characterization for proper 2-thin graphs.

Notice that when restricting the upper-right corners of the rectangles
to lie in one diagonal, we obtain the class of interval graphs, i.e., 1-thin
graphs. The definition of p-box graphs [49] “looks” similar, since they are the
intersection graphs of rectangles whose lower-right corners lie in a diagonal,
but the classes of interval graphs and p-box graphs are very different. The
models with this kind of restrictions, like endpoints, corners or sides of the
geometrical objects lying on a line, are known in the literature as grounded
models (see Figure [2)).

A graph is By-VPG (resp. By-EPG) if it is the vertex (resp. edge) inter-
section graph of paths with at most k bends in a grid [2, 27]. VPG graphs,
without bounds in the number of bends, are also known as string graphs. A
subclass of B1-VPG graphs is the class of L-graphs, in which all the paths
have the shape L. Many classes can be characterized by different grounded
L-models. For instance, circle graphs are exactly the doubly grounded L-
graphs where both endpoints of the paths belong to an inverted diagonal [2],
and p-box graphs are also characterized as monotone L-graphs [I] (L-graphs
such that the bends of the L shapes lie on an inverted diagonal). A very
nice survey on this kind of models can be found in [33]. We present in Sec-
tion [4) another grounded rectangle model for 2-thin graphs that gives rise to a
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Figure 2: Other graph classes defined or characterized by grounded box models or
grounded L-models.

grounded L-model for them and a grounded By-VPG model for independent
2-thin graphs. Based on these models, we can also obtain a Bs3-VPG rep-
resentation for 3-thin graphs and a B;-VPG representation for independent
3-thin graphs. We furthermore show that By-VPG graphs have unbounded
thinness, and that not every 4-thin graph is a VPG graph.

The L-model can be modified to prove that 2-thin graphs are monotone
L-graphs. On the one hand, the inclusion is proper, since the class of mono-
tone L-graphs, equivalent to p-box graphs, contains all trees [49], which have
unbounded thinness [6]. On the other hand, the result is tight, in the sense
that the octahedron 3K, is an example of a graph of thinness 3 which is not
p-box since it has boxicity 3 [44].

The bend number of 2-thin graphs as edge intersection graphs of paths on
a grid (EPG graphs) is unbounded, since already proper independent 2-thin
graphs contain the class of complete bipartite graphs, that has unbounded
EPG bend number [3].

The results relating thinness to VPG and EPG models are summarized
in Table [2| Other width parameters are analyzed for VPG and EPG graphs
in [24].

1.5. Forbidden patterns

Many classic graph classes, such as interval, proper interval, chordal, com-
parability, co-comparability, and bipartite graphs, can be characterized by
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independent 2-thin C By-VPG Prop |20
2-thin C L-graphs C B;-VPG Prop [20
2-thin = blocking monotone L-graphs Thm E
2-thin ¢ Bp-VPG Prop |22
independent 3-thin C B;-VPG Prop [21
independent 3-thin ¢ By-VPG Prop 22
independent 3-thin ¢ monotone L-graphs Prop 3
3-thin C Bs-VPG Prop |21
4-thin ¢ VPG Prop |19
By-VPG ¢  k-thin, VK Prop (18

monotone L-graphs ¢  k-thin, Vk [6, [49]
proper independent 2-thin ¢ Bp-EPG, Vk Prop

Table 2: Summary of the results in Section

the existence of an ordering of the vertices avoiding some ordered subgraphs,
called patterns. Very recently, all the classes corresponding to patterns on
three vertices (including the ones mentioned above) have been listed, and
proved to be efficiently recognizable [21]. Less is known about patterns on
four vertices. One of the few graph classes characterized by a pattern on
four vertices is the class of monotone L-graphs [I4]. A recent paper studies
systematically forbidden pattern characterizations of graph classes defined
by grounded intersection models [22].

In the literature, there are two additional ways of defining patterns for
subclasses of bipartite graphs. In both cases, an explicit bipartition is given.
In the case of bicolored patterns [30], a total order of the vertices is defined,
while in the case of bipartite patterns [31], each part of the bipartition is
linearly ordered.

In Section [5, we present characterizations for 2-thin graphs, independent
2-thin graphs and proper independent 2-thin graphs in terms of forbidden
patterns. We also characterize independent 2-thin graphs and proper inde-
pendent 2-thin graphs in terms of forbidden bicolored patterns and forbidden
bipartite patterns. These latter characterizations lead also to equivalences
with two well known subclasses of bipartite graphs. Namely, we proved that
independent 2-thin graphs are equivalent to interval bigraphs, and proper
independent 2-thin graphs are equivalent to bipartite permutation graphs.



1.6. Other width parameters

The relation between thinness and other well known width parameters is
surveyed in [4 [6, 10].

The pathwidth (resp. bandwidth) of a graph G can be defined as one
less than the maximum clique size of an interval (resp. proper interval)
supergraph of G, chosen to minimize its maximum clique size [34, [39]. In [37]
it is proved that the thinness of a graph is at most its pathwidth plus one
but, indeed, the proof shows that the independent thinness of a graph is at
most its pathwidth plus one. Combining the ideas behind that proof and
a characterization of the bandwidth of a graph as a proper pathwidth, due
to Kaplan and Shamir [34], it can be proved that the proper independent
thinness of a graph is at most its bandwidth plus one. We will furthermore
prove that the proper thinness of a graph is at most its bandwidth (unless
the graph is edgeless; in that case, the bandwidth is zero but the thinness is
one).

1.7. Outline

In the remaining of this section we will introduce some basic definitions.
In Section [2, we present algorithmic results related to the recognition of
(proper) (independent) k-thin graphs. In Section [3] we characterize some
models for 2-thin graphs as intersection graphs of rectangles in the plane. In
Section [}, we relate the thinness and the number of bends per path in repre-
sentations as vertex intersection graphs of paths on a grid (VPG graphs). In
Section [5] we obtain forbidden pattern characterizations for 2-thin graphs,
independent 2-thin graphs, and proper independent 2-thin graphs, and re-
late these classes to well known subclasses of bipartite graphs. Finally, in
Section [6, we bound the proper thinness and proper independent thinness of
a graph is terms of its bandwidth, and the independent thinness in terms of
its pathwidth.

An extended abstract of this work was presented at LAGOS 2021 and
appears in [12].

1.8. Basic definitions

All graphs in this work are finite, have no loops or multiple edges, and
are undirected unless we say explicitly digraphs. For a graph G, denote by
V(G) its vertex set and by E(G) its edge set. For a subset A of V(G), denote
by G[A] the subgraph of G induced by A.



A digraph is a graph D = (V, A) such that A consists of ordered pairs of
V', called arcs. A directed cycle of a digraph D is a sequence vy, vg, ..., v, of
vertices of V(D) such that v; = v, and, for all 1 < j < n, v;v,41 € A(D).
We may omit the word “directed” if it is clear from context that the cycle is
directed and not just a cycle of the underlying graph. A digraph is acyclic
if it has no directed cycles. A topological ordering of a digraph D is an
ordering < of its vertices such that for each arc vw € A(D), v < w. A
digraph admits a topological ordering if and only if it is acyclic, and such an
ordering can be computed in O(|V| + |A|) time [35].

A clique or complete set (resp. independent set) is a set of pairwise adja-
cent (resp. nonadjacent) vertices. The cliqgue number of a graph is the size
of a maximum clique. Let XY C V(G). We say that X is complete to Y if
every vertex in X is adjacent to every vertex in Y, and that X is anticomplete
to Y if no vertex of X is adjacent to a vertex of Y. A graph is complete if
its vertex set is a complete set. A graph is bipartite if its vertex set can be
partitioned into two independent sets, and complete bipartite if those sets are
complete to each other.

Given a graph G and two disjoint subsets A, B of V(G), the bipartite
graph G[A, B] is defined as the subgraph of G formed by the vertices AU B
and the edges of G that have one endpoint in A and one in B. Notice that
GJA, B] is not necessarily an induced subgraph of G.

A t-coloring of a graph is a partition of its vertices into ¢ independent
sets. The smallest ¢ such that a graph GG admits a t-coloring is called the
chromatic number of G. A graph is perfect if for every induced subgraph of
it, the chromatic number equals the clique number.

A graph G(V,E) is a comparability graph if there exists an ordering
v1,...,v, of V such that, for each triple (r,s,t) with r < s < t, if v,v,
and vv; are edges of G, then so is v,v;. Such an ordering is a comparability
ordering. A graph is a co-comparability graph if its complement is a compara-
bility graph. A graph is a permutation graph if it is both a comparability and
a co-comparability graph, and a bipartite permutation graph if it is, moreover,
bipartite.

A bipartite graph with bipartition (X,Y’) is an interval bigraph if every
vertex can be assigned an interval on the real line such that for all x € X and
y € Y, x is adjacent to y if and only if the corresponding intervals intersect.
A proper interval bigraph is an interval bigraph admitting a representation
in which the family of intervals of each of X, Y is inclusion-free. Proper
interval bigraphs are equivalent to bipartite permutation graphs [29].
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2. Algorithmic aspects of thinness

The recognition problem for k-thin graphs is NP-complete [47], and the
recognition problem for proper k-thin graphs is open. Both problems remain
open when k£ > 2 is fixed. Some related algorithmic problems were also
studied: partition into a minimum number of classes (strongly) consistent
with a given vertex ordering [0} [7], existence of a vertex ordering (strongly)
consistent with a given vertex partition [6]. In this work, in order to prove
the intersection model characterizations, we will deal with the problem of
the existence of a vertex ordering (strongly) consistent with a given vertex
partition and that extends a partial order of the vertices that is a total order
when restricted to each of the parts.

The problem of finding a partition into a minimum number of classes
(strongly) consistent with a given vertex ordering can be solved by coloring
a conflict graph, that is shown to belong to a class in which the coloring
problem is polynomial-time solvable. Namely, let G be a graph and < an
ordering of its vertices. In [7], it was defined the graph G. having V(G) as
vertex set, and F(G<) is such that for v < w, vw € E(G.) if and only if there
is a vertex z in G such that w < z, zv € F(G) and zw ¢ E(G). Similarly,
in [6], it was introduced the graph G., which has V(G) as vertex set, and
E(G.) is such that for v < w, vw € E(G.) if and only if either vw € E(G.)
or there is a vertex x in G such that z < v, zw € F(G) and zv € E(G). An
edge of G (respectively @<) represents that its endpoints cannot belong to
the same class in a vertex partition that is consistent (respectively strongly
consistent) with the ordering <, and, as it was observed in the respective
works, such a partition is a coloring of the corresponding graph.

In those works it was proved that G- and é< are co-comparability graphs,
thus perfect [38]. This has two main implications. The first one is that the
optimum coloring can be computed in polynomial time [26], and thus the
problem of finding a partition into a minimum number of classes (strongly)
consistent with a given vertex ordering can be solved in polynomial time.
The other one is that the chromatic number equals the clique number, and
the following corollary was used to prove upper and lower bounds for the
thinness and proper thinness of a graph.

