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Abstract

In the first paper of the Graph Minors series [JCTB ’83], Robertson and Seymour
proved the Forest Minor theorem: the H-minor-free graphs have bounded pathwidth
if and only if H is a forest. In recent years, considerable effort has been devoted to
understanding the unavoidable induced substructures of graphs with large pathwidth
or large treewidth. In this paper, we give an induced counterpart of the Forest Minor
theorem: for any t ⩾ 2, the Kt,t-subgraph-free1 H-induced-minor-free graphs have
bounded pathwidth if and only if H belongs to a class F of forests, which we describe
as the induced minors of two (very similar) infinite parameterized families.

This constitutes a significant step toward classifying the graphs H for which every
weakly sparse H-induced-minor-free class has bounded treewidth. Our work builds on
the theory of constellations developed in the Induced Subgraphs and Tree Decompositions
series.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we fully classify the unavoidable induced minors in weakly sparse1 graph
classes with unbounded pathwidth. Pathwidth and treewidth are central parameters in
algorithmic and structural graph theory. A substantial body of work has been devoted to
understanding the unavoidable substructures in graphs with large pathwidth/treewidth. For
the subgraph and minor relations, the situation is well understood. The Excluded Forest
Minor Theorem [16] states that a graph class G has bounded pathwidth if and only if G

∗É. Bonnet has been supported by the French National Research Agency through the project TWIN-
WIDTH with reference number ANR-21-CE48-0014.

†R. Hickingbotham is supported by the Belgian National Fund for Scientific Research (FNRS).
1Most induced analogues of graph minor results tend to be more meaningful and interesting within weakly

sparse classes, i.e., Kt,t-subgraph-free for some fixed t. It is straightforward to derive from known facts that
the class of H-induced-minor-free graphs has bounded pathwidth (resp. treewidth) if and only if H is a clique
on at most two (resp. at most four) vertices.
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excludes some forest as a minor. Likewise, the Excluded Grid Minor Theorem [17] states
that a graph class G has bounded treewidth if and only if G excludes some planar graph as
a minor.

In contrast, the picture for induced substructures is more subtle. First, any graph class G
of bounded pathwidth or treewidth must exclude both Kt and Kt,t as induced subgraphs
for some t. By Ramsey’s theorem, this is equivalent to G being weakly sparse, meaning
that it excludes Kt′,t′ as a subgraph for some t′. Second, for G to have bounded pathwidth,
it must exclude some forest as an induced minor. However, these two conditions are not
sufficient: Pohoata [15] constructed a weakly sparse family of graphs (later rediscovered by
Davies [10], and now called Pohoata–Davies grids ; see Figure 1) that excludes a sufficiently
large complete binary tree as an induced minor yet still has unbounded pathwidth (and
treewidth).

Figure 1: The 6× 6 Pohoata–Davies grid.

In this paper, we determine precisely the graphs whose exclusion as an induced minor
implies bounded pathwidth within every weakly sparse graph class. Call K1,3 a claw. An
asteroidal triple in a graph is an independent set of three vertices such that between any two
of them there exists a path avoiding the neighborhood of the third.

Theorem 1. For every graph F and integer t ⩾ 2, the class of graphs excluding F as an
induced minor and Kt,t as a subgraph has bounded pathwidth if and only if F is a forest
without either of the following:

• three pairwise disjoint claws whose contraction into say, a, b, c, yields a forest in which
a, b, c form an asteroidal triple;

• four pairwise disjoint claws on vertex subsets A,B,C,D such that there is an A–B
path P in F −NF [C ∪D], a C–D path Q in F −NF [A∪B], at most one edge between
A ∪B and C ∪D, and if this edge exists, it is not incident to any claw center.

We say a graph H is positive if every weakly sparse class excluding H as an induced
minor has bounded pathwidth, and negative otherwise. As we will see, Theorem 1 can be
reformulated as follows.

Theorem 2 (reformulation of Theorem 1). A graph is positive if and only if it is an induced
minor of T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ or of T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ for some integer ℓ ⩾ 2.

In the previous theorem, T1,ℓ is the graph of Figure 5, T2,ℓ, of Figure 6, and T3,ℓ, of Fig-
ure 7. The class F of forests mentioned in the abstract is simply the induced-minor closure
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of {T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ, T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ : ℓ ⩾ 2}. Thus, the positive graphs are exactly the forests of F .
We present both formulations because, as will become clear, Theorem 1 is better suited
for showing that a graph is negative, whereas Theorem 2 is better suited for proving that
a forest is positive. Every graph that is not a forest is negative, since the class of forests has
unbounded pathwidth. Thus we only need to classify forests.

We say that a graph H is tw-positive if every weakly sparse class excluding H as an
induced minor has bounded treewidth, and tw-negative otherwise. Since bounded-treewidth
graphs that exclude a forest as an induced minor have bounded pathwidth [11], a forest is
positive if and only if it is tw-positive. Bonamy, Bonnet, Déprés, Esperet, Geniet, Hilaire,
Thomassé, and Wesolek [4] constructed a weakly sparse family of graphs (the so-called death
stars ; see Figure 3) of unbounded treewidth that excludes 2K3 as an induced minor. Ahn,
Gollin, Huynh, and Kwon [3] further showed that any graph H with no 2K3 induced minor
(which includes all tw-positive graphs) contains a set X ⊆ V (H) with |X| ⩽ 12 such that the
subgraph of H induced by deleting all the vertices at distance at least 4 from X is a forest.
Thus, every tw-positive graph is close to being a forest. As such, classifying the tw-positive
forests is a significant step toward the broader task of classifying all tw-positive graphs.

Contrary to H-minor detection, which admits a polynomial-time algorithm for any
fixed H, the complexity of H-induced-minor detection is less clear and offers a richer land-
scape. Korhonen and Lokshtanov [14] showed that there exist trees whose detection as an
induced minor is NP-complete. On the other hand, Dallard, Dumas, Hilaire, and Perez [9]
give some infinite families of graphs H such that H-induced-minor detection is polynomial-
time solvable; we refer the interested reader to their introduction for a detailed survey on
this topic.

An algorithmic consequence of Theorem 2 is an efficient detection of positive forests as
induced minors within any weakly sparse class.

Corollary 3. Let C be a weakly sparse class and F be an induced minor of some T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ

or of T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ. Then, one can decide whether F is an induced minor of an input G ∈ C in
linear time.

