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Abstract

Recently, Lafond and Luo [MFCS 2023] defined the G-modular cardinality of a graph G as
the minimum size of a partition of V (G) into modules that belong to a graph class G. We analyze
the complexity of calculating parameters that generalize interval graphs when parameterized by
the G-modular cardinality, where G corresponds either to the class of interval graphs or to the
union of complete graphs. Namely, we analyze the complexity of computing the thinness and
the simultaneous interval number of a graph.

We present a linear kernel for the Thinness problem parameterized by the interval-modular
cardinality and an FPT algorithm for Simultaneous Interval Number when parameterized
by the cluster-modular cardinality plus the solution size. The interval-modular cardinality of a
graph is not greater than the cluster-modular cardinality, which in turn generalizes the neighbor-
hood diversity and the twin-cover number. Thus, our results imply a linear kernel for Thinness
when parameterized by the neighborhood diversity of the input graph, FPT algorithms for
Thinness when parameterized by the twin-cover number and vertex cover number, and FPT
algorithms for Simultaneous Interval Number when parameterized by the neighborhood
diversity plus the solution size, twin-cover number, and vertex cover number. To the best of
our knowledge, prior to our work no parameterized algorithms (FPT or XP) for computing the
thinness or the simultaneous interval number were known.

On the negative side, we observe that Thinness and Simultaneous Interval Number
parameterized by treewidth, pathwidth, bandwidth, (linear) mim-width, clique-width, modular-
width, or even the thinness or simultaneous interval number themselves, admit no polynomial
kernels assuming NP ̸⊆ coNP/poly.
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1 Introduction

The class of interval graphs [30] has many useful properties that makes it amenable to fast algo-
rithms for many common problems [33, 34]. Thus, many graph parameters were defined aiming
at quantifying the distance of a graph to an interval graph in some way, including the interval
number [23], the track number [24], the thinness [31], and, more recently, the simultaneous interval
number [1], among others. If one of these parameters is small for a class of graphs G, some proper-
ties of interval graphs are possibly maintained on G, and therefore some problems that are easy on
interval graphs might be easy on G as well. In this work we focus on two of these parameters: the
thinness and the simultaneous interval number. In particular, we will be interested in computing
them efficiently. We defer their formal definitions to Section 2. We now proceed to briefly motivate
the study of these graph parameters.

Thinness. The thinness of a graph was introduced by Mannino et al. [31] to solve the Maximum
Independent Set problem in polynomial time when a suitable representation of the input graph
is given. The concept of thinness can be seen as a generalization of the characterization of interval
graphs as those that admit an ordering < of the vertices such that for every triple of vertices
u < v < w, if (u,w) is an edge, then (v, w) is also an edge [18]. The thinness of a graph is the
minimum size of a partition of the vertices such that every triple of vertices u < v < w either meets
the condition mentioned above, or u and v belong to different parts of the partition. Observe that
interval graphs are exactly the graphs of thinness one.

Given a suitable representation for a graph with thinness bounded by t, many other problems
including Clique were shown to be solvable in XP-time parameterized by t, while problems like
Capacitated k-Coloring and List k-Coloring are XP parameterized by t plus the number of
color classes [31, 6, 13, 5]. It is worth noting that Chromatic Number is NP-complete for t = 2,
even if the representation is given [8].

Simultaneous interval number. The simultaneous interval number was recently introduced by
Beisegel et al. [1]. It generalizes the class of interval graphs by assigning not only an interval to
each vertex, but also a subset of labels from the set {1, . . . , d}, with d ∈ N. The representation
must be such that two vertices are adjacent in the graph if and only if their intervals and their sets
of labels intersect. The simultaneous interval number is the minimum number d for which there
exists such a representation.

In their work, Beisegel et al. [1] show that when given a suitable representation for a graph with
simultaneous interval number bounded by d, Clique is FPT parameterized by d, and Independent
Set and Dominating Set are FPT parameterized by d plus the solution size. On the other hand,
Chromatic Number is NP-complete for d = 2, even if the representation is given.