Corollary 1. [II] Let G be a graph, and k a positive integer. Then thin(G) >

k (resp. pthin(G) > k) if and only if, for every ordering < of V(G), the graph
G (resp. G.) has a clique of size k.
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In [11], it was observed that also the problem of finding a partition into a
minimum number of independent classes (strongly) consistent with a given
vertex ordering < can be solved by coloring a conflict graph. Precisely, the
graph G (resp. G"¥) whose vertex set is V(G) and whose edge set is
E(G)UE(G.) (resp. E(G)U E(G.)). We will prove next that these graphs
are co-comparability graphs, as well.

Theorem 2. Given a graph G and a vertex ordering <, the conflict graphs
G (resp. G) are co-comparability graphs.

Proof. Let us see first that < is a co-comparability order for G, Let
r <y < zin V(G) and suppose that xz € E(G"). We need to prove that
at least one of zy, yz is an edge of G, If 2z € E(G), then either yz € E(G)
or zy in E(G.). If xz € E(G.), then at least one of zy, yz is an edge of
E(G.), because G- is a co-comparability graph. In all the cases, at least
one of zy, yz is an edge of G, The proof holds exactly the same way for
G replacing G by G.. O

In particular, we have the following.

Corollary 3. The problem of finding a partition into a minimum number
of independent classes (strongly) consistent with a given vertex ordering is
polynomial-time solvable.

The problem about the existence of a vertex ordering (strongly) consistent
with a given vertex partition was shown to be NP-complete [6], but the
complexity remains open when the number of parts is fixed.

Let us solve now the following problem.

(STRONGLY) CONSISTENT EXTENDING ORDER — (S)CEO

Instance: A graph G, a partition IT = {V! ... V*} and a partial order < of
V(G) that is total and (strongly) consistent restricted to each V7,1 < j < k.
Question: Does there exist a total ordering of V(G) extending < and
(strongly) consistent with I17

Given the input of the (S)CEO problem, we define a digraph D(G, I, <)
(resp. D(G,II, <)) having V(G) as vertex set and such that an ordering of
V(G) is a solution to (S)CEO if and only if it is a topological ordering of
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D(G,11, <) (resp. D(G,1I,<)). The problem then reduces to the existence
of a topological order of a digraph, which is polynomial-time solvable [35].
Given two vertices v; € V', v; € VI, i # j, we create the arc v;v; in D(G, I, <
) if and only if v;v; ¢ E(G) and there exists v; € V7 with v} < v; and
vv; € E(G), and in D(G, 11, <) if and only if vv; ¢ E(G) and either there
exists vj € V7 with v} < v; and v;v} € E(G), or there exists vj € V' with
v} > v; and vjv; € E(G). Additionally, in order to ensure that a topological
ordering of the digraph extends <, we create in both cases the arc vv’ for

every pair of vertices v < v'.

Lemma 4. Let G be a graph, Il = {V ... V*} a partition and < a partial
order of V(G) that is total and consistent restricted to each V7, 1 < j < k.
An ordering of V(G) is consistent with the partition I1 and extends the partial
order < if and only if it is a topological ordering of D(G, 11, <).

Proof. Suppose first < is a total ordering of V(G) consistent with the
partition IT and that extends the partial order <. Let vv’ be an arc such that
v < v'. Then v < v/, since < extends <. Let v;v; be an arc with v; € V*,
v; € V7, i # j, such that vw; ¢ E(G) and there exists v} € V7 with v} < v;
and vv; € E(G). Suppose that v; < v;. Since < extends <, vj < v; < v,
and vv; € E(G) but viv; ¢ E(G), a contradiction because < is consistent
with the partition II. Thus v; < v; for every such arc, and < is a topological
ordering for D(G,1I, <).

Conversely, suppose < is a topological ordering for D(G,II, <). Let
vi < wv; < v; such that v; € Ve, v;,V; € Vi, vivg € B(G). If i = j,
then v} < vj < v; because < is total restricted to V' and < extends <, so
v;v; € E(G) because < is consistent restricted to V. If i # j, then v} < v;
because < is total restricted to V7 and < extends <. Since < is a topological
ordering for D(G, 11, <), v;v; is not an arc of D(G, 11, <), thus v;v; € E(G).
OJ

Lemma 5. Let G be a graph, Il = {V' ..., V*} a partition and < a partial
order of V(G) that is total and strongly consistent restricted to each V7,
1 <j <k. An ordering of V(QG) is strongly consistent with the partition 11
and extends the partial order < if and only if it is a topological ordering of
D(G, 11, <).
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Proof. Suppose first < is a total ordering of V(G) strongly consistent
with the partition II and that extends the partial order <. Let vv’ be an
arc such that v < v'. Then v < v/, since < extends <. Let v;v; be an arc
with v; € V¥, v € V7, i # j, such that vv; ¢ E(G) and there exists v} € V7
with v < v; and vv; € E(G). Suppose that v; < v;. Since < extends <,
vi < vy < v, and vv; € E(G) but vv; ¢ E(G), a contradiction because
< is strongly consistent with the partition II. Thus v; < v; for every such
arc. Analogously, let v;v; be an arc with v; € V%, v; € VI, i # j, such
that v;v; € F(G) and there exists v, € V' with v, > v; and vjv; € E(G).
Suppose that v; < v;. Since < extends <, v; < v; < v}, and vjv; € E(G)
but v;v; € E(G), a contradiction because < is strongly consistent with the
partition II. Thus v; < v; for every such arc. Therefore, < is a topological
ordering for D(G, I, <).

Conversely, suppose < is a topological ordering for D(G, I, <). Let
v; < v) < v/ in V' such that v;v! € E(G). Then v; < v) < v/ because
< is total restricted to V* and < extends <, so v;v}, v/v! € E(G) because <
is strongly consistent restricted to V*. Let v; < v; < v; such that v; € Ve,
v;, v € VI, i # j, and viv; € E(G). Then v < v; because < is total
restricted to V7 and < extends <. Since < is a topological ordering for
D(G, 11, <), v;v; is not an arc of D(G, 11, <), thus v;v; € E(G). Analogously,
let v; < v; < v} such that v;,v; € V', v; € VI i # j, and vjv, € E(G). Then
v; < v} because < is total restricted to V* and < extends <. Since < is a
topological ordering for [D(G,H, <), v;v; is not an arc of D(G,TI, <), thus
V;U; < E(G) O

Corollary 6. CONSISTENT EXTENDING ORDER and STRONGLY CONSIS-
TENT EXTENDING ORDER are polynomial-time solvable.

3. Rectangle intersection models for 2-thin and proper 2-thin graphs

We present in this section a rectangle intersection model for 2-thin graphs
which is a slight modification of the model in [I5]. The common property
is that the upper-right corners of the boxes lie in two diagonals within the
second and fourth quadrants of the Cartesian plane. Indeed, the upper-right
corners of the boxes are the same as in their model. Roughly speaking,
the difference is that in their model, the boxes in the upper diagonal “go
down” enough to intersect the boxes corresponding to all the neighbors in
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Figure 3: Upper-right corner, vertical and horizontal prolongations (first), a weakly 2-
diagonal model (second), a blocking 2-diagonal model (third), a 2-diagonal model that is
not blocking, where the gray boxes do not satisfy the required property (fourth).
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Figure 4: The first two situations are bi-semi-proper, the last three are not.

the lower diagonal, and the boxes in the lower diagonal “go left” enough to
intersect the boxes corresponding to all the neighbors in the upper diagonal.
In our model, the boxes in the upper diagonal “go down” and stop just before
intersecting a box corresponding to a non-neighbor in the lower diagonal, and
the boxes in the lower diagonal “go left” and stop just before intersecting a
box corresponding to a non-neighbor in the upper diagonal. This difference
produces a model that satisfies a property that we call blocking.

One of the main results of this section is that, while some graphs with
thinness 3 admit a rectangle intersection model such that the upper-right cor-
ners of the boxes lie in two diagonals within the second and fourth quadrants
of the Cartesian plane, when we add the blocking property as a requirement,
then every graph admitting such a model is 2-thin.

3.1. Formal definitions of (weakly) 2-diagonal, blocking, and bi-semi-proper

We call boz a rectangle that is aligned with the Cartesian axes in R, i.e.,
the Cartesian product of two segments [z1,xs] X [y1,y2]. We say that the
box b is defined by x1,xa, Y1, Yo, which will be denoted by X (b), X2(b), Y1(b),
and Y5(b), respectively. The upper-right corner of b is the point (x9,ys). The
vertical (resp. horizontal) prolongation is the Cartesian product Py (b) =
(21, x9] X R (resp. Px(b) =R X [y1,y2]).

A set of boxes is 2-diagonal if their upper-right corners are pairwise dis-
tinct and each of them lies, for some constant values d; < 0 < ds, either

15



in the intersection of the diagonal y = x + d; and the 4th quadrant of the
Cartesian plane, or in the intersection of the diagonal y = = + ds and the
2nd quadrant of the Cartesian plane.

A set of boxes is weakly 2-diagonal if their upper-right corners are pairwise
distinct and each of them lies, for some constant values d; < ds, either in the
diagonal y = x + d; or in the diagonal y = = + dy. We will call y = = + d;
the lower diagonal and y = x + dy the upper diagonal.

A 2-diagonal model is blocking if for every two non-intersecting boxes by,
b, in the upper and lower diagonal, resp., either the vertical prolongation of by
intersects by or the horizontal prolongation of by intersects by (see Figure [3).

A weakly 2-diagonal model is bi-semi-proper if for any two boxes b, ¥,
defined by x1, x2, 41, y2 and x|, xh, v}, y4 and such that y, — o = 35 — x}, and
xo < x4, it holds 1 < 2 and y; < y] (see Figure {4)).

3.2. Definition and properties of the model M;(QG)

Let G = (V, E) be a 2-thin graph, with partition V! V2 consistent with
an order <. Let V! =v; < -+ <w,,, VZ=w; < - < wy,. Let U(1,v;) =
if v; has no neighbors smaller than v; in V!, or min{j : v; < v;, v;u; € E(G)},
otherwise. Let U(2,w;) = ¢ if w; has no neighbors smaller than w; in V2 or
min{j : w; < w;, w;w; € E(G)}, otherwise. Let U(2,v;) = 0 if v; is adjacent
to all the vertices of V2 which are smaller than v;, or max{j : w; < v, wjv;
E(G)}, otherwise. Let U(1,w;) = 0 if w; is adjacent to all the vertices of V!
which are smaller than w;, or max{j : v; < w;,vjw; ¢ E(G)}, otherwise.