Indeed, this follows from a classical win-win argument. First, compute a 2-approximation
of the treewidth of the input graph G using the fixed-parameter linear-time algorithm of [12],
which outputs a tree-decomposition. Either the treewidth of G is sufficiently large and we
can immediately conclude G admits F as an induced minor, or its treewidth is upper bounded
(by a function of C and F ) and we can invoke Courcelle’s theorem [8] as the existence of an
F induced-minor can be expressed in monadic second-order logic. In case F is an induced
minor of G, one further obtains in polynomial time an induced minor model of F in G, by
checking that the proofs in [7, 6] and the current paper can be made effective.

Let us mention some results related to Theorem 3 in that they address the complexity of
induced-minor detection within “sparse” graph classes. By a similar scheme and a theorem
due to Korhonen [13], one can efficiently detect any fixed planar induced minor in any
bounded-degree class. This can be lifted to any class excluding a fixed topological minor [2,
5]. Finally, detecting any fixed graph as an induced minor is tractable in classes excluding
a fixed path as an induced subgraph [9].
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1.1 Proof Outline

Our proof relies on the theory of constellations developed in the Induced Subgraphs and
Tree Decompositions series [1]. A constellation is a graph that contains a spanning induced
minor model of a biclique where the branch sets for one side of the bipartition are singletons,
and those on the other side induce paths. There are two important types of constellations:
interrupted (generalizations of death stars) and zigzagged (generalizations of Pohoata–Davies
grids); see Section 2.2 for their definitions.

Chudnovsky, Hajebi, and Spirkl [6] showed that for any forest F , every weakly sparse
F -induced-minor-free graph with sufficiently large pathwidth contains a large interrupted or
zigzagged constellation as an induced subgraph; see Theorem 5. Their work establishes the
unavoidable (families of) induced subgraphs in classes of unbounded pathwidth. Since large
constellations have large pathwidth (as they contain large bicliques as induced minors), it
follows that a forest F is positive if and only if all large interrupted or zigzagged constellations
contain F as an induced minor.

In Section 3 we show that every forest that meets one of the items in Theorem 1 is not
an induced minor of either the Pohoata–Davies grids or the death stars. As these graph
families (or slight variants on them) are K2,2-subgraph-free with unbounded treewidth; this
yields the forward direction of Theorem 1. We use that to prove, in Section 4, that every
forest that is not an induced minor of any T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ or T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ satisfies one of the
items of Theorem 1, and hence is negative. Finally in Section 5, we prove that every other
forest (i.e., any induced minor of some T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ or T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ) is an induced minor of any
sufficiently large interrupted or zigzagged constellation, and hence is positive (by Theorem 5).
This completes the proof of Theorem 2 and establishes its equivalence with Theorem 1.

2 Preliminaries

Given integers i, j, we denote by [i, j] the set of integers that are at least i and at most j,
and [i] is a shorthand for [1, i].

2.1 Standard graph-theoretic definitions and notation

We denote by V (G) and E(G) the set of vertices and edges of a graph G, respectively.
A graph H is a subgraph of a graph G, denoted by H ⊆ G, if H can be obtained from G by
vertex and edge deletions. Graph H is an induced subgraph of G if H is obtained from G

by vertex deletions only. For S ⊆ V (G), the subgraph of G induced by S, denoted G[S], is
obtained by removing from G all the vertices that are not in S. Then G−S is a shorthand for
G[V (G)\S]. We denote by NG(v) the set of neighbors of v in G, define NG[v] := NG(v)∪{v},
NG[S] :=

⋃
v∈S NG[v], NG(S) := NG[S] \ S, and may omit the G subscript when it is clear

from the context. For a graph J and integer ℓ ⩾ 1, the graph G ∪ J is the disjoint union of
G and J and the graph ℓJ is the disjoint union of ℓ copies of J .

A set X ⊆ V (G) is connected (in G) if G[X] has a single connected component. The
girth of a graph is the number of edges in one of its shortest cycles, and ∞ if the graph is
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acyclic. A graph class is weakly sparse if it excludes Kt,t as a subgraph for some positive
integer t. A subdivision of a graph G is any graph H obtained from G by replacing edges e

of G by paths with at least one edge whose extremities are the endpoints of e. We then say
that H contains G as an induced subdivision.

A tree-decomposition of a graph G is a family (Bx)x∈V (T ) of subsets of V (G) (called bags)
indexed by the vertices of a tree T , such that

• for every vertex v ∈ V (G), {x ∈ V (T ) : v ∈ Bx} induces a non-empty (connected)
subtree of T , and

• for every edge uv ∈ E(G), some bag Bx contains both u and v.

The width of (Bx)x∈V (T ) is max{|Bx| : x ∈ V (T )} − 1. The treewidth of G is the minimum
width of a tree-decomposition of G. A path-decomposition is a tree-decomposition in which
the underlying tree is a path, and similarly the pathwidth of G is the minimum width of
a path-decomposition of G.

A graph H is a minor of a graph G if H is isomorphic to a graph that can be obtained
from a subgraph of G by contracting edges. A graph H is an induced minor of a graph
G if H is isomorphic to a graph that can be obtained from an induced subgraph of G

by contracting edges. Equivalently, H is an induced minor of G if there is a collection
M = {Xv ⊆ V (G) : v ∈ V (H)} of pairwise disjoint connected sets (called branch sets)
such that Xu and Xv are adjacent if and only if uv ∈ E(H). We call M an induced minor
model of H in G. A graph G is H-induced-minor-free (resp. H-minor-free) if H is not an
induced minor (resp. a minor) of G.

2.2 Constellations

Constellations are introduced in the Induced Subgraphs and Tree Decompositions series [1];
see for instance [7]. We recall the relevant definitions and results.

A constellation c = (Sc,Lc) is a graph (also denoted by c) such that Sc is an independent
set of c, every connected component of c − Sc is a path, each of which is an element of Lc,
and every vertex of Sc has at least one neighbor in each path of Lc. To highlight the size
of the independent set Sc and the number of paths in Lc, c is more specifically called an
(|Sc|, |Lc|)-constellation. In particular, {{v} : v ∈ Sc} ∪ {V (P ) : P ∈ Lc} is an induced
minor model of the biclique K|Sc|,|Lc|. Also note that for every S ⊆ Sc and L ⊆ Lc, the pair
(S,L) induces a constellation in c.

A c-route is a path in c whose endpoints are both in Sc but no internal vertices of the path
are in Sc. In particular, the internal vertices of a c-route induce a subpath of some element
of Lc. A constellation c is d-ample if there is no c-route on at most d+1 edges. In particular,
for d ⩾ 1, the neighborhoods of vertices in Sc are pairwise disjoint. For a technical reason,
we will need that the vertices close to endpoints of the paths of Lc have no neighbors in Sc.
We now show that this can be arranged without loss of generality.