Unfortunately, determining the value of these two parameters is NP-hard on general graphs
[1, 36]. This prompts the investigation of algorithms for these two parameters on restricted classes
of inputs. For a start, Thinness was solved in polynomial time for cographs by Bonomo and
de Estrada [5] and for trees by Bonomo-Braberman et al. [10]. Some classes of graphs with bounded
thinness, where a bounded-size consistent solution can be obtained in polynomial time, were identi-
fied by Bonomo-Braberman et al. [9]. On the other hand, not much is known about the complexity
of Simultaneous Interval Number on restricted graph classes.

Our contribution. Given the inherent hardness discussed above, a natural approach is to search
for parameterized algorithms for the Thinness and Simultaneous Interval Number problems,
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which ask to find the value of the corresponding parameters for a given graph. In particular,
previous to this work there were no known FPT or even XP algorithms for computing any of the
two parameters.

The field of parameterized complexity focuses on finding fast algorithms for problems when
a natural number that is part of the input, the parameter, is small. In particular, one focus is
on finding XP algorithms, which are algorithms that take time f(k) · ng(k) for some computable
functions f and g, where k is the parameter and n is the size of the input. Another focus is on
FPT algorithms, which instead take time f(k) · nc for some constant c. One way of finding an FPT

algorithm for a problem is to find a kernel for it. A kernelization (or kernel) for a problem Q is
a polynomial-time algorithm that transforms each input (x, k) into an equivalent instance (x′, k′)
such that |x′|, k′ ≤ g(k) for some computable function g. We say that g(k) is the size of the kernel.
Finding a kernel for a problem is equivalent to proving that it is FPT [17, Lemma 2]. Kernels of
polynomial size are of particular interest due to their practical applications.

The existence of FPT or even XP algorithms forThinness or Simultaneous Interval Number
parameterized by the solution size (the numbers t and d, respectively) is open. These would be
the most natural parameterizations to consider, but unfortunately, these algorithms seem difficult
to obtain. We thus focus instead on parameterizing the problems by other relatively natural
parameters based on partitions of the input graph into modules.

The concept of G-modular cardinality of a graph G for a fixed graph class G was introduced
by Lafond and Luo [27] as the minimum number of parts in a partition of G into modules, each
inducing a graph in the class G. In their article, Lafond and Luo study the complexity of domination
problems parameterized by the G-modular cardinality for some classes G, and they use their results
to show that these problems are W [1]-hard when parameterized by the clique-width, the modular-
width, and other parameters. Additionally, positive results for problems parameterized by the
G-modular cardinality imply positive results when parameterized by the neighborhood diversity,
the twin-cover number, and the vertex cover number. We will be focusing on the parameterizations
by the cluster-modular cardinality and the interval-modular cardinality, where cluster is the class of
unions of complete graphs, and interval is the class of interval graphs.

If a parameter p(G) is not greater than a function f of another parameter s(G) for every
graph G, we say that p generalizes s. In particular, the interval-modular cardinality generalizes the
cluster-modular cardinality. This means that obtaining a kernel for a problem parameterized by
the interval-modular cardinality of the input graph automatically yields a kernel for the problem
parameterized by the cluster-modular cardinality. In turn, the cluster-modular cardinality gener-
alizes the neighborhood diversity and the twin-cover number (both of which generalize the vertex
cover number), and is less general than the modular-width. A relationship diagram of thinness
and other graph width parameters can be found in a work by Bonomo-Braberman et al. [9]. We
combine in Figure 1 the figure by Bonomo-Braberman et al. [9] with figures by Beisegel et al. [1],
Belmonte et al. [2], and Gajarský et al. [20], and further include the cluster- and interval-modular
cardinalities.