We define the following model of GG as intersection of boxes in the plane,
which is a 2-diagonal model centered at (ny,n;), and that we will denote by
M (G): the upper-right corner of v; is (i + ne, i), for 1 < i < ny, and the
upper-right corner of w; is (i,i+mny), for 1 <i < ny; the lower-left corner of v;
is (U(2,v;)4+0.5,U(1,v;)—0.5), for 1 < < ny, and the lower-left corner of w;
is (U(2,w;)—0.5,U(1,w;)+0.5), for 1 < ¢ < ny. Intuitively, the boxes having
the upper right corner in the higher (resp. lower) diagonal “go down” (resp.
left) and stop just to avoid the greatest non-neighbor smaller than themselves
in the other class (if any), and “go left” (resp. down) enough to catch all
the neighbors smaller than themselves in their own class (if any, and without
intersecting a non-neighbor). Examples are depicted in Figures [5| and @

Lemma 7. Let G = (V,E) be a 2-thin graph, with partition V1, V? con-
sistent with an order <. Then M;(G) is a blocking 2-diagonal intersection
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Figure 5: The model M/ for the 2-thin graph on the left, whose representation is not proper
(indeed, its proper thinness is 3). In the graph, the vertices are ordered increasingly by
their y-coordinate, and the classes correspond to the vertical lines.

—
—
0

= T.*T
| 5

LA

Figure 6: The model M; for the proper 2-thin graph on the left. In the graph, the vertices
are ordered increasingly by their y-coordinate, and the classes correspond to the vertical
lines.
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model for G that respects the relative order on each class. Moreover, if the
order and the partition are strongly consistent, the model is bi-semi-proper.

Proof. 1t is straightforward that the model is 2-diagonal, centered at
(n2,m1), and respects the relative order on each class. Let us prove that
M (G) is an intersection model for G and that it is blocking.

o Let v; < vj adjacent. Then U(1,v;) <iand U(2,v;) < ng, so the boxes
of v; and v; intersect.

e Let v; < v; not adjacent. Because of the consistency between order and
partition, U(1,v;) > ¢, thus the boxes of v; and v; do not intersect.

o Let w; < w; adjacent. Then U(2,w;) < i and U(1,w;) < nyq, so the
boxes of w; and w; intersect.

e Let w; < w; not adjacent. Because of the consistency between order
and partition, U(2,w,) > i, thus the boxes of w; and w; do not intersect.

e Let v; <wj. Then U(2,v;) < j. If they are adjacent, by the consistency
between order and partition, U(1,w;) < ¢ and the boxes of v; and w;,
intersect. If they are not adjacent, U(1,w;) > i and the boxes of v;
and w; do not intersect. In this case, Py (w;) Nwv; # 0.

o Let w; <w;. Then U(1,w;) < j. If they are adjacent, by the consistency
between order and partition, U(2,v;) < ¢ and the boxes of v; and w;
intersect. If they are not adjacent, U(2,v;) > i and the boxes of v; and
w; do not intersect. In this case, Py (v;) Nw; # 0.

It remains to observe that if the order and the partition are strongly
consistent and x; < z; are in the same class, then U(1,z;) < U(1,z;) and
U(2,z;) <U(2,z;), so the model is bi-semi-proper. O

3.8. Characterization of 2-thin graphs as rectangle intersection graphs

Theorem 8. A graph is 2-thin if and only if it has a blocking 2-diagonal
model. Moreover, if a graph G is 2-thin and the partition V1, V? of its vertices
s consistent with an order <, then there exists a blocking 2-diagonal model
such that on each of the diagonals lie, respectively, the upper-right corners
of the vertices of V1 and V2, in such a way that their order corresponds
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to < restricted to the respective part. Conversely, if a graph G admits a
blocking 2-diagonal model, then there exists an order of the vertices of G that
15 consistent with the partition given by the diagonals where the upper-right
corners lie, and extends their order on the respective diagonals.

Proof.
=) It follows from Lemma [7]

<) Let us consider a blocking 2-diagonal model of G, and let V! and V2
be the vertices corresponding to boxes whose upper-right corners lie in the
lower and upper diagonal, respectively. We will slightly abuse notation and
use it indistinctly for a vertex and the box representing it.

Let IT = {V! V?} < be the order of V! and V? defined by the X
coordinates on each of the sets, and where a vertex of V! and a vertex of V?
are not comparable.

Let us first prove that < is consistent restricted to V¢, i = 1,2. Let
T <y<zin V! with zz € E(G) (the definitions are symmetric with respect
to both classes). Then X5 (z) < Xo(y) < Xa(2) and since xz € E(G), it holds
Xi(2) < Xa(z) < Xo(y) and Yi(2) < Ya(x) = Xo(x) + dy < Xo(y) +dy =
Ys(y). Therefore, yz € E(G).

Let D = D(G,II,<). By the blocking property, given two vertices v; €
Vi vz, € V37 if vius_; € A(D), then the appropriate prolongation of vs_;
intersects v;. As observed above, an ordering of V(G) is consistent with
the partition V1, V? and extends the partial order < if and only if it is a
topological ordering of D.

Let us prove now that D is acyclic, thus it admits a topological ordering.
Suppose it is not, and let us consider a shortest directed cycle of D. Moreover,
since the subdigraph induced by each class is complete and acyclic, the cycle
has at most two vertices of each class, and necessarily an arc from V! to V2
and another from V2 to V1.

Case 1: The cycle consists of two vertices, v; € V! and vy, € V2.

In this case, v; and v, do not intersect but the horizontal prolongation of
vy intersects vy and the vertical prolongation of vy intersects vy, which is not
possible.

Case 2: The cycle is vjw;vs such that vy, w; € V! and vy € V2.

Since vywy € D, we have Xs(v1) < Xo(w;) and therefore Y3(v1) < Yo(wy).
The horizontal prolongation of v; intersects vy, therefore Yi(vy) < Ya(v1) <
Ys(wy), and the vertical prolongation of v intersects wy, therefore X (w;) <
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X (v9), contradicting that vy and w; do not intersect because they are not
adjacent.
Case 3: The cycle is vawyv; such that v; € V! and vo, wy € V2.

Since vowy € D, we have Xs(v9) < Xa(ws). The vertical prolongation
of vy intersects vy, therefore Xi(v) < Xa(vg) < Xa(ws), and the horizontal
prolongation of vy intersects ws, therefore Y;(wy) < Ya(v1), contradicting
that v; and wy do not intersect because they are not adjacent.

Case 4: The cycle is vjw;vws such that vy, w; € V! and vy, wy € V2.

Since vyw; € D, for i = 1,2, we have Xs(v;) < Xs(w;) and therefore
Yo (vi) < Ya(w;).

The vertical prolongation of vy intersects w; and v, does not intersect wy,
therefore Y3(v1) < Ya(w;) < Yi(va). The horizontal prolongation of v, inter-
sects wq and vy does not intersect wsq, therefore Xs(ve) < Xo(we) < Xy (vy).
This contradicts for v; and v, the fact that the model is blocking. O

3.4. Necessity of the blocking property

Propositions [10| and [12 show that the blocking property is necessary for
Theorem [§] since there are graphs having a 2-diagonal model which are not
2-thin.

Definition 9. Let G* be the graph defined in the following way: V(G*) =
AUB, whereA:al,...,agg, B :bl,...,bgﬁ, (anA:A0UA1U-"UA5,
B = ByUB; U---U Bs, where A5 = {ass, az4,ass, a3}, Ao = {a; : 1 <i <
32,1 is odd}, and, for 1 <k <4, Ay, ={a; : 8(k—1) < i < 8k and i is even};
B; = {b; : a; € A;}, for 0 < j < 5. The edges joining A and B are such
that: for 1 < j <4, A; is complete to B; and Bs, and anticomplete to By
and B;, 1 <i <4, i+ j; As is anticomplete to By and complete to B\ By.
Besides, agx_1a9r € E(G*) and bog_1boy, € E(G*), for 1 < k < 16, and these
are the only internal edges of A and B.

Proposition 10. The graph G* from Definition [ has a representation as
intersection of boxes having the 2-diagonal property.
Proof. The representation is as follows: the upper right corner of a;

is (4,7 + 36) for 1 < ¢ < 36; the lower left corners are, for a; in Ay,
(1 — 0.5,i + 35.5), for a; in Ay, (i — 1.5,0), for a; in Ay, (i — 1.5,8.5), for
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Figure 7: Sketch of the graph G* in Definition [9]

a; in Ag, (i —1.5,16.5), for a; in Ay, (i — 1.5,24.5), for a; in As, (i — 0.5,0).
If the lower left and upper right corners of a; are (z,y) and (w, z), respec-
tively, then the lower left and upper right corners of b; are (y,x) and (z,w),
respectively. It is not hard to verify that this is a representation of G*. The
representation is drawn in Figure [§ O

Lemma 11. Let H be a complete bipartite graph with bipartition (A, B). In
every 2-thin representation of H, except perhaps for the greatest vertex of
A and the greatest vertex of B (according to the order associated with the
representation), every vertex of A is in one class and every vertex of B is in
the other class.

Proof. Let < be the order associated with a 2-thin representation of H.
Let aps (resp. byr) be the greatest vertex of A (resp. B) according to <. By
symmetry of the graph (since the sizes of A and B are not specified in the
statement), we may assume without loss of generality ay > byy.

We will prove that A\ {ay/} is complete to B\ {by/} in G.. Let a €
A\ {am}, b € B such that b < a. Then, b < a < ap, ayb € E(G) and
aya & E(Q), therefore ab € E(G.). Now, let b € B\ {by}, a € A such that
a <b. Then, a < b < by, byya € E(G) and byb € E(G), thus ab € E(G.).
Hence, A\ {ay} is complete to B\ {by} in G<.

In particular, A\ {ay} and B\ {by} are in different sets of the partition,
and since there are only two sets in the partition, the statement holds. [J
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Proposition 12. The graph G* from Definition[9 has thinness 3.

Proof. Let V! = A\ Ay, V2 = B\ By, V3 = Ay U By and the order given
by ai, as, by, ba, as, ay, b3, by, ...ass, asg, bss, b3g. Let us see that the order
and the partition are consistent. Let x < y < z, such that x and y belong
to the same class V* and 2z € E(G*). Since for each vertex x of V3 its only
neighbor is the vertex immediately after z in the order, £ # 3 and 2 & V3.

Suppose first that ¢ = 1, so * = a;, y = aj, and z = b, € V?, since V!
is an independent set. If z € Bj, then zy € E(G*), as required. Otherwise,
the indices 1, j, k are even and, by the definition of the order, i < 7 < k. If
z € By, 1 <t <4, then x = a; € A; because it is adjacent to z, a, € A;
because of the symmetric definitions of B, and A;, and y = a; € A; because
i < j <k, and all the indices are even. Thus zy € F(G*), as required.

Suppose now that ¢ = 2, so z = b;, y = b;, and z = a € V', since V?
is an independent set. If z € As, then zy € E(G*), as required. Otherwise,
the indices 1, j, k are even and, by the definition of the order, i < 7 < k. If
z € Ay, 1 <t <4, then x = b; € B; because it is adjacent to z, by € By
because of the symmetric definitions of B, and A, and y = b; € B, because
i < j < k, and all the indices are even. Thus zy € E(G*), as required.
Therefore, thin(G*) < 3.