Lemma 4. For any positive integers s, p, d, and any d-ample (s + 2p, p)-constellation c =

(Sc,Lc), there is some S ⊆ Sc such that in the d-ample (s, p)-constellation induced by (S,Lc)
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no vertex of S has a neighbor in P ∈ Lc at distance (in P ) less than d from an extremity
of P .

Proof. Let Ŝ ⊆ Sc be the set of vertices that have a neighbor closest to an end of a path in
Lc. As there are p paths, |Ŝ| ⩽ 2p. Let S ⊆ Sc \ Ŝ with |S| = s. Then (S,Lc) is a d-ample
constellation. The property of the lemma then follows by the d-ampleness of c.

For simplicity, we henceforth incorporate the conclusion of Theorem 4 into the definition
of d-ampleness. Due to this lemma, the subsequent results of the section hold with this slight
strengthening.

We will deal with two kinds of constellations: interrupted and q-zigzagged for some
positive integer q. The former ones generalize the so-called death star construction, while
the latter extend the Pohoata–Davies grids (see Section 3 for these constructions). Both
types of constellations entail a total order over Sc. A constellation c = (Sc,Lc) is interrupted
if there is a total order ≺ on Sc such that for every x ≺ y ≺ z, every c-route between x and
y is adjacent to z. For any positive integer q, c is instead q-zigzagged if there is a total order
≺ on Sc such that for every c-route P between x and y, there are fewer than q vertices of
{z ∈ Sc : x ≺ z ≺ y} that are non-adjacent to V (P ). Again, one can observe that for every
S ⊆ Sc and L ⊆ Lc, the pair (S,L) is an interrupted (resp. q-zigzagged) constellation if c is
an interrupted (resp. q-zigzagged) constellation.

The following is a restatement of [6, Theorem 2.1].2

Lemma 5 (Theorem 2.1 in [6]). There are functions f5 and g5 such that for any forest F and
positive integers t, s, p, d, and q ⩾ f5(|V (F )|, t), any Kt,t-subgraph-free F -induced-minor-free
graph with pathwidth at least g5(|V (F )|, t, s, p, d) admits as an induced subgraph a d-ample
(s, p)-constellation that is either interrupted or q-zigzagged.

In other words, every weakly sparse class excluding some forest induced minor either has
bounded pathwidth or admits as induced subgraphs arbitrarily large and ample constellations
that are interrupted or O(1)-zigzagged. Theorem 5 is the key result used by Chudnovsky,
Hajebi, and Spirkl [6] to describe the unavoidable induced subgraphs of graphs with large
pathwidth. Due to Theorem 4, Theorem 5 holds with the slightly stronger notion of d-
ampleness.

3 The Pohoata–Davies grid and the Death Star

Given a positive integer n, the n × n Pohoata–Davies grid is the graph obtained from the
disjoint union of n paths on n vertices each, by adding for each i ∈ [n], a vertex adjacent to
the i-th vertex of each path; see Figure 1. We call the vertices on the n paths path vertices,
and the added vertices of degree n are the star vertices.

Lemma 6. Let H be any graph, and A,B,C ⊂ V (H) be three non-empty sets such that for
every X ∈ {A,B,C},

2The outcomes of item (a) in [6, Theorem 2.1] are forbidden by the absence of Kt,t subgraph and forest
induced minor.
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• NH [X] is disjoint from both sets in {A,B,C} \ {X},
• H[X] is connected and is not a path, and
• the two sets in {A,B,C} \ {X} are in the same connected component of H −NH [X].

Then H is not an induced minor of any Pohoata–Davies grid.

Proof. Suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that there is an induced minor model of H in
a Pohoata–Davies grid. By the second item, for every X ∈ {A,B,C} at least one branch
set of an element of X contains at least one star vertex, say, sX . Then one of sA, sB, sC has
a neighborhood whose removal disconnects the other two of sA, sB, sC . This is incompatible
with the first or the third item.

Figure 2 illustrates Theorem 6 with two minimal trees whose exclusion as induced minors
in weakly sparse classes does not yield bounded treewidth, as the family of Pohoata–Davies
grids subsists. Note that when applying this lemma, one can equivalently restrict A,B,C to
each induce a claw or a cycle (the minimal connected non-path graphs).

A B

C

Figure 2: Two minimal trees satisfying Theorem 6, thus not being induced minors of any
Pohoata–Davies grid.

The death star of height n is defined as follows. The death star of height 1 is simply
an edge, with one vertex forming the path of the death star, and the other vertex being its
unique star vertex. The death star of height n is obtained from the death star of height
n − 1, by subdividing each edge of its path, adding a vertex at each end, thereby forming
the path of the next death star, and then adding an n-th star vertex adjacent to all the new
vertices of the path; see Figure 3. Again, we call the vertices on the path of the death star
path vertices.

Lemma 7. Let H be any graph, A,B,C,D be four disjoint sets each inducing a claw in H,
P be an A–B path, Q be a C–D path such that

• V (P ) and NH [C ∪D] are disjoint,
• V (Q) and NH [A ∪B] are disjoint, and
• there is at most one edge between A ∪ B and C ∪ D, and this edge (if it exists) is

between a leaf of the claws A,B and a leaf of the claws C,D.
Then H is not an induced minor of any death star.

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is some integer n such that the death
star of height n admits an induced minor model of H. Since for every X ∈ {A,B,C,D},
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Figure 3: The death star of height 5.

H[X] is a claw (which is not a path), at least one of the four branch sets representing X has
to contain a star vertex sX . Without loss of generality, we can assume that A has the highest
(i.e., the one added last in the inductive construction) star vertex, which we now denote
by sA. The connected set C ∪ D ∪ V (Q) in H yields some sC–sD path in the death star.
However, by design of the death star, there is no sC–sD path that avoids the neighborhood
of sA. The only way to reconcile this with the second and third items of the lemma is that
sA is in a leaf branch set Y of the claw A corresponding to y ∈ V (H), and one of sC , sD,
say without loss of generality, sC , is in a leaf branch set Z of the claw C corresponding to
z ∈ V (H), yz is the unique edge of H between A ∪B and C ∪D, and V (Q) ∩ Z = ∅.