The article that introduces the G-modular cardinality [27]1 presents a polynomial-time algo-
rithm to obtain it for an arbitrary graph when G meets conditions that are satisfied by the classes
cluster and interval, but their algorithm does not explicitly run in linear time. Thus, we first show
that computing the cluster- and interval-modular cardinality of a graph can be done in linear time
in Theorems 4 and 7. In the case of the interval-modular cardinality, this necessitates the results in
Lemmas 2 and 3, which allow the elimination of most of the vertices of a module that induces an
interval graph without modifying the thinness of the whole graph. These results cannot be easily

1Full proofs can be found in [28].
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Figure 1: The relationships between the different width parameters that we consider in this work,
and some classical ones. Here, an arrow from parameter A to parameter B means that A is
bounded by a function on B. Most of the relationships were known and appear in diagrams
of [1, 2, 9, 20]. The remaining ones are proved in Theorem 8, Lemmas 10, 12 and 18, and the
results in Sections 4 and 5. To explain the incomparability between thinness and modular-width,
between simultaneous interval number and both interval-modular cardinality and neighborhood
diversity, and between interval-modular cardinality and modular-width, observe that cographs have
modular-width 2 and unbounded thinness [5], and complete bipartite graphs have neighborhood
diversity 2 and unbounded simultaneous interval number [1], while paths have simultaneous interval
number 1, interval-modular cardinality 1, and unbounded modular-width. Cographs have bounded
linear mim-width, but inspired by the ideas of Høgemo et al. [26], we can also build graph families
of bounded modular-width and unbounded linear mim-width (see Appendix A).

generalized to modules that induce graphs with bounded thinness; we show this in Appendix B
by providing a counterexample to a possible generalization of them. Then, we use these results
to present linear kernels for the Thinness problem when parameterized by the interval-modular
cardinality (Theorem 8) and neighborhood diversity (Theorem 11) of the input graph, and exponen-
tial kernels when parameterized by the twin-cover number (Theorem 13) and vertex cover number
(Theorem 14). Additionally, we show FPT algorithms for the Simultaneous Interval Number
problem parameterized by the cluster-modular cardinality plus the solution size (Theorem 19),
neighborhood diversity plus the solution size (Theorem 21), twin-cover number (Theorem 20), and
vertex cover number (Theorem 21). For kernelization lower bounds, we observe in Theorem 38 that
no polynomial kernels are likely to exist for the Thinness or Simultaneous Interval Number
problems when parameterized by a number of graph parameters, including treewidth, modular-
width, and the thinness and simultaneous interval number themselves. Finally, in Appendix A we
complete the relationships of Figure 1 by proving that modular-width and linear mim-width do not
generalize one another.

In order to achieve the results mentioned above, we highlight, in particular, the following
technical contributions: determining in Lemma 3 that almost all vertices belonging to a module
that induces an interval graph can be eliminated without modifying the thinness of the graph, and
presenting an FPT algorithm for Simultaneous Interval Number when parameterized by the
cluster-modular cardinality in Theorem 19 by reducing the problem to a limited number of small
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instances.

Organization of the paper. In Section 2 we state some necessary definitions. In Section 3
we prove some lemmas about the thinness of a graph after removing vertices that belong to the
same module. In Section 4 we show linear-time algorithms to compute the cluster- and interval-
modular cardinality of a graph. In Section 5 we use the results from Section 3 to compute kernels
for the Thinness problem parameterized by the interval- and cluster-modular cardinality, neigh-
borhood diversity, twin-cover number, and vertex cover number of the input graph. In Section 6
we present FPT algorithms for the Simultaneous Interval Number problem parameterized by
the cluster-modular cardinality plus the solution size, neighborhood diversity plus the solution size,
twin-cover number, and vertex cover number. We summarize our algorithmic results and present
some open problems in Section 7. In Appendix A we show that there exist graph families with
bounded modular-width and unbounded linear mim-width, completing the diagram of Figure 1.
In Appendix B we show a counterexample to a possible generalization of the results of Section 3.
In Appendix C we observe that polynomial kernels are unlikely to exist for the Thinness and
Simultaneous Interval Number problems parameterized by some common graph parameters,
including treewidth, modular-width, and the thinness and simultaneous interval number them-
selves; we moved this section to the appendix because its proofs are nowadays standard in the field
of parameterized complexity.