Now, suppose that G* admits a 2-thin representation (<, V!, V?). Notice
that (A;UAs, B;UBj5) induce a complete bipartite graph, for j = 1,...,4. So,
by Lemma (11| and transitivity, except perhaps for a few vertices, the vertices
of A\ Ap are in one of the sets of the partition, say V!, and the vertices of
B\ By are in the other, say V2. Let us call A’ the vertices of A\ Ay that
are in V2 and B’ the vertices of B\ By that are in V1. For j =1,...,5, let
A; :Aj\A/ and B; :B]\B/ ' '

For 1 < j <5, let a},,al and b}, bl be the greatest and smallest vertices
of A} and B, respectively.

Let {i,j,k, ¢} = {1,2,3,4}. Then, for every vertex a € A} U A} U A),
either a > b%, or a < a’ for every a’ € Al, and, analogously, for every vertex
b € B U B}, U By, either b > aj, or b < V' for every V' € Bj.

By symmetry of the graph G*, we may assume a}, < a2, < a3; < a}; and
at; > max{b},, b3,,03,,b3,}. By the observation above, for every b € B5UBSU
B} and V' € Bj, it holds b < /. In particular, b}, > b% > max{b3,, b3,,bi,}.
Suppose a3, > by. Then a3, > bl > b3, a3,03, € E(G*) and a3,b% ¢ E(G*),
a contradiction. Then a3, < b% < b},, and hence, for every a € Ay U Ay U A}
and @’ € A}, it holds a < @/, i.e., af > a3,.
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Suppose b3, > a%. Then b3, > at > a3, a3,b3, € E(G*) and b3,at ¢
E(G*), a contradiction. Then b3, < a%. Suppose now b3, > a3,. Then
Vi > a3, > a3, biak, € E(G*) and bia3, € E(G*), a contradiction. Then
b3, < a3;, and hence, for every b € By U By and ¥ € B}, it holds b < ¥/, i.e.,
b > max{b3,,b},}.

Next, suppose a3, > b%. Then a3, > b% > b3, a},03, € E(G*) and
a%,; b} ¢ FE(G*), a contradiction. Then a3, < b3 < b3,, and hence, for every
a € AyU A} and o € A}, it holds a < d/, i.e., a3; < a¥. Suppose now
b3, > a¥. Then b3, > a} > at;, a3bi; € E(G*) and 03,43 ¢ E(GY), a
contradiction. Then b3, < a.

Suppose by, > a3;. Then b}, > a3, > aj,, bi,al, € E(G*) and b},a3, &
E(G*), a contradiction. Then b}, < a%;, and hence, for every b € B and
V' € By, itholdsb < ¥, i.e., b% > b},. Suppose b}, > a%. Then b}, > a% > a},,
al,bl; € E(G*) and b},a% € E(G*), a contradiction. Then b}, < a%.

Finally, suppose a}; > b%. Then a}, > 0% > b}, al,b}, € E(G*) and
alb% € E(G*), a contradiction. Then a}, < b% < b3,, and hence, for every
a € A} and o’ € A), it holds a < d/, i.e., a}; < a%. Suppose now b}, > a%.
Then b}, > a% > a};, ai,b}, € E(G*) and bj,a% ¢ E(G*), a contradiction.
Then b}, < da%.

So, Ay < Ay < Ay < A}, B} < Bj) < By < Bj, and max{al,;,b},} <
min{a%, b3} < max{a3,,b3;} < min{a}, b3} < max{a’;, b3,} < min{al,bl} <
bl < aj.

The vertices in Bf have to be greater than b3,, which is a non-neighbor
of a}; and smaller than it. Similarly, the vertices in A% have to be greater
than a3,.

Let a3,a? be the second and third greatest vertices of Aj, respectively.
Let ag be the neighbor of a2 in Ay.

Suppose first ag € V1. If ag > a2, then ay < a3;, because apa3, ¢ E(G*).
If ag < a3, then ay > a3, because a2a? ¢ E(G*). Let b> € BL. Then b° >
b3, > a3, > ag > a%, but b’a% € E(G*) and b°a® ¢ E(G*), a contradiction.

Suppose now a” € V2. If a° > a2, then a° < a3;, because a’a3, & E(G*).
If a® < a3, then a® > b}, because a3 > b}, and a3bl, & E(G*). Let a® € AL.
Then a® > a3; > a3 > a° > bl,, but a®b}; € E(G*) and a°a® € E(G), a
contradiction. O
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Figure 8: The graph G* (Deﬁnition@ used to prove that the blocking property is necessary
for the characterization of 2-thin graphs as boxicity 2 graphs (Proposition [10]).
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3.5. Characterization of proper 2-thin graphs as rectangle intersection graphs

For proper 2-thin graphs, we can relax the 2-diagonal property and do not
require the blocking property, by requiring the model to be bi-semi proper.

Theorem 13. Let G be a graph. The following statements are equivalent:
(1) G is a proper 2-thin graph.
(17) G has a bi-semi-proper blocking 2-diagonal model.

(1i1) G has a bi-semi-proper weakly 2-diagonal model.

Moreover, if G is proper 2-thin and the partition V1, V? of its vertices
15 strongly consistent with an order <, then there exists a bi-semi-proper
blocking 2-diagonal model such that on each of the diagonals lie, respectively,
the upper-right corners of the vertices of V' and V2, in such a way that their
order corresponds to < restricted to the respective part. Furthermore, if G
admits a bi-semi-proper weakly 2-diagonal model, then there exists an order
of the vertices of G that is consistent with the partition given by the diagonals
where the upper-right corners lie, and extends their order on the respective
diagonals.

Proof. (i) = (i1)) It follows from Lemma
(17) = (i7i)) This is straightforward.

(#7) = (7)) Let us consider a bi-semi-proper weakly 2-diagonal model of G.
We will slightly abuse notation and use it indistinctly for a vertex and the box
representing it. Let V* be the set of vertices v such that Y3(v) — Xo(v) = d;,
for i = 1,2. We may assume without loss of generality that d; < ds.

Let IT = {V!, V?} < be the order of V!UV? defined by the X, coordinates
on each of the sets, and where a vertex of V! and a vertex of V2 are not
comparable.

Let us first prove that < is strongly consistent restricted to V¢ i = 1,2.
Let z < y < z in V! with zz € E(G) (the definitions are symmetric with
respect to both classes). Then Xy(z) < Xa(y) < X2(2) and since zz € E(G),
it holds X (2) < Xa(x) < Xa(y) and Yi(2) < Ya(z) = Xo(z) + di < Xa(y) +
dy = Y5(y). Therefore, yz € E(G). By the bi-semi-proper property, Xi(y) <
X1(2) < Xa(z) and Yi(y) < Yi(z) < Ya(x), and therefore zy € E(G).
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Let D = D(G,II,<). By Lemma , an ordering of V(@) is strongly
consistent with the partition V1, V? and extends the partial order < if and
only if it is a topological ordering of D, thus let us prove that D is acyclic,
Suppose it is not, and consider a shortest directed cycle of D. Moreover,
since the subdigraph induced by each class is complete and acyclic, the cycle
has at most two vertices of each class, and necessarily an arc from V?! to V2
and another from V2 to V1.

The possible types of arcs joining v; € V! and vy € V? are the following:

Type a if X5(v1) > Xo(ve) and Yo (vq) < Yo(v);

) ) )
Type b if X5(v1) < Xa(v2) and Ya(vi) < Ya(vs);
Type c if X3(v1) > Xa(v2) and Ya(vi) > Ya(va);
)= ) ) );

) = Ya(vs)

Type d if X5(vy Xo(vg) and Ya(vy) < Ya(vg);
( (

Type e if Xo(v1) > Xo(vy) and Ya(vy Y5(vq),

and we use the subindex 4j if the orientation of the arc is from V? to V7.
The following properties hold because the model is bi-semi-proper.

Type aia: Yi(vg) > Ya(v1) and Xy(vy) < Xo(ve);
Type as: Yi(ve) < Ya(vy) and X (v1) > Xa(v);
Type bia: Yi(vg) > Ya(vr) or Xi(v2) > Xo(v1);
Types be; and cyo: cannot exist;

Type ca1: Yi(v1) > Ya(vg) or Xi(vy) > Xo(vy);
Type dia: Yi(va) > Ya(vy);

Types do; and eqo: cannot exist;

Type e91: Xi(v1) > Xo(v).

Let us see the possible cycles.
Case 1: The cycle consists of two vertices, v; € V! and v, € V2.
It cannot happen, since for every t € {b, ¢, d, e}, one of t;5 or ty; cannot

exist,

and a1 and as; cannot occur simultaneously.
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Case 2: The cycle is v,w; v such that vy, w; € V! and vy € V2.

Since vywy € D, we have Xs(v1) < Xo(w;) and therefore Ys(vy) < Yao(wy).
As the model is bi-semi-proper, X;(v1) < X;(w;) and Y;(v1) < Yi(wy).

The arc wqvq, as seen before, may be of type aj9, thus Yi(vy) > Yo(wy)
and X (w;) < Xa(vg); or type bya, thus Yi(vg) > Ya(wq) or Xi(ve) > Xo(wy);
or type diq, and in that case Yi(vy) > Yo(wy).

Also, the arc v9v1, as seen before, can be type ag1, thus Yi(vg) < Ya(vy)
and X (vy) > Xa(vg); or type cop, thus Yi(vy) > Ya(vg) or Xq(v1) > Xo(vg);
or type esq, and in that case X;(v1) > Xa(vs).

The options a1z and ag; imply Ya(w;) < Yi(va) < Ya(vp), but we know
that Ya(v1) < Ya(wy).

The options a2 and c¢gy imply either Y3(vy) > Yi(vy) > Ya(ve) > Yi(ve) >
Ys(wy), which contradicts Y2(vy) < Yao(wy), or Xi(vy) > Xa(va) > Xq(wy),
which contradicts Xi(vy) < X (wy).

The options a2 and eg; imply X;(v1) > Xa(vy) > Xi(wy), which contra-
dicts Xl(’l)l) S Xl(wl).

The options bys and ay; are incompatible because they imply either Ys(vy) >
Yi(ve) > Ya(wy), that contradicts Ya(v1) < Ya(wy), or Xo(vy) > Xq(vq) >
Xo(vg) > Xy(vg) > Xo(wy), that contradicts Xo(vq) < Xo(wy).