Let Z1, Z2, Z3 be the three branch sets of C other than Z, and let Z2 correspond to the
center of claw C. There cannot be a star vertex s in Z1 ∪ Z2 ∪ Z3, since otherwise there
would be an s–sD path avoiding the neighborhood of sA. It means that Z1, Z2, Z3 are three
consecutive (disjoint) subpaths of the death star’s path, with Z2 being in between Z1 and Z3.
The only neighbors of Z2 outside of Z1 ∪Z3 are star vertices, so to realize the edge between
Z2 and Z, there should be a star vertex s in Z that is adjacent to Z2 (be it, sC or some other
star vertex). But then this again implies an s–sD path avoiding the neighborhood of sA since
the path Q enters C in Z1 ∪ Z2 ∪ Z3 (note also that the star vertices form an independent
set); a contradiction.

Note that we do not need to require that V (P ) and V (Q) are disjoint or non-adjacent.
Figure 4 illustrates Theorem 7 with two minimal trees, one for which A ∪B and C ∪D are
non-adjacent (left), and one where a unique allowed edge links these two sets (right).

The families of Pohoata–Davies grids and death stars are weakly sparse: the former has
girth 6 and the latter has no K2,3 subgraph. Note that the n × n Pohoata–Davies grid is
a (n, n)-constellation. In particular, it admits the biclique Kn,n as an (induced) minor, thus
has treewidth at least n. The death star of height n has treewidth Θ(n) [4]. Subdividing once
every edge on the path of the death star of height n, we get a K2,2-subgraph-free construction
with the same properties as those described in this section. Hence we get the following.

Lemma 8. Every graph that satisfies the preconditions of Theorem 6 or Theorem 7 is neg-
ative.
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A B C D

P Q

A B C D

P Q

Figure 4: Two minimal trees satisfying Theorem 7, thus not being induced minors of any
death star. Left: no edge between A ∪ B and C ∪ D. Right: one permitted (unique) edge
between A∪B and C∪D, namely between B and C. It is indeed incident to two claw leaves
outside V (P ) ∪ V (Q).

4 Negative Forests

In this section, we leverage Theorem 8 to show that any forest that is not an induced minor
of any T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ or T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ is negative.

Let T1 be a countably infinite tree defined as follows. The root r of T1 has countably
infinitely many children, each having exactly two children. All the nodes of V (T1)\N [r] have
degree exactly 2: they have one parent and one child. Let T1 be the set of finite connected
induced subgraphs (or equivalently, induced minors) of T1. In particular, T1 is an infinite
family of trees.

We also define a family of finite trees containing every tree of T1 as induced subgraph.
For any positive integer ℓ, let T1,ℓ be the tree obtained from the disjoint union of ℓ paths
on 2ℓ edges, by adding a vertex (the root) adjacent to the central vertex on every path;
see Figure 5. The rooted tree T1,ℓ is an important building block in what follows.

T1,ℓ

Figure 5: T1,ℓ for ℓ = 5 (left) and its shorthand representation (right).

Lemma 9. Any tree that is not in T1 admits two vertex-disjoint claws (linked by a path).

Proof. Note that there is a path between any two vertex-disjoint sets in any tree, simply
because trees are connected. Thus we only need to find two vertex-disjoint claws in any tree
T /∈ T1.

Root T at an arbitrary vertex. There should be a claw in T , as otherwise T is a path,
which contradicts T /∈ T1. Now consider a claw of T whose center is deepest in the rooted T ,
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and subject to that, pick if possible a claw where all three leaves are children of its center.
We denote its center by u, its three leaves by u1, u2, u3, where u1 and u2 are children of u
in T , and U := {u, u1, u2, u3}. There are two cases: u3 is the parent of u or u3 is a child of u
in T .

Let us analyze the former case. By how the claw is picked, it then holds that u1, u2 are
the only two children of u in T . All the descendants of u1, u2, themselves included, have at
most one child. Otherwise there would be a deeper claw. Now, if T − {u3} has a connected
component that is not a path, we have found our two vertex-disjoint claws. But if all the
connected components of T − {u3} are paths, then T ∈ T1, a contradiction.

We turn to the case when u3 is a child of u in the rooted T . As u is a deepest claw center,
the connected components of T − {u} with descendants of u are all paths. The connected
component of T − {u} without descendants of u cannot be a path (and has to exist) since
otherwise T would be in T1. This yields a claw not intersecting U .

Lemma 10. Let F be a forest with at least two connected components that are not in T1.
Then F is negative.

Proof. Let T, T ′ be connected components of F that are not in T1. By Theorem 9, there is
an A–B path P in T and a C–D path Q in T ′ with four vertex-disjoint claws A,B (in T )
and C,D (in T ′). As P and C,D (resp. Q and A,B) are in distinct connected components
of F , the preconditions of Theorem 7 are met. We thus conclude by Theorem 8.

Fix an integer ℓ ⩾ 2. We start by defining the tree T ′
2,ℓ. First subdivide ℓ + 1 times

two edges of a star K1,ℓ+2; the center of the star is the root of T ′
2,ℓ. Call the leaves in this

tree original. Let x and y denote the non-leaf children of the root. From each parent of
the two leaves non-adjacent to the root and from the child of x, we add an ℓ-edge path (of
descendants). This finishes the construction of T ′

2,ℓ. It has ℓ+5 leaves and 6ℓ+5 nodes. The
tree T ′

3,ℓ is very similar to T ′
2,ℓ (in particular, it has the same number of leaves and nodes):

The ℓ-edge path from the child of x is replaced by an ℓ-edge path from y.

T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

T1,ℓ

Figure 6: The tree T2,ℓ for ℓ = 5 (and T ′
2,ℓ by keeping only the root from each copy of T1,ℓ).

We can now define T2,ℓ and T3,ℓ. The tree T2,ℓ (resp. T3,ℓ) is obtained by adding ℓ children
to x and to each original leaf of T ′

2,ℓ (resp. T ′
3,ℓ), and for each new vertex, adding a (2ℓ+ 1)-
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vertex path centered at this vertex. In other words, we glue a copy of T1,ℓ at x and each
original leaf, identifying it with the root of the T1,ℓ; see Figures 6 and 7.

T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

T1,ℓ

Figure 7: The tree T3,ℓ for ℓ = 5 (and T ′
3,ℓ by keeping only the root from each copy of T1,ℓ).

When T is a tree and u, v ∈ V (T ), we denote by T [u, v] the unique u–v path in T . When
T is a rooted tree, we denote by lca(u, v) the least common ancestor of u and v. We also
write u ⪯T v if u is a (not necessarily strict) ancestor of v, and u ≺T v if u ⪯T v and u ̸= v.