2 Preliminaries

Graphs. All graphs in this work are finite, undirected, and have no loops or multiple edges. Let
G be a graph. We denote by V (G) and E(G) its vertex and edge set, respectively. We denote by
N(v) and N [v], respectively, the neighborhood and closed neighborhood of a vertex v ∈ V (G). The
complement of G is denoted G. Let X ⊆ V (G). We denote by G[X] the subgraph of G induced by
X, and by G \X the graph G[V (G) \X]. If X = {v}, we simply write G \ v.

A subset X of V (G) is complete (or a clique) if every pair of vertices in X are adjacent, and
independent if no pair of vertices in X are adjacent. A cluster is a union of cliques. We denote the
class of all cluster graphs by cluster, and the class of all interval graphs by interval.

Modules. A module of a graph G is a subset X of its vertices such that every vertex not in X
is either adjacent to all vertices in X, or to none of them. We say that a vertex is a neighbor of or
is adjacent to the module if it is not in the module and is adjacent to the vertices in the module.
A modular partition of a graph is a partition of its vertex set into modules. The contraction of X
into a vertex is defined as the graph G|X resulting of removing all vertices in X from G and adding
a new vertex x adjacent to all neighbors of a vertex in X.

A module is proper if it is not V (G). A proper module X is maximal if there is no strict superset
of X that is a proper module. The maximal modules of a graph G form a partitive family [14],
and thus a unique decomposition tree can be defined over a graph G such that each node is a
maximal module that does not overlap with other maximal modules (see Figure 2). The modular
decomposition tree of G is a rooted tree T defined recursively as follows:

• The root of the tree is the entire graph G.

• If G contains only one vertex, then the root is called a Leaf node.

• If G is disconnected, then the children of the root are the modular decomposition trees of the
connected components of G, and the root is called a Parallel node.
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• If the complement of G is disconnected, then the children of the root are the modular decom-
position trees of the connected components of G, and the root is a Series node.

• Otherwise, the root is a Prime node, and its children are the modular decomposition trees of
the maximal modules of G.

v1

v2

v3
v4

v5

v6

v7

v8

v9

v1

v2

v3 v4

v5 v6 v7

v8 v9

Series

Parallel Series

Parallel

Series

Prime

Figure 2: Example of a graph and its modular decomposition tree.

The modular-width mw(G) of G [20] is the maximum number of children of a prime node in the
modular decomposition tree of G, or 2, if no prime node exists.

Definition 1 (G-modular cardinality [27, Definition 1]). Let G be a graph class that contains the
graph with one vertex as a member. For a graph G (not necessarily in G), a module M of G
is a G-module if G[M ] belongs to G. A modular partition M := {M1, . . . ,Mk} of a graph G is
called a G-modular partition if each Mi is a G-module. The G-modular cardinality of G, denoted
by G-mc(G), is the minimum cardinality of a G-modular partition of G.

Thinness. A graph G is k-thin if there exists a strict total order < on V (G) and a partition S of
V (G) into k classes such that, for each u, v, w ∈ V (G) with u < v < w, if u and v belong to the same
class and (u,w) ∈ E(G), then (v, w) ∈ E(G). The three vertices u, v, w satisfying those conditions
are said to form a consistent triple. An order and a partition satisfying those properties are said to
be consistent with G. We call the tuple (<,S) a consistent solution for G. The minimum k such
that G is k-thin is called the thinness of G, and denoted by thin(G). A consistent solution for G
that uses thin(G) classes is said to be optimal. The Thinness problem takes as input a graph and
a natural number k and consists of deciding if the input graph has thinness at most k.