The options bz and c¢9; are incompatible because Y(v) > Yi(vy) >
Ys(va) > Ya(wy) contradicts Ya(v1) < Ya(wy); Xo(v1) > Xi(vi) > Xo(ve) >
Xo(wy) contradicts Xo(v1) < Xo(wi); Xi(ve) > Xo(wy) and Yi(vy) > Ya(ve)
imphes Yé(?)g) = XQ(UQ) +dy > Xl(?]g) +dy > Xg(wl) +dy > XQ(Ul) +dy =
Yo(vy) +dy — dy > Yi(v1) +do — dy > Ya(vg) +do — dy > Ya(vs), a contradic-
tion. Finally, suppose that Y;(ve) > Ya(w;) and X;(wq) > Xq(v1) > Xo(va).
The existence of the arc wjv, implies that either there exists vy, € V?
with X5(vh) < Xa(ve) and wivy, € E(G), or there exists vj € V! with
Xo(v)) > Xo(wy) and vjvy € E(G). But Xo(vh) < Xa(vg) < Xi(wy) contra-
dicts wyv) € E(G) and Xo(v]) > Xo(wq) implies X (v]) > Xq(wq) > Xo(ve)
which contradicts vjvy € E(G).

The options by, and ey; are incompatible because they imply either Y (vy) =
Yi(vg) > Ya(wy), a contradiction, or Xi(vy) > Xa(va) > Xi(ve) > Xo(wn), a
contradiction too.

The options dyz and ag; imply Ya(v1) > Yi(vg) > Ya(wy), a contradiction.

The options dyz and ¢g; imply either Ya(vy) > Yi(vy) > Ya(vg) > Ya(wy),
a contradiction, or Xs(v1) > Xi(v1) > Xo(ve) = Xa(wy), a contradiction too.

The options dis and ey imply Ya(v) = Ya(ve) > Yi(va) > Yo(wy), a
contradiction.

27



Case 3: The cycle is vowsv; such that v; € V! and vy, wy € V2.

Since vaywy € D, we have Xs(v9) < Xo(ws) and therefore Ys(vy) < Yo(ws).
As the model is bi-semi-proper, X;(vy) < Xj(we) and Y] (vq) < Y7 (wy).

The arc vyvy, as seen before, can be type aja, thus Yi(ve) > Ya(v;) and
Xi(v1) < Xa(vg); or type by, thus Yi(ve) > Ya(v1) or Xi(ve) > Xy(v1); or
type di2, and in that case Y)(vq) > Yo(v1).

Also, the arc wqvy, as seen before, can be type ag;, thus Y;(wy) < Ya(vq)
and X (v1) > Xa(ws); or type caq, thus Yi(vy) > Ya(ws) or Xi(v1) > Xo(ws);
or type egq, and in that case X (vq) > Xo(ws).

The options ajs and agy imply Y (ve) > Ya(v1) > Yi(ws2), a contradiction.

The options a5 and cy; imply either Y3(vy) > Yi(vg) > Ya(vy) > Yi(vg) >
Ys(ws), a contradiction, or Xy(ws) < Xi(v1) < Xa(v2), a contradiction.

The options a2 and ey imply Xo(ws) < Xi(v1) < Xa(ve), a contradic-
tion.

The options bz and ag; imply either Y7 (vg) > Y5(v1) > Yi(ws), a contra-
diction, or Xs(ve) > Xj(ve) > Xo(v1) > X1(v1) > Xa(ws), a contradiction.

The options bjy and co; are incompatible because Ya(ve) > Yi(vg) >
Ys(v1) > Ya(ws) contradicts Ya(ve) < Ya(wsa); Xq(v2) > Xa(vi) > Xo(vg)
contradicts X (v2) < Xo(v2); Xi(v2) > Xa(vy) and Yi(vy) > Ya(ws) implies
}/Q(UQ) = XQ(UQ) + dy > XI(UQ) + dy > XQ(Ul) + dy = }/2(U1> +dy — dy >
Yi(v1) + dy — di > Yao(ws) + dy — di > Ya(wy), a contradiction. Finally,
suppose that Yj(ve) > Ya(v1) and Xi(v1) > Xso(wy). The existence of the
arc vjvy implies that either there exists vy € V? with X5(v}) < X5(vq) and
vvh € E(Q), or there exists v] € V! with Xp(v]) > Xa(vi) and vjvy €
E(G). But Xs(vh) < Xa(va2) < Xo(we) < Xi(v1) contradicts vivh € E(G)
and Xs(v)) > Xa(vy) implies Xi(v]) > Xq(v1) > Xo(ws) > Xa(ve) which
contradicts vjvy € E(G).

The options bjy and eg; imply Ya(ve) > Yi(ve) > Yao(v1) = Ya(ws), a
contradiction.

The options dy and ag; imply Yi(ve) > Ya(vy) > Yi(ws), a contradiction.

The options dis and ¢y imply either Y3(vg) > Yi(vg) > Ya(v1) > Yi(vy) >
Ys(ws), a contradiction, or Xs(ve) = Xa(v1) > Xi(v1) > Xo(we), a contra-
diction.

The options djp and eg; imply Yao(vy) > Yi(vg) > Ya(vy) = Ya(we), a
contradiction.

Case 4: The cycle is vjw;vws such that vy, w; € V! and vy, wy € V2.

Since vyw; € D, for i = 1,2, we have Xo(v;) < Xa(w;) therefore Ys(v;) <
Ys(w;). As the model is bi-semi-proper, X (v;) < Xj(w;) and Y;(v;) < Y7 (w;).
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The arc wyvs, as seen before, can be type aja, thus Yi(ve) > Yo(w;) and
X1(wy) < Xa(vg); or type by, thus Yi(va) > Ya(wy) or Xi(va) > Xo(wy); or
type di2, and in that case Yj(vg) > Ya(wy).

Also, the arc wqvy, as seen before, can be type ag;, thus Yi(wy) < Ya(vq)
and X;(v1) > Xa(ws); or type caq, thus Yi(vy) > Ya(ws) or Xi(v1) > Xo(ws);
or type ey, and in that case Xi(vy) > Xo(ws).

The options a2 and ag; imply Ya(vy) > Yi(wy) > Yi(ve) > Yao(wy), a
contradiction.

The options ajp and co; imply Ya(va) > Yi(vg) > Ya(wy) > Ya(vy) >
Yi(v1) > Ya(ws), a contradiction.

The options a3 and eg; imply X (w;) < Xo(vg) < Xo(wy) < Xi(v1), a
contradiction.

The options b2 and ag; imply either Y3(vy) > Yi(we) > Yi(va) > Yao(wy),
a contradiction, or Xs(va) > X1 (v2) > Xo(wy) > Xo(vy) > Xy(v1) > Xa(ws),
a contradiction.

The options bjp and ¢ are incompatible because Ya(ve) > Yi(vg) >
Yo(wy) > Ya(vy) > Ya(ws) contradicts Yo(ve) < Ya(wse); Xo(ve) > Xi(ve) >
Xo(wy) > Xo(vy) > Xa(wsy), contradicts Xo(vg) < Xo(wse); Xq(v2) > Xo(wy)
and Y7 (vy) > Ya(ws) implies Yo (vg) = Xo(va) +da > Xy (v2) +do > Xo(wy) +
dy > XQ(Ul) + dy = )/Q(Ul) +dy — dy > Yi(Ul) +dy — dy > YQ(U)Q) +dy —
d; > Ys(ws), a contradiction. Finally, suppose that Y;(vs) > Ya(w;) and
Xi(v1) > Xo(wsy). The existence of the arc wyve implies that either there
exists vj, € V? with Xy(v}) < Xs(ve) and wyvy € E(G), or there exists
vy € VI with Xo(v]) > Xo(w;) and vive € E(G). But Xa(vh) < Xao(ve) <
X2<w2) < X1<U1) < Xl(wl) contradicts wlvé < E(G), and XQ(Ui) > XQ(U)l)
implies X (v]) > Xi(w1) > Xi(v1) > Xo(we) > Xa(ve) which contradicts
vivy € E(G).

The options by and ey imply Xi(vy) > Xo(wy) > Xa(v) > Xa(wy), a
contradiction.

The options di2 and ag; imply Yi(vg) > Ya(wy) > Yao(v1) > Yi(we), a
contradiction.

The options dis and co; imply Ya(vy) > Yi(ve) > Ya(wy) > Ya(vy) >
Yi(v1) > Ya(wy), a contradiction.

The options djz and ey imply Ya(ve) > Yi(va) > Yao(wy) > Ya(vq) =
Ys(ws), a contradiction.

O

The bi-semi-proper requirement is necessary, otherwise we can represent

29



any interval graph (we place the intervals on a diagonal line and make each
of them the diagonal of a square box, see Figure , and interval graphs may
have arbitrarily large proper thinness [6].

3.6. Definition of the 2-grounded model M,

The model M can be transformed into a model where the rectangles lie
within the 3rd quadrant of the Cartesian plane, and each of the rectangles
has either its top side or its right side on a Cartesian axis. We call such a
model 2-grounded. Since every pair of intersecting rectangles has nonempty
intersection within the third quadrant, it is enough to define the model My
as the intersection of M; and the 3rd quadrant of the Cartesian plane (see
Figure . By adjusting the definitions of blocking and bi-semi-proper for
2-grounded models, we can prove characterizations analogous to those in
Theorems [§| and [13] for (proper) 2-thin graphs.

4. Thin graphs as VPG graphs

A graph is By-VPG (resp. By-EPG) if it is the vertex (resp. edge)
intersection graph of paths with at most k bends in a grid [2], 27].

Every graph is an EPG graph [27], and By-EPG graphs are exactly the
interval graphs, or 1-thin graphs. However, we have the following.

Proposition 14. The bend number of proper independent 2-thin graphs as
EPG graphs is unbounded.

Proof. Complete bipartite graphs are proper independent 2-thin graphs,
and that class has unbounded EPG bend number [3]. O

The definitions of EPG and VPG graphs are similar, but the classes
behave very differently. On the one hand, VPG graphs, without bounds in
the number of bends, are equivalent to string graphs [2], and not every graph
is a string graph [48]. On the other hand, By-VPG graphs properly contain
the class of interval graphs.

Indeed, we will first prove that By-VPG graphs have unbounded thinness,
and that not every 4-thin graph is a VPG graph. Then, we will prove that
graphs with thinness at most three have bounded bend number as VPG
graphs.

Let G be a graph. Let A(G) be the maximum degree of a vertex in G. A
subgraph H (not necessarily induced) of G is a spanning subgraph if V(H) =
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V(G). If X CV(G), denote by N(X) the set of vertices of G having at least
one neighbor in X. The vertex isoperimetric peak of a graph G, denoted as
by(G), is defined as b,(G) = max, minxcv,x|=s |N(X)N(V(G)\ X)|, i.e., the
maximum over s of the lower bounds for the number of boundary vertices
(vertices outside the set with a neighbor in the set) in sets of size s.

Theorem 15. [I5] For every graph G with at least one edge, thin(G) >
by (G)/A(G).

The following corollary is also useful.

Corollary 16. Let G be a graph such that A(G) < d, and H be a (not neces-
sarily induced) subgraph of G with at least one edge and such that b,(H) > b.
Then thin(G) > b/d.