Lemma 11. Every tree that does not satisfy the preconditions of Theorem 6 or of Theorem 7
is an induced minor of T2,ℓ or of T3,ℓ for some integer ℓ. Hence, every tree that is not an
induced minor of T2,ℓ or of T3,ℓ, for any ℓ, is negative.

Proof. Let T be any tree failing to meet the hypotheses of both Theorem 6 and Theorem 7.
Fix ℓ := |V (T )|. Let us root T at some arbitrary vertex u ∈ V (T ). For each x ∈ V (T ), we
denote by Tx the subtree of T rooted at x. Let X ⊆ V (T ) be the set of vertices x such that
Tx contains a claw but no proper rooted subtree of Tx contains a claw. If X is empty, then
T is a path (hence an induced minor of T2,ℓ).

Let us first assume that X = {x}. Then it holds that every claw of T intersects V (T [u, x])

(at a subpath). Let A be any subset of V (Tx) inducing a claw. Let D be a subset of V (T )

inducing a claw that is closest to the root in T , i.e., there is no D′ ⊆ V (T ) inducing a claw
such that D ∩ V (T [u, x]) contains a descendant of a vertex D′ ∩ V (T [u, x]) that is not itself
in D′ ∩ V (T [u, x]). We assume that A and D are disjoint, as otherwise T is easily seen to
be an induced minor of T2,ℓ.

Let C be the vertex set of a claw in T that is closest to the root among those disjoint
from D. Again if A ∩ C ̸= ∅, T is readily an induced minor of T2,ℓ. Finally, let B be the
vertex set of a claw in T that is furthest from the root among those disjoint from A. If B and
C are not disjoint, then T is an induced minor of the graph obtained from a (2ℓ+ 1)-vertex
path with a copy of T1,ℓ rooted at the first, middle, and last vertex, and an ℓ-vertex path
attached to the second, penultimate, ℓ-th and (ℓ + 2)-nd vertex. (Observe that the latter
two vertices are the neighbors of the middle vertex.) Such a tree is an induced minor of T2,ℓ:
solely keep an ℓ-vertex path from the copies of T1,ℓ adjacent to the root. As the preconditions
of Theorem 7 are not met, C and D are adjacent, and if the centers of the claws C,D are
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both in V (T [u, x]), they are not at distance 3 from each other. Therefore, T is an induced
minor of the graph Sℓ obtained from a (2ℓ + 1)-vertex path with a copy of T1,ℓ rooted at
the first, (ℓ + 1)-st, (ℓ + 2)-nd, last vertex, and an ℓ-vertex path attached to the second,
penultimate, ℓ-th vertex. This is itself an induced minor of T2,ℓ: contract the edge between
the root and the first copy of T1,ℓ and discard the ℓ− 1 other copies adjacent to the root.

Henceforth, we assume that |X| ⩾ 2. Let Z := {lca(x, y) : x ̸= y ∈ X}. Observe that
|Z| ⩾ 1 (since |X| ⩾ 2). The next claim establishes that |Z| ⩽ 2.

Claim 1. There are at most two distinct least common ancestors of distinct pairs of X, and
they are ancestor–descendants.

Proof. First assume that z = lca(x, x′) with x ̸= x′ ∈ X, z′ = lca(y, y′) with y ̸= y′ ∈ X,
and z and z′ are not ancestor–descendants. Let A (resp. B, C, D) be a subset of V (Tx)

(resp. V (Tx′), V (Ty), V (Ty′)) containing x (resp. x′, y, y′) and inducing a claw. Then,
A,B,C,D and the paths T [x, x′], T [y, y′] satisfy Theorem 7, contradicting our assumption
for T .

Now assume that each of z1 ≺T z2 ≺T z3 is a least common ancestor of a distinct
pair of X. Let x ̸= x′ ∈ X be such that z3 = lca(x, x′). Then, let y ∈ X be such that
z2 = lca(x, y), and y′ ∈ X be such that z1 = lca(x, y′). We then conclude as in the previous
paragraph since V (T [x, x′]) is non-adjacent to V (Ty)∪V (Ty′), and V (T [y, y′]) is non-adjacent
to V (Tx) ∪ V (Tx′).

Case 1. We now deal with the case when |Z| = 1, say, Z = {z}. Let W be the vertices
of X non-adjacent to z. As T does not meet the conditions of Theorem 6, |W | ⩽ 2.

Case 1.1. We examine the subcase when |W | = 2, say, W = {w1, w2}. Then, the
component of T − z containing the parent pz of z (if it exists) is a connected induced
subgraph of T1,ℓ rooted at pz, as otherwise the conditions of Theorem 7 are satisfied. Let z1
(resp. z2) be the neighbor of z on T [z, w1] (resp. T [z, w2]). Re-rooting T at z, we have that,
outside of z1, z2, the children of z are roots of connected induced subgraphs of T1,ℓ. Let w′

1

(resp. w′
2) be the parent of w1 (resp. w2). Let C1 (resp. C2) be the connected component

of T − {z, w1} (resp. T − {z, w2}) containing z1 (resp. z2). At most one of C1, C2 contains
a claw, otherwise T satisfies Theorem 7. Say, without loss of generality that C2 has no claw
(hence is a path).

If z2 has two children, then every internal vertex of T [z1, w
′
1], T [z2, w

′
2] has degree 2,

otherwise T satisfies Theorem 7. And it can then be observed that T is an induced minor of
some T3,ℓ. If z2 has only one child and z has degree at least 3, then T is an induced minor
of some T2,ℓ. If finally z2 has a single child and z has degree 2, then T is an induced minor
of Sℓ (as defined above), hence of T2,ℓ.

Case 1.2. We now assume that |W | = 1, say W = {w}. Let z′ be the neighbor of z
on T [z, w], and w′ the parent of w. We re-root T at z. If among the new descendants of z,
there is a claw that is non-adjacent to z, then we are back to Case 1.1. Indeed there can
only be one new element of X, as otherwise Theorem 7 is satisfied. We can thus assume
that every child of z but z′ is the root of a connected induced subgraphs of T1,ℓ. If z′ = w′,
the subtree of T − {w} rooted at z′ is an induced subgraph of T1,ℓ rooted at z′, thus T is an
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induced minor of T2,ℓ (and T3,ℓ). If z′ is the parent of w′, in addition to the branch leading
to w, attached to T [z′, w′] can only be: an induced subgraph of T1,ℓ rooted at z′, and two
paths of descendants for w′; hence T is an induced minor of T2,ℓ. If finally z′ and w′ are
non-adjacent, in addition to the branch leading to w, attached to T [z′, w′] can only be: one
path of descendants for w′, one path of descendants for the neighbor of z′ on T [z′, w′], and
an induced subgraph of T1,ℓ rooted at z′; hence T is an induced minor of T2,ℓ. It is indeed
easy to check that anything else contradicts that there is a single element of X in the subtree
rooted at z′, or the fact that T does not satisfy the preconditions of Theorem 7.