Simultaneous interval number. A simultaneous interval representation of a graph G is the
result of assigning an interval and a subset of labels from {1, . . . , d} for d ∈ N to each vertex in V (G)
such that two vertices are adjacent in G if and only if both their intervals and their sets of labels
intersect. We say that d is the size of a simultaneous interval representation. The simultaneous
interval number si(G) of a graph G is the smallest size of a simultaneous interval representation of
G. The Simultaneous Interval Number problem consists in determining, for a graph G and
an integer d ≥ 0, if G admits a d-simultaneous representation or not.

Neighborhood diversity. We say that two vertices v and v′ of a graph G have the same neigh-
borhood type if and only if N(v)\{v′} = N(v′)\{v} [29, Definition 1]. In other words, v and v′ have
the same neighborhood type if and only if they induce a module in G. A graph G has neighborhood
diversity at most w if there exists a partition of V (G) into at most w sets such that all the vertices
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in each set have the same neighborhood type. We will call this partition a neighborhood partition
of the vertices of G. The neighborhood diversity of G, denoted nd(G), is the smallest such w [29,
Definition 2].

Twin-cover. X ⊆ V (G) is a twin-cover of G if for every edge (a, b) ∈ E(G) either a ∈ X, or
b ∈ X, or a and b are twins, i.e. N [a] = N [b]. The twin-cover number of G, tc(G), is the minimum
size of a twin-cover of G [22, Definition 3.1].

Vertex cover. Let G be a graph. A subset X of V (G) is a vertex cover of G if for every edge
(u, v) of E(G) at least one of {u, v} belongs to X. The vertex cover number of G, vc(G), is the
minimum size of a vertex cover of G.

Parameterized complexity. The field of parameterized complexity seeks to find efficient al-
gorithms for problems when the input is accompanied by a number that bounds a parameter of
the input. Algorithms that take polynomial time when that parameter is fixed are of special in-
terest. Formally, a parameterized problem is a language Q ⊆ Σ∗ × N , and such a problem is
fixed-parameter tractable (FPT) if there is an algorithm that decides membership of an instance
(x, k) in time f(k) · |x|O(1) for some computable function f . A problem is slice-wise polynomial
(XP) if there is an algorithm that decides membership of an instance (x, k) in time f(k) · |x|f(k) for
some computable function f .

Kernelization. A kernelization (or kernel) for a parameterized problem Q is a polynomial-time
algorithm that transforms each instance (x, k) into an instance (x′, k′) such that:

• (x′, k′) ∈ Q if and only if (x, k) ∈ Q, and

• |x′|, k′ ≤ g(k) for some computable function g.

We say that g(k) is the size of the kernel.

3 Reducing modules without changing the thinness

We begin by showing that if a sufficiently large group of vertices have the same neighborhood, some
of them can be removed from a graph without affecting its thinness. This will be key in proving
the kernelizations results for Thinness in Section 5, and when showing the linear time algorithm
to compute the interval-modular cardinality in Theorem 7.

We state here a result by Bonomo-Braberman et al. [7] on the thinness of a graph after con-
tracting a complete module.

Lemma 2 ([7, Theorem 35]). Let H be a module of a graph G, and G|H be the graph obtained by
contracting H into a vertex. If H is complete, then thin(G) = thin(G|H).

A similar lemma holds for modules that induce interval graphs that are not complete.

Lemma 3. Let H be a module of a graph G such that G[H] is an interval graph and H is not
complete. Let G′ be the result of removing from G all vertices belonging to H except for two
nonadjacent vertices. Then thin(G) = thin(G′).
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Proof. As G′ is an induced subgraph of G, we have thin(G) ≥ thin(G′). It remains to prove
thin(G) ≤ thin(G′).