Proof. Let G’ be the subgraph of G induced by V(H). Then A(G') <
A(G). Since H is a spanning subgraph of G’, then b,(G") > b,(H ), and since
G’ is an induced subgraph of G, then thin(G) > thin(G’). So, by Theo-
rem [L5] thin(G) > thin(G") > b,(G)/A(G") > b,(H)/A(G) > b/d. O

For a positive integer r, the (r x r)-grid GR, is the graph whose vertex
setis {(4,4) : 1 < 14,5 <r} and whose edge set is {(7, 7)(k, ) : |[i—k|+|j—I| =
1, where 1 <14,5,k, 1 <r}.

The thinness of the two dimensional r x r grid GR, was lower bounded
by r/4, by using Theorem [15{ and the following lemma.

Lemma 17. [I8] For every r > 2, b,(GR,) > r.

We use these results to prove the unboundedness of the thinness of By-
VPG graphs.

Proposition 18. The class of By-VPG graphs has unbounded thinness.
Proof. Let r > 2 and let G, be the intersection graph of the following
paths on a grid: {(:—0.1, j)—(i+1.1, j)o<ij<r U{ (4, j—1.1)=(4, j+0.1)1<; j<, }-

The grid GR, is a subgraph of G,, and A(G,) = 6 (see Figure [0). So, by
Lemma [17 and Corollary [L6] thin(G) > r/6. O

Proposition 19. Not every 4-thin graph is a VPG graph.
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Figure 9: The r x r grid is a subgraph of this bounded degree By-VPG graph.

Figure 10: A 4-thin representation of the edge subdivision of Kj.

Proof. The edge subdivision of the complete graph K5 is 4-thin (see Fig-
ure [10] for a representation). Nevertheless, it is not a string graph [48], and
string graphs are equivalent to VPG graphs [2]. O

To prove that graphs with thinness at most three have bounded bend
number, we start by defining an intersection model obtained from My by
keeping from each rectangle the path formed by the top and right sides (all the
paths have the shape T). Notice that two rectangles that are grounded to the
x-axis intersect if and only if their top sides intersect, and two rectangles that
are grounded to the y-axis intersect if and only if their right sides intersect.
Furthermore, a rectangle X grounded to the x-axis intersects a rectangle Y
grounded to the y-axis if and only if the right side of X intersects the top side
of Y. So, both intersection models produce the same graph. We can then
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Figure 11: The model My as intersection of grounded rectangles (left) and the L-model
M3 (right) for the graphs in Figures 5] and [6]

reflect vertically and horizontally the model in order to obtain the L-model

M (see Figure [L1]).

Proposition 20. Fvery 2-thin graph is an L-graph, thus a B1-VPG graph.
Moreover, every independent 2-thin graph is a Bo-VPG graph.

Proof. Every 2-thin graph admits the intersection model M; (Lemma|7)).
We have observed that the model M; can be modified to a grounded model
My and then to an L-model M3 representing the same graph, so 2-thin
graphs are L-graphs, and in particular B;-VPG graphs. When the graph
is independent 2-thin it is enough to keep the horizontal part for the paths
that are grounded to the y-axis and the vertical part for the paths that are
grounded to the z-axis, so independent 2-thin graphs are By-VPG. OJ

Again, by adjusting the definitions of blocking, bi-semi-proper to these
2-grounded models, we can prove characterizations analogous to those in The-
orems |8 and |13| for (independent) (proper) 2-thin graphs. We will formalize
one such characterization in Theorem 23]

For 3-thin graphs, we use the previous ideas for the intersections within
each class and between each pair of classes.

Proposition 21. Fvery 3-thin graph is a B3-VPG graph. Moreover, every
independent 3-thin graph is a B1-VPG graph.

Proof. Let G be a 3-thin graph with partition V!, V2 V3. We start by
constructing the L-model M3 for G[V!UV?]. Then we extend the paths cor-
responding to the vertices of V! and the paths corresponding to the vertices of
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Figure 12: A B3-VPG representation of a 3-thin graph (left) and a B;-VPG representation
of an independent 3-thin graph (right).

V2 in order to allow the respective intersections with the paths corresponding
to the vertices of V2 in two different sectors of the plane. These intersections
also follow the ideas of the model M3 for G[V! U V3] and G[V? U V3], re-
spectively. In the case of independent 3-thin graphs, less bends per path are
necessary because there are no internal intersections on each class. A sketch
of a B3-VPG model for 3-thin graphs and a B;-VPG model for independent
3-thin graphs can be found in Figure OJ

Proposition 22. There are 2-thin graphs and independent 3-thin graphs
that are not By-VPG.

Proof. The 4-wheel W, (obtained from a 4-cycle by adding a univer-
sal vertex) is 2-thin and proper independent 3-thin but not By-VPG, since
in a By-VPG graph, for every vertex v, N[v] induces an interval graph [2]. O

So, the bound of the bend number in the cases of 2-thin and independent
3-thin graphs is tight. We conjecture that also the 3 bends bound is tight
for 3-thin graphs, but we are missing an example. We can prove, however,
the following.

Proposition 23. There are independent 3-thin graphs that are not mono-
tone L-graphs.

Proof. The octahedron 3K, is an example of a graph of independent
thinness 3 which is not a p-box since it has boxicity 3 [44]. O

Further modifying the model M3 by translating and extending vertically
the paths that are grounded to the x-axis and horizontally the paths that
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Figure 13: The L-model M3 (left) and the monotone L-model My (right) for the same
graph.

are grounded to the y-axis in order to have the bends lying in the inverted
diagonal y = —x, we can obtain a monotone L-model M, for every 2-thin
graph. Concretely, the path (z,y)—(z,0)—(2,0) (0 < x < 2z, 0 < y) becomes
(x,y)—(z, —x)-(z,—x), and the path (0, 2)-(0,y)-(z,y) (0 <y < z, 0 < z)
becomes (—y, z)~(—y,y)—(z,y) (see Figure [13). In this way, the intersec-
tions within the first quadrant are maintained; two paths (z,y)—(x, —z)-
(z,—z) and (2, y)—(2', —2')—(2', —a’) with 0 < = < 2’ intersect (at (2/, —z))
if and only if 2’ < z, if and only if the original paths (z,y)—(z,0)—(z,0) and
(@', y')—(a',0)—(2', 0) intersect; two paths (—y, 2)—(—y, y)—(z,y) and (—y/, z')—
(—y,y)—(2',y) with 0 < y < ¢/ intersect (at (—y,v')) if and only if ¢/ < z,
if and only if the original paths (0, 2)—(0,y)—(z,y) and (0, 2")—(0,vy")—(z',y)
intersect. So, both intersection models produce the same graph.

We will prove in the next section that 2-thin graphs are exactly the
blocking monotone L-graphs. An L-model is blocking if for every two non-
intersecting L’s, either the vertical or the horizontal prolongation of one of
them intersects the other.

5. Characterization by forbidden patterns
A trigraph T is a 4-tuple (V(T'), E(T),N(T),U(T)) where V(T is the

vertex set and every unordered pair of vertices belongs to one of the three
disjoint sets E(T'), N(T'), and U(T) called respectively edges, non-edges, and
undecided edges. A graph G = (V(G), E(Q)) is a realization of a trigraph T if
V(G)=V(T) and E(G) = E(T)UU’, where U’" C U(T). When representing
a trigraph, we will draw solid lines for edges, dotted lines for non edges,
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Figure 14: The patterns used in the characterizations of this section. The solid lines
denote compulsory edges and the dotted lines are compulsory non-edges in the pattern.

and nothing for undecided edges. As (E(7),N(T),U(T)) is a partition of
the unordered pairs, it is enough to give any two of these sets to define the
trigraph, and we will often define a trigraph by giving only £ and N.

An ordered graph is a graph given with a linear ordering of its vertices. We
define the same for a trigraph, and call it a pattern. We say that an ordered
graph is a realization of a pattern if they share the same set of vertices and
linear ordering and the graph is a realization of the trigraph. When, in an
ordered graph, no ordered subgraph is the realization of given pattern, we
say that the ordered graph awvoids the pattern. The mirror or reverse of a
pattern is the same pattern, except the ordering, which is reversed.

Given a family of patterns F, the class ORD(F) is the set of graphs that
have the following property: there exists an ordering of the nodes, such that
none of the ordered subgraphs is a realization of a pattern in F, i.e., the
ordered graph avoids all the patterns in F.

Many natural graph classes can be described as ORD(F) for sets F of
small patterns [17, 14} 19, 21} 31]. For instance, for Z; = ({1, 2, 3}, {13}, {23})
and its mirror Zy = ({1,2,3},{13},{12}), the class of interval graphs is
ORrD({Z:}) [41] and the class of proper interval graphs is ORD({Z1, Z»}) [43],
and for Zs = ({1,2,3},{13},{12,23}) and Z, = ({1,2,3},{12,13,23},0),
the class of bipartite permutation graphs is ORD({Z3, Z,}) [21]. For Zg =
({1,2,3,4},{13,24}, {23}), the class of monotone L-graphs is ORD({ Zg}) [14].
See Figure [14] for a graphical representation of the aforementioned patterns.
Moreover, a recent paper studies systematically forbidden pattern character-
izations of graph classes defined by grounded intersection models [22].
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1 Q2 Qs Q4

Figure 15: Examples of bicolored patterns.

The class of bipartite graphs can be characterized as ORD({Z5}), where
Zs = ({1,2,3},{12,23},0) [2I]. In the literature, there are two additional
ways of defining patterns for subclasses of bipartite graphs. The first one [30]
involves a total order of the vertices, that are colored black or white, a set
of compulsory edges, and a set of compulsory non-edges. We will call such a
structure a bicolored pattern, and we will describe it as a 4-tuple containing
a set of ordered vertices, the subset of white vertices, the set of edges and
the set of non-edges. For instance, the paths in Figure are described as
Q1 = <{17 2, 3}7 {3}7 {13}7 {23})7 Q2 = ({17 2, 3}7 {17 2}7 {13}7 {23})7 Qs =
({1, 2,3}, {1}, {13}, {12}), Qua = ({1,2,3},{2,3}, {13}, {12}).

We say that a bipartite graph H belongs to BICOLORD(F), for a fixed
family of bicolored patterns F, if H admits a bipartition V(H) = AU B and
an ordering of AU B that avoids the patterns from F. It was proved in [30]
that interval bigraphs are exactly BICOLORD({Q1, Q2}).

The other (slightly different) way [31] is the following. A bipartite pat-
tern is a bipartite trigraph whose vertices in each part of the bipartition
are linearly ordered. We will denote such pattern as a 4-tuple contain-
ing two disjoint sets of ordered vertices, the set of edges and the set of
non-edges. For instance, the paths in Figure are described as R; =
({17 2}7 {1,7 2/}? {12,7 21,}7 {11/})7 R2 = ({17 2}7 {1/7 2,}7 {12/7 21/}7 {22/})7 R3 =
({1,2,3}, {1, 2,3}, {13,31",33'},{23/,32'}), Ry = ({1,2,3}, {1}, {11/, 31"}, {21'}),
R, = ({1}, {1, 2,3}, {11",13'},{12'}).