Case 1.3. We finally assume that W is empty. Then there are x1 ̸= x2 ∈ X both
adjacent to z. We re-root T at z, and recompute the new set X. It holds that the new X is
equal to the old X plus at most one new descendant of z, as otherwise T satisfies Theorem 7.
And this case can now be handled as Case 1.2.

Case 2. We finally move to the case when |Z| = 2, say, Z = {z1, z2} and z1 ≺T z2. Let
x, x′ ∈ X be such that z2 = lca(x, x′) and x′′ ∈ X be such that z1 = lca(x, x′′) (and equiva-
lently z1 = lca(x′, x′′)). One of x, x′ is adjacent to z2, otherwise T satisfies Theorem 6. Say
without loss of generality that x and z2 are adjacent. We re-root T at z2. Among the new de-
scendants of z2, there is exactly one vertex in the new set X, otherwise T satisfies Theorem 7.
Hence we are back to Case 1.1.

A forest is not an induced minor of any T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ or T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ if and only if it has two
connected components not in T1 or one connected component that is not an induced minor
of any T2,ℓ or T3,ℓ. Thus Theorems 10 and 11 imply the following.

Lemma 12. Every forest that is not an induced minor of any T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ or T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ with
ℓ ⩾ 2 is negative.

5 Positive Forests

In this section, we show that every forest that was not classified as negative in Section 4 is
positive. We start with a lemma that helps growing copies of T1,ℓ in an induced minor model
within an ample constellation.

Lemma 13. Let c = (Sc,Lc) be an (ℓ + 1)-ample constellation, and let M be an induced
minor model of some graph H in c such that there is a path P ∈ Lc not intersected by M.
Let z ∈ Sc belong to the branch set of M representing some u ∈ V (H).

Then, there is an induced minor model M′ ⊃ M of H ′ in c with
⋃

M′ ⊆
⋃
M∪ V (P ),

where H ′ is the graph obtained from H by adding a disjoint (2ℓ+1)-vertex path and making
u adjacent to the center of this path.

Proof. Fix a (non-empty) maximal subpath P ′ of P such that the first and last vertices
of P ′ are adjacent to z, and no vertex of P ′ is adjacent to a vertex in Sc \ {z}. Note that
P ′ may be a 1-vertex path. Let a1, . . . , aℓ ∈ V (P ) be the ℓ (distinct) vertices of P just
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before P ′, and b1, . . . , bℓ ∈ V (P ) be the ℓ (distinct) vertices of P just after P ′. By (ℓ + 1)-
ampleness (in the strengthened sense) these vertices exist. We simply set M′ := M ∪
{{a1}, . . . , {aℓ}, V (P ′), {b1}, . . . , {bℓ}}.

By definition of P ′, there is no edge between V (P ′) and Sc \{z}. Since c is (ℓ+1)-ample,
there is no edge between {a1, . . . , aℓ, b1, . . . , bℓ} and Sc \ {z}. By maximality of P ′, there
is no edge between {a1, . . . , aℓ, b1, . . . , bℓ} and {z}. This guarantees that M′ is an induced
minor model of H ′.

We will need the following notion. Given a 1-ample constellation c = (Sc,Lc), and two
adjacent vertices u ∈ Sc and v on path P ∈ Lc, the interval of v is the vertex set of the
maximal subpath P ′ of P subject to (1) v ∈ V (P ′), (2) the endpoints of P ′ are adjacent to
u, and (3) no vertex of Sc \ {u} is adjacent to V (P ′).

Lemma 14. For any integers ℓ > q ⩾ 1, any q-zigzagged (ℓ+ 1)-ample (2(q + 2)(q + ℓ+ 2),

(2ℓ+ 3)ℓ+ 2)-constellation contains T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ and T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ as induced minors.

Proof. Let c = (Sc,Lc) be a q-zigzagged (ℓ + 1)-ample (2(q + 2)(q + ℓ + 2), (2ℓ+ 3)ℓ+ 2)-
constellation with total order ≺ on Sc. We will prove both claims of the lemma by construct-
ing in c an induced minor model of T4,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ, where T4,ℓ is the tree obtained by adding
to T2,ℓ the ℓ-edge path that T3,ℓ has but T2,ℓ has not. This is sufficient since T2,ℓ and T3,ℓ

are induced minors of T4,ℓ. We denote by T ′
4,ℓ the tree obtained by only keeping the root

from each copy of T1,ℓ in T4,ℓ. We will describe an induced minor model (of an induced
subdivision) of T ′

4,ℓ ∪ ℓK1, and conclude by applying Theorem 13.
We call a c-route that is not adjacent to any other vertices of Sc than its endpoints, and

inclusionwise minimal (i.e., the path is induced) a direct c-route. We first find q + ℓ + 1

direct c-routes with pairwise distinct endpoints. Let s1 ≺ s2 ≺ . . . enumerate Sc. For every
i ∈ [q + ℓ + 1], let Pi be an arbitrarily chosen direct c-route starting at s2(q+1)i along some
fixed path Q of Lc. Let hi be such that Pi is an s2(q+1)i–shi

path. As c is q-zigzagged,
hi ∈ [2(q + 1)i − q, 2(q + 1)i + q] \ {2(q + 1)i}. In particular, the paths Pi are pairwise
vertex-disjoint and non-adjacent.

Let P be a shortest c-route between x := s1 and {s2(q+1)(q+ℓ+2), . . . , s2(q+1)(q+ℓ+2)+q} using
some Q′ ∈ Lc \ {Q}. We denote by y the other endpoint of P (than x). As c is q-zigzagged,
there are ℓ + 2 distinct vertices z1 ≺ z2 ≺ . . . ≺ zℓ+2 ∈ Sc with each zj equal to some
s2(q+1)i such that both s2(q+1)i and shi

, which we denote by zj+ℓ+1, are adjacent to V (P ).
Another consequence of q-zigzaggedness (as P is shortest) is that no vertex sj ∈ Sc with
j > 2(q+1)(q+ ℓ+2)+ q is adjacent to V (P ). We set η := 2(q+1)(q+ ℓ+ 2)+ q, and will
eventually take the ℓ vertices sη+1, . . . , sη+ℓ to realize ℓK1.