We say that a bipartite graph H belongs to BIORD(F), for a fixed family
of bipartite patterns F, if H admits a bipartition V(H) = AU B and an
ordering of A and of B so that no pattern from F occurs. Several known
bipartite graph classes can be characterized as BIORD(F). For instance,
bipartite convex graphs are BIORD({R4}), and proper interval bigraphs are
B1OrRD({ Ry, R2}) [31].

We will state now a lemma that is necessary to prove the forbidden pattern

37



Figure 16: The bipartite patterns in the characterizations of Lemma The solid lines
denote compulsory edges and the dotted lines are compulsory non-edges in the pattern.
Red vertices form a directed cycle in D(G, I, <) or D(G,1I, <), respectively, and black
vertices are the witnesses.

characterizations of 2-thin graphs and (proper) independent 2-thin graphs.

Lemma 24. Let G be a graph, {V*,V?} a partition of V(G), and < a par-
tial order of V(G) that is total when restricted to each of V', V2. Then
D(G,{V',V?}, <) is acyclic if and only if G[V',V?] ordered according to <
avoids the bipartite patterns Ry and Rs, and D(G,{V',V?}, <) is acyclic if
and only if GV, V?] ordered according to < avoids the bipartite patterns
Ry, Ry, Ry and Rl. Furthermore, if G[V', V?] has no isolated vertices, then
D(G,{V',V?}, <) is acyclic if and only if G[V'',V?] ordered according to <
avoids the bipartite patterns Ry and Rs.

Proof. 1f the pattern Ry occurs, then the vertices 2,2" form a directed
cycle both in D(G,{V*',V?}, <) and D(G,{V',V?},<). If the pattern R,
occurs, then the vertices 1,1’ form a directed cycle in D(G, {V1,V?}, <). If
the pattern Rz occurs, then the vertices 2,3,2',3" form a directed cycle in
D(G,{V,V?} <). If the pattern Ry (resp. R)) occurs, then the vertices
2,1 (vesp. 1,2) form a directed cycle in D(G, {V, V?}, <).

In order to prove the converse, suppose that there is a directed cycle
in D(G,{V',V?},<). As in the proof of Theorem [§ we can reduce up to
symmetry (since the definition of the digraph and the patterns are symmetric)
to the following three cases.

Case 1: The cycle consists of two vertices, v; € V! and v, € V2.

In this case, v; and vy are not adjacent and, by definition of the digraph,
there exist v] € V1 v, € V2 such that v] < vy, v) < vy, and vjvg, vV} €
E(G). So, the pattern Ry occurs in G[V!, V?] ordered according to <.
Case 2: The cycle is vjw; v, such that vy, w; € V! and v, € V2.

By definition of the digraph, we have vy < wy, vive, wivy € E(G), there
exists in V2 a vertex vy < vy such that wyv) € E(G), and there exists in V!

38



a vertex v < vy such that vjve € E(G). So, {v], wy,vh, vy} form the pattern
Ry in G[V',V?] ordered according to <.
Case 3: The cycle is vjw;vws such that vy, w; € V! and vy, wy € V2.

By definition of the digraph, we have vy < wy, vy < wy, WiV, VIWy &
E(G), there exists in V? a vertex v} < vy such that wivy € F(G), and there
exists in V! a vertex v} < v; such that vjw, € E(G). If wiwy € E(G), then
{v],wy, vh, we} form the pattern Ry in G[V'!, V2] ordered according to <. If,
otherwise, wywy € E(G), then {v], vy, wy, vy, vy, wy} form the pattern R in
G[V!, V?] ordered according to <.

Suppose now that there is a directed cycle in D(G, {V!,V?},<). As in
the proof of Theorem , we can reduce up to symmetry (since the definition
of the digraph and the patterns are symmetric) to the following three cases.
Case 1: The cycle consists of two vertices, v; € V! and v, € V2.

In this case, by definition of the digraph, v; and vy are not adjacent and,
on the one hand, either there exists in V2 a vertex v} < vy with v;v} € E(G)
or there exists in V! a vertex v > v; with v/v, € F(G) and, on the other
hand, either there exists in V! a vertex v} < v; with vjv, € E(G) or there
exists in V? a vertex v > vy with v10f € E(G).

If the existent vertices are v] and vj, then {v}, v, v}, vo} form the pattern
Ry in G[V*',V?] ordered according to <. If this is the case for v{ and v},
then the pattern R; is formed by {vy,v], ve,v5}. If the existent vertices are
v} and o7, then {v}, vy, v], vy} form the pattern Rj.

Case 2: The cycle is v,w;vs such that vy, w; € V! and vy € V2.

By definition of the digraph, we have v; < wy, v1v9, wyvy ¢ E(G), and,
on the one hand, either there exists in V2 a vertex v} < vy with w;v} € E(G)
or there exists in V! a vertex w} > w; with w{vy € E(G) and, on the other
hand, either there exists in V! a vertex v} < v; with vjvy, € E(G) or there
exists in V2 a vertex v > vy with v10 € E(G).

If the existent vertices are v] and v}, then {v], wy, vy, vo} form the pattern
Ry in G[V!,V?] ordered according to <. If this is the case for w} and v},
then the pattern Ry is formed by {vy, w},vs,v4}. In the case of v} and vf, if
at least one of vvh, wyvy is not an edge, then either R; or Ry is formed by
{v1, wy, v, vi}. If vyvh and wyvl are edges, then {vy,v), vo, 04} form Rj. In
the case of v} and w{, the vertices {v}, vy, w}, v} form Ry.

Case 3: The cycle is vjw;vws such that vy, w; € V! and vy, wy € V2.

By definition of the digraph, we have vy < wy, vy < wy, WiV, ViWy &
E(G), and, on the one hand, either there exists in V? a vertex vy < vy with
wivy € E(G) or there exists in V! a vertex w] > w; with wjv, € E(G)
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and, on the other hand, either there exists in V! a vertex v] < v; with
viwy € E(G) or there exists in V? a vertex wl > wy with vyw} € E(G).

Suppose the existent vertices are v} and vy. If wywy & E(G), then Ry
is formed by {v],wy, v, we}, otherwise, R, is formed by {v], vy, w,ws}.
Similarly, suppose that the existent vertices are w] and wj. If vjve &
E(G), then R; is formed by {vy,w!,vs,wy}, otherwise, R, is formed by
{v1,wy,w!,vo}. In the case of vy and W, if wywy ¢ E(G), then Ry is formed
by {1, wy, vh, wh}, otherwise, R) is formed by {wy, v, ve, wl}. The last case
is symmetric.

To conclude, notice that, in a bipartite graph with no isolated vertices,
the patterns Ry or R) imply either R; or Rs. Indeed, in the case of Ry =
({v1,v9, v3, v }, {v10], v301 }, {vav] }), since vy is not an isolated vertex, there
is a vertex v' with v’ € E(G), and either R; or Ry occurs, when v’ > v} or
v' < v}, respectively. The case of R) is symmetric. O

While a characterization of k-thin and proper k-thin graphs by forbidden
induced subgraphs is open for £ > 2, they may be defined by means of
forbidden patterns, due to Corollary [I}, i.e., we forbid the patterns for an
order < that produce a clique of size k+ 1 in G (resp. C~¥<) This approach
leads to a high number of forbidden patterns.

However, the model of 2-thin graphs as monotone L-graphs leads to the
following forbidden pattern characterization for the class, with only four
symmetric patterns.

Recall that an L-model is blocking if for every two non-intersecting L’s,
either the vertical or the horizontal prolongation of one of them intersects
the other.

Theorem 25. Let us define the patterns Zg = ({1,2,3,4}, {13,24}, {23}),

Zr = ({1,2,3,4,5}, {13,35}, {23,34}), Zs = ({1,2,3,4,5,6}, {13,46}, {23,45}),
and Zy = ({1,2,3,4,5,6}, {14,34,36}, {24,35}) (see Figure[1]). Let G be a
graph. The following statements are equivalent:

(1) G is a 2-thin graph.
11) G has a blocking monotone L-model.
(i) g

(ZZZ) G e ORD({ZG,Z'y,Zg,Zg}).
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Proof. (i) = (i1)) Let G be a 2-thin graph with partition V!, V? and a
consistent ordering <. Consider the model M4(G). We have proved in Sec-
tion 4] that it is an intersection model for G, given that M;(G) is. We will
see that it is blocking. Let us consider two non-adjacent vertices vy, vo. If
v; € V! and vy € V2, then either the horizontal prolongation of v; intersects
vy or the vertical prolongation of v, intersects vy, because the model M (G)
is blocking (Lemma 7). If v; < vy and both belong to V! (resp. V?), then
the vertical (resp. horizontal) prolongation of v intersects v; (see Figure[L3).

(i1) = (ii7)) Let G be a graph admitting a blocking monotone L-model and
consider the ordering of the vertices according to the L corners along the in-
verted diagonal. It is known that the pattern Zg is not possible in an L-model
for that vertex ordering [14]. Let us see that the other patterns are not pos-
sible when the model is blocking. Figure [17|shows schematic representations
of patterns Z;, Zs, and Zy. The light parts are optional, according to the
undecided edges of the trigraph. In each of the cases, vertices labeled as x
and y violate the blocking property.

(i11) = (i)) Let G € ORD({Zs, Z7, Zs, Zo}) and let vy, ..., v, be an order-
ing of the vertices avoiding the patterns Zs, Z7, Zg, and Zy. If the order
avoids Z;, then G is an interval graph, in particular 2-thin. Otherwise, let
ny be such that vy,...,v,, avoids Z; but there exist 1 <1 < j <ny +1
such that vv,, 41 € E(G) and vjv,, 41 € E(G). Let VI = {vy,... v, }
and V2 = {v,41,...,0,}. Consider the ordering < such that V! is ordered
increasingly according to the vertex indices and V2 is ordered decreasingly
according to the vertex indices. The graph G[V?] ordered by < avoids 7,
since otherwise either Z; or Zg occurs in the original ordering. It remains
to prove that D(G,{V?, V?}, <) is acyclic. By Lemma [24] this is so if and
only if G[V!,V?] with the sets ordered according to < avoids the bipartite
patterns Ry, and Rj3. But this holds because the original ordering avoids Zg
and Zy, respectively. O

Notice that the blocking property is crucial, since every tree is a monotone
L-graph [49] and trees may have arbitrarily large thinness [6].

By combining results from [21], 29 [31], we have the following two char-
acterization theorems. They show, among other equivalences, that (proper)
independent 2-thin graphs are equivalent to (proper) interval bigraphs, re-
spectively.
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L \yli' y
DN
Z7 Z8 Zg
Figure 17: Schematic L-models of patterns Z;, Zg, and Zy. The light parts are optional,

according to the undecided edges of the trigraph. In each of the cases, vertices labeled as
x and y violate the blocking property.