Let Ix (resp. Iy) be the interval of the neighbor of x (resp. of y) on P . Let u1, . . . , uℓ

(resp. u′
1, . . . , u

′
ℓ) be the vertices of Q′ just before (resp. just after) Ix. Let v1, . . . , vℓ

(resp. v′1, . . . , v′ℓ) be the vertices of Q′ just after (resp. just before) Iy. By (ℓ+ 1)-ampleness
(in the strengthened sense) u1, . . . , uℓ and v1, . . . , vℓ do exist.

When traversing P from x to y, let x′ ∈ V (P ) (resp. y′ ∈ V (P )) be the first (resp. last)
vertex with a neighbor in {z1, . . . , z2(ℓ+1)}. Let Pi(x′) (resp Pi(y′)) be the unique path in
{P1, . . . , Pℓ+1} with an endpoint that is a neighbor of x′ (resp. of y′). It holds that i(x′) ̸= i(y′)
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since c is q-zigzagged and ℓ > q. Indeed, we get c-routes between x and zi(x′) or zi(x′)+ℓ, and
between zi(y′) or zi(y′)+ℓ and y that are not adjacent to any vertices of Sc other than their
endpoints, and there are more than 2q vertices of Sc between x and y along ≺.

Let Ix′ (resp. Iy′) be the interval of x′ (resp. of y′). Let w1, . . . , wℓ (resp. w′
1, . . . , w

′
ℓ) be

the vertices of P just after Ix′ (resp. just before Iy′). Let J be the set of vertices of P that
are strictly between {u′

1, . . . , u
′
ℓ} and Ix′ . Let J ′ be the set of vertices of P that are strictly

between Iy′ and {v′1, . . . , v′ℓ}.
As c is (ℓ+1)-ample, the sets {u1, . . . , uℓ}, Ix, {u′

1, . . . , u
′
ℓ}, Ix′ , {w1, . . . , wℓ}, {w′

1, . . . , w
′
ℓ},

Iy′ , {v′1, . . . , v′ℓ}, Iy, {v1, . . . , vℓ} are pairwise disjoint. Let R be the vertex set of a minimal
subpath of P between {w1, . . . , wℓ} and {w′

1, . . . , w
′
ℓ} adjacent to V (Pi) for every i ∈ [ℓ+ 2].

There is such a subpath since i(x′) ̸= i(y′), the subpath of P up to {w1, . . . , wℓ} is only
adjacent to exactly one of zi(x′), zi(x′)+ℓ and the subpath of P after {w′

1, . . . , w
′
ℓ} is only

adjacent to exactly one of zi(y′), zi(y′)+ℓ, while P is adjacent to every vertex in {z1, . . . , z2(ℓ+2)}.
By (ℓ+ 1)-ampleness, R is non-adjacent to {w1, . . . , wℓ, w

′
1, . . . , w

′
ℓ}. Figure 8 illustrates the

vertices and subsets defined.

x z1 zℓ+1 z2 zℓ+2 zi(x′) zi(y′) zℓ+2 z2ℓ+2 y

P1 P2 Pℓ+2
Q

Q′

P

Ix Ix′ Iy′ IyRuℓ, . . . , u1 u′
1, . . . , u

′
ℓ J w1, . . . , wℓ w′

ℓ, . . . , w
′
1 v′

ℓ, . . . , v
′
1

v1, . . . , vℓJ ′

Figure 8: The vertices and subsets used in the subsequent induced minor model of T ′
4,ℓ.

We obtain an induced minor model M of an induced subdivision of T ′
4,ℓ∪ ℓK1 as follows:

M := {{x}, {u1}, . . . , {uℓ}, Ix, {u′
1}, . . . , {u′

ℓ}, J, {w1}, . . . , {wℓ}, Ix′ , V (Pi(x′)), R,

V (P1), . . . , V (Pi(x′)−1), V (Pi(x′)+1), . . . , V (Pi(y′)−1), V (Pi(y′)+1), . . . , V (Pℓ+2), {w′
1}, . . . , {w′

ℓ},

Iy′ ∪ V (Pi(y′)), J
′, {v′1}, . . . , {v′ℓ}, Iy, {v1}, . . . , {vℓ}, {y}, {sη+1}, . . . , {sη+ℓ}}

with R being the branch set of the root of (the subdivision of) T ′
4,ℓ; see Figure 9. The fact that

the branch sets are pairwise disjoint and non-adjacent when corresponding to non-adjacent
vertices of T ′

4,ℓ is due to the (ℓ+ 1)-ampleness of c.
From M we get an induced minor model of T4,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ in c by iteratively applying

Theorem 13 (2ℓ+ 3)ℓ times; ℓ times to each of

{x}, {y}, Ix′ ∪ V (Pi(x′)), V (Pi) for i ∈ [ℓ+ 2] \ {i(x′), i(y′)}, {sη+1}, . . . , {sη+ℓ}.

Note that |Lc| = (2ℓ+ 3)ℓ+ 2 allows these (ℓ+ 3)ℓ+ ℓ2 applications (with Q and Q′ taking
two paths of Lc).

15



R

V (P1) V (Pℓ+2)V (Pi(x′)) Iy′ ∪ V (Pi(y′))

T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

{x}
Ix

Ix′

{y}
Iy

T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

T1,ℓ

{w1}, . . . , {wℓ}

{u′
1}, . . . , {u′

ℓ}, J

{u1}, . . . , {uℓ}

{v′1}, . . . , {v′ℓ}, J ′

{w′
1}, . . . , {w′

ℓ}

{v1}, . . . , {vℓ}

Figure 9: The mapping of the branch sets of M in T4,ℓ.

Lemma 15. For any integers ℓ ⩾ 2, any interrupted (ℓ + 1)-ample (2ℓ + 4, (2ℓ + 3)ℓ + 1)-
constellation contains T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ and T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ as induced minors.

Proof. Let c = (Sc,Lc) be an interrupted (ℓ + 1)-ample (2ℓ + 4, (2ℓ + 3)ℓ + 1)-constellation
with total order ≺ on Sc. Let s1 ≺ . . . ≺ s2ℓ+4 enumerate Sc. We set x := sℓ+1, y := sℓ+2,
z := s2ℓ+4, and Sm := {s1, . . . , sℓ}. Let P be a shortest c-route between x and y using
path Q ∈ Lc. As c is interrupted and P is shortest, V (P ) and Sm are non-adjacent. Let Ix
(resp. Iy) be the interval of the neighbor of x (resp. of y) on P . Let u1, . . . , uℓ (resp. u′

1, . . . , u
′
ℓ)

be the vertices of Q just before (resp. just after) Ix. Let v1, . . . , vℓ (resp. v′1, . . . , v′ℓ) be the
vertices of Q just after (resp. just before) Iy.

As c is interrupted, every vertex of Sc \ Sm has a neighbor in V (P ). Let x′ ∈ V (P )

(resp. y′ ∈ V (P )) be the first (resp. last) vertex of P with a neighbor in Sc \ {x, y}. Again
because c is interrupted, the unique neighbor of x′ (resp. y′) in Sc has to be z. Let Ix′

(resp. Iy′) be the interval of x′ (resp. of y′).
We first build an induced minor model of T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ. Let w1, . . . , wℓ be the vertices of P

just after Ix′ . Let R be the vertex set of the subpath of P between the first vertex after wℓ

with a neighbor in Sc (note that by (ℓ+1)-ampleness this vertex is not adjacent to wℓ) and the
last vertex of Iy′ . We observe that N [R]∩Sc = Sc \ (Sm∪{x, y}). Let x1, . . . , xℓ be ℓ distinct
vertices of Sc \ (Sm ∪{x, y, z}). We denote by J (resp. J ′) the subset of vertices of P strictly
between {u′

1, . . . , u
′
ℓ} and Ix′ (resp. strictly between R and {v′1, . . . , v′ℓ}). See Figure 10.

We get an induced minor model M of an induced subdivision of T ′
2,ℓ ∪ ℓK1 as follows:

M := {{x}, {u1}, . . . , {uℓ}, Ix, {u′
1}, . . . , {u′

ℓ}, J, {w1}, . . . , {wℓ}, Ix′ , {z}, R, {x1}, . . . , {xℓ},

J ′, {v′1}, . . . , {v′ℓ}, Iy, {v1}, . . . , {vℓ}, {y}, {s1}, . . . , {sℓ}}

with R being the branch set of the root; see Figure 11. We then get an induced minor model
of T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ as before, by applying Theorem 13 (2ℓ+ 3)ℓ times; ℓ times to each branch set
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x

y

z

x1

xℓ ...

...

Q

P

Ix Ix′ IyRuℓ, . . . , u1 u′
1, . . . , u

′
ℓ J w1, . . . , wℓ v′

ℓ, . . . , v
′
1

v1, . . . , vℓJ ′

Figure 10: The vertices and subsets used in the subsequent induced minor model of T ′
2,ℓ.

of {x}, {y}, Ix′ ∪ {z}, {x1}, . . . , {xℓ}, {s1}, . . . , {sℓ}.

R

{x1} {x2} {x3} . . . {xℓ} {z}
T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

{x}
Ix

Ix′

{y}
Iy

T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

T1,ℓ

{w1}, . . . , {wℓ}

{u1}, . . . , {uℓ}

{v′1}, . . . , {v′ℓ}, J ′

{v1}, . . . , {vℓ}

{u′
1}, . . . , {u′

ℓ}, J

Figure 11: The mapping of the branch sets of M in T2,ℓ (without the ℓ isolated vertices).

We now build an induced minor model of T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ. Let L be the set of vertices of P
strictly between u′

ℓ and the first vertex after u′
ℓ with a neighbor z′ in Sc \ {z}. We rename

x1, . . . , xℓ the vertices of Sc \ {x, y, z, z′}. Let R′ be the vertex set of the minimal subpath
of P starting just after L and being adjacent to all the vertices of Sc \ {x, y, z, z′}. Let
w′

1, . . . , w
′
ℓ be the vertices of P just before Iy′ . Let J ′′ be the set of vertices of P strictly

between Iy′ and v′1, . . . , v
′
ℓ. See Figure 12.

We get an induced minor model M′ of an induced subdivision of T ′
3,ℓ ∪ ℓK1 as follows:

M′ := {{x}, {u1}, . . . , {uℓ}, Ix, {u′
1}, . . . , {u′

ℓ}, L ∪ {z′}, R′ ∪ {z}, {x1}, . . . , {xℓ},

{w′
1}, . . . , {w′

ℓ}, Iy′ , J ′′, {v′1}, . . . , {v′ℓ}, Iy, {v1}, . . . , {vℓ}, {y}, {s1}, . . . , {sℓ}}

with R′ ∪ {z} the branch set of the root; see Figure 13. We finally get an induced minor
model of T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ by applying Theorem 13 (2ℓ + 3)ℓ times; ℓ times to each branch set of
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x

y

z

x1

xℓ

z′

...

...

...

Q

P

Ix L R′ Iy′ Iyuℓ, . . . , u1 u′
1, . . . , u

′
ℓ w′

ℓ, . . . , w
′
1 v′

ℓ, . . . , v
′
1

v1, . . . , vℓJ ′′

Figure 12: The vertices and subsets used in the subsequent induced minor model of T ′
3,ℓ.

R′ ∪ {z}

{x1} {x2} {x3} . . . {xℓ} L ∪ {z′} Iy′

T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

{x}
Ix

{y}
Iy

T1,ℓ T1,ℓ

T1,ℓ

{u1}, . . . , {uℓ}

{v′1}, . . . , {v′ℓ}, J ′′

{w′
1}, . . . , {w′

ℓ}

{v1}, . . . , {vℓ}

{u′
1}, . . . , {u′

ℓ}

Figure 13: The mapping of the branch sets of M′ in T3,ℓ.

{x}, {y}, L ∪ {z′}, {x1}, . . . , {xℓ}, {s1}, . . . , {sℓ}.

Theorems 5, 14 and 15 implies the following.

Lemma 16. For any integers ℓ > t ⩾ 1, there is an integer w := w(ℓ, t) such that every graph
of pathwidth at least w with no Kt,t subgraph admits T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ and T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ as induced
minors. Hence, every forest that is an induced minor of some T2,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ or T3,ℓ ∪ ℓT1,ℓ is
positive.

Finally, Theorems 12 and 16 establish Theorem 2. Recall indeed that any graph that is
not a forest is negative. Besides, in Section 4 we showed that every forest that is not an
induced minor of any T2,ℓ∪ℓT1,ℓ or T3,ℓ∪ℓT1,ℓ satisfies the preconditions of Theorem 6, which
corresponds for forests to the first item of Theorem 1, or the preconditions of Theorem 7,
which corresponds to the second item of Theorem 1. As we have proved in this section that
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all the other forests are positive, they cannot satisfy either item, which finishes the proof
of Theorem 1.
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