Theorem 26. Let G be a graph. The following statements are equivalent:
(1) G is an independent 2-thin graph.
(17) G is an interval bigraph.

)
)
(13i) G is bipartite and G € BICOLORD({Q1, Q2}).
(iv) G is bipartite and G € BIORD({ Ra, R3}).

)

(v) G € OrRD({Z5, Zs, Zo}).

Proof. (i) < (iii)) It is straightforward from the definition of indepen-
dent thinness.

(17) < (i17)) It is proved in [29].

(i) = (iv)) Let {V!, V2} be a partition of V(@) into independent sets and
< an ordering of V(G) that is consistent with the partition {V! V?}. By
Lemma , D(G,{V!,V?} <) is acyclic. By Lemma [24] < avoids Ry and Rs,
so G € BIORD({ Ry, R3}).

(iv) = (i)) Let {V!,V?} be a bipartition of V(G) and let < be an order of
V1 and of V? that avoids Ry and R3. By Lemma [24] D(G,{V', V?}, <) is
acyclic. By Lemma (4, there is an ordering of V(G) that is consistent with
the partition {V!, V?}, so G is independent 2-thin.
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(iv) = (v)) Let {V!, V2} be a bipartition of G and < an ordering of V! and
of V? that avoids Ry and R3. Consider the order of V(@) such that every
vertex of V! precedes every vertex of V2, V1! is ordered according to < and
V2 is ordered according to the reverse of <. This order avoids Zs because
every edge has an endpoint in V! and the other in V2. Tt also avoids Zg and
Zg, because otherwise, by the way of defining the ordering of V(G) and by
the edges in the patterns, the first two (resp. three) vertices of Zg (resp. Zy)
belong to V!, and the last two (resp. three) to V2. Thus, with the order
< of V! and of V2 the pattern R, (resp. R3) occurs, which is a contradiction.

(v) = (7)) Since a graph is independent 2-thin if and only if each of its con-
nected components is (see, for example, [11]), we may assume G is connected
and non-trivial. Let {V' V?} be the bipartition of V(G) and let < be an
order of V1UV? that avoids Zs, Zg, and Zy. Since the graph is connected and
the order avoids Zs, either every vertex of V! precedes every vertex of V2,
or every vertex of V2 precedes every vertex of V1. We may assume the first
case. Consider V! ordered according to < and V? ordered according to the
reverse of <. We will call this partial order <’. Since < avoids Zg and Zgy, G
ordered according to <’ avoids Ry and R3. By Lemma[24] D(G, {V*, V?}, <)
is acyclic. By Lemma [4] there is an ordering of V/(G) that is consistent with
the partition {V1, V?}, so G is independent 2-thin. O

Even cycles of length at least 6 are bipartite and 2-thin but not interval
bigraphs [40], so not independent 2-thin graphs.

Since interval bigraphs can be recognized in polynomial time [40], 42], we
have the following.

Corollary 27. Independent 2-thin graphs can be recognized in polynomial
time.

Theorem 28. Let G be a graph. The following statements are equivalent:
(1) G is a proper independent 2-thin graph.
(17) G is a proper interval bigraph.
(7i1) G is a bipartite permutation graph.
)

(1v) G is bipartite and G € BICOLORD({Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4}).
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(v) G is bipartite and G € BIORD({ Ry, R2}).
(UZ) G e ORD({Zg, Z4})

Proof. (i) < (iv)) It is straightforward from the definition of proper in-
dependent thinness.

(17) < (1)) It is proved in [29].
(i1) < (v)) It is proved in [31].
(1ii) < (vi)) It is proved in [21].

(1) = (v)) Let {V',V?} be a partition of V(@) into independent sets and <
an ordering of V(G) that is strongly consistent with the partition {V! V?}.
By Lemma , IND(G, {V1,V?} <) is acyclic. By Lemma , < avoids R; and
RQ, so G e BIORD({Rl, Rg})

(v) = (i)) Since a graph is proper independent 2-thin if and only if each
of its connected components is (see, for example, [I1]), we may assume G
is connected and non-trivial. Let {V' V?} be the bipartition of V(G) and
let < be an order of V! and of V2 that avoids R, and R,. By Lemma 24
D(G,{V',V?}, <) is acyclic. By Lemma there is an ordering of V(G) that
is strongly consistent with the partition {V!, V?}, so G is proper independent
2-thin. 0

The bipartite claw (the subdivision of K 3) is bipartite and proper 2-thin
but not bipartite permutation [36], so not proper independent 2-thin.

Since bipartite permutation graphs can be recognized in linear time [30),
50], we have the following,.

Corollary 29. Proper independent 2-thin graphs can be recognized in linear
time.

Theorems [26| and |28 show that, for a (proper) k-thin graph with a parti-
tion V1 ... V¥ consistent with some ordering, not only G[V?] is a (proper)
interval graph for every 1 < i < k, but also G[V?, V7] is a (proper) interval
bigraph for every 1 <1,7 < k.
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6. Thinness and other width parameters

Given a graph G, the pathwidth pw(G) (resp. bandwidth bw(G)) may be
defined as one less than the maximum clique size in an interval (resp. proper
interval) supergraph of G, chosen to minimize its clique size [34]. It was
implicitly proved in [37] that

thing(G) < pw(G) + 1.

We will reproduce in Theorem |32| the proof, emphasizing the independence
of the classes defined. A characterization in [34] of the bandwidth as a proper
pathwidth allows to mimic the proof in [37] and prove that

pthinie(G) < bw(G) + 1.

This bound can be further improved for proper thinness. We use a third
equivalent definition of bandwidth, namely

bw(G) = mfin max{ | f(v;) — f(v;)] : viv; € E'}

for f : V(G) — Z an injective labeling, and Corollaryto prove the following.
Theorem 30. Let G be a graph. Then pthin(G) < max{1,bw(G)}.

Proof. Suppose on the contrary that bw(G) > 1, i.e., G has at least
one edge, and pthin(G) > bw(G). By Corollary [1] for every vertex order
< of G, there is a clique of size bw(G) + 1 in G.. Let f be a labeling
of V(G) realizing the bandwidth and < be the order induced by f. Sup-
pose vy < vy < - < Uy < Upyq 1S a clique of G_, where b = bw(G). As
V1Up1 € E(é<), there exists either vy such that vy < vy, voups1 € E(G),
and vov; € E(G), or vy such that vy > wvpy1, Ve € E(G), and
Upt10p42 € E(G). In the first case, | f(vp11) — f(vo)| = f(vps1) — f(vo) > b+1
and, in the second case, | f(vpi2)— f(v1)] = f(vpa2) — f(v1) > b+2—1=b+1.
In either case, it is a contradiction with the fact that f realizes the band-

width b. So, pthin(G) < bw(G). O

This bound can be arbitrarily bad, for example, for the complete bipar-
tite graphs K, ,, that are proper 2-thin and have unbounded bandwidth.
However, it is tight (up to a constant factor) for grids [8| [15] [18§].

As a consequence of Theorem [30, we have the following.
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Corollary 31. Let G be a connected graph. Then pthin(G) < |V(G)| —
diam(G), where diam(G) denotes the diameter of G.

Proof. 1t holds easily for graphs with only one vertex. For graphs
with at least two vertices, it holds since for a connected graph, bw(G) <
[V(G)| — diam(G) [16]. O

A path decomposition [45] of a graph G = (V, E) is a sequence of subsets
of vertices (Xi, Xa, ..., X,) such that

(1) X,U-—-UX, =V,

(2.) For each edge vw € F, there exists i € {1,...,r}, such that both v and
w belong to Xj;.

(3.) For each v € V there exist s(v),e(v) € {1,...,r}, such that s(v) < e(v)
and v € X; if and only if j € {s(v),s(v) +1,...,e(v)}.

The width of a path decomposition (X7, Xs, ..., X,) is defined as max; | X;|—
1. The pathwidth of a graph G is the minimum possible width over all possible
path decompositions of G.

A proper path decomposition [34] of a graph G = (V| F) is a path decom-
position that additionally satisfies

(4.) Foreveryu,v € V, {s(u), s(u)+1,...,e(u)} ¢ {s(v),s(v)+1,...,e(v)}.

The proper pathwidth of a graph G is the minimum possible width over all
possible proper path decompositions of G. Kaplan and Shamir [34] proved
that the proper pathwidth of a graph equals its bandwidth.

Theorem 32. For a graph G, thing,g(G) < pw(G) + 1 and pthing,g(G) <
bw(G) + 1.

Proof. (slight modification of the one in [37]) Consider an optimal (proper)
path decomposition (X7, Xs, ..., X,) of width ¢. Let k£ = ¢ + 1 be the car-
dinality of the biggest set. We demonstrate that the graph is (proper) inde-
pendent k-thin. We first describe an ordering and then give a description of
how we can assign the vertices to k classes, in order to get a partition into k
independent sets which is (strongly) consistent with the ordering.
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We order the vertices v according to s(v), breaking ties arbitrarily. Notice
that, in the proper case, by (4.), if s(v) = s(w) then also e(v) = e(w), and if
s(v) < s(w) then also e(v) < e(w).

We assign the vertices in each X; to pairwise distinct classes, for 1 <1 < r.
We can do it for i = 1, since | X;| < k. On each step, for i > 1, we assign
the vertices of X; \ X;_; to pairwise distinct classes that are not used by the
vertices in X; N X;_;. This can be done because | X;| < k.

No vertex is assigned to more than one class because of condition (3.).
The classes are independent sets because of condition (2.).

Let v € V(G), with s(v) = i. Then all neighbors u of v smaller than v
are also present in X, i.e., e(u) > 4. Suppose u < z < v, wv € E(G), u, z in
the same class. Note that if z and v are in the same class, there is no subset
X}, such that z, u are both in Xj;. Thus u < z tells us that s(u) < s(z). Also,
z < v tells us that s(z) < s(v). But by the claim above, e(u) > s(v), since u
is a neighbor of v smaller than v. Thus, by (3.), u € Xy, a contradiction
with the fact that no set contains two vertices of the same class. Thus, the
partition and the ordering of V(G) we obtained are consistent. It follows
that thiny,q(G) < pw(G) + 1.

For a (proper) path decomposition, the reverse of the order defined is a
decreasing order by e(v). So the same argument proves that, in that case,
the partition and the ordering of V(G) we obtained are strongly consistent.
It follows that pthin,q(G) < bw(G) + 1. O]

These bounds are tight, respectively, for interval and proper interval
graphs, where both the (proper) independent thinness and the (proper) path-
width plus one equal the clique number of the graph, but can be arbitrarily
bad, for example, for complete bipartite graphs, that are proper independent
2-thin but have unbounded pathwidth.

A recent result shows that the proper independent thinness is also bounded
above by a function of the pathwidth.

Theorem 33. [9] For a graph G, pthing(G) < 2°V( (pw(G) + 1).
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