Starting from a consistent solution (<′, S′) on thin(G′) classes of the vertices of G′, we will
construct a consistent solution (<,S) of the vertices of G on no more than thin(G′) classes, and
thus prove thin(G) ≤ thin(G′).

Let h1 and h2 denote the two remaining vertices belonging to H in G′ such that h1 <
′ h2. Take

<H to be an ordering of the vertices of H consistent with the partition {H}, which exists because
H is an interval graph. We construct solution (<,S) by removing vertex h2 from (<′, S′) and
replacing the vertex h1 in <′ with all the vertices in H in the order defined by <H . Additionally,
we assign all the vertices of H to the same class as h1 in S′.

We claim that (<,S) is a consistent solution for G. We will prove this by analyzing every
possible triple u < v < w of vertices in G, and showing that they form a consistent triple. We
distinguish several cases depending on which of the three vertices belong to H:

• None of u, v, w belongs to H: This triple is consistent in (<′, S′), and thus is also consistent
in (<,S).

• Only one of u, v, w belongs to H: If this triple were inconsistent, then replacing the vertex
that belongs to H in {u, v, w} with h1 would form an inconsistent triple in (<′, S′), which is
a contradiction to the fact that (<′, S′) is a consistent solution.

• {u, v} ⊆ H and w ̸∈ H: As H is a module, vertex w is either adjacent to both u and v, or
nonadjacent to both of them. Thus, this is a consistent triple.

• u ∈ H, v ̸∈ H, and w ∈ H: This cannot happen, as the vertices in H are consecutive in <.

• u ̸∈ H and {v, w} ⊆ H: We know that in G′ we have u <′ h1 <
′ h2. As (<

′, S′) is a consistent
solution, vertices {u, h1, h2} must form a consistent triple. As h2 is not adjacent to h1, either

– u is not adjacent to h2, which means that u is also not adjacent to any vertex in the
module H (vertex w in particular); or

– u and h1 do not share a class, which means that u and v do not share a class either.

In both cases, {u, v, w} forms a consistent triple.

This proves that (<,S) is a consistent solution with at most thin(G′) classes for the vertices in
V (G), and thus thin(G) ≤ thin(G′). Combining this result with thin(G) ≥ thin(G′) we have that
thin(G) = thin(G′).

In Lemma 3, the choice of replacing H with two independent vertices is superfluous: in fact,
replacing the module with any non-complete interval graph would maintain the thinness of the whole
graph. Recalling that interval graphs are exactly the graphs of thinness one, it seems sensible to
ask whether Lemma 3 could be generalized to modules of greater thinness. In particular, is the
thinness of a graph G maintained when modules of thinness two are replaced by any other graph H ′

such that thin(H ′) = 2? The answer is negative, and we defer the construction of a counterexample
to Appendix B.

Combining Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, we see that if a module H induces an interval graph, almost
all vertices of H can be removed without altering the thinness of the graph. Given a Thinness
instance and a partition of the input graph into interval-modules, this can be used in a preprocessing
step to reduce the size of the input graph, and thus obtain a kernel. We thus need a way to efficiently
calculate the minimum number of modules in an interval-modular partition of the graph, and this
is done in the next section.
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4 Linear-time algorithms for cluster-modular cardinality and
interval-modular cardinality

As mentioned in the introduction, the article that introduces the G-modular cardinality [27]2

presents a polynomial-time algorithm to obtain it for an arbitrary graph when G meets some
conditions, which the classes cluster and interval meet. Their algorithm does not explicitly run in
linear time when G corresponds to the class of interval or cluster graphs. Thus, we present similar
linear-time algorithms for these two parameters that utilize the modular decomposition of the input
graph.

Theorem 4. An optimal cluster-modular partition of a graph G can be computed in linear time.

Proof. First, we compute the modular decomposition tree T of G, which can be done in linear
time [16, 32, 37]. Then, for each node Gt ∈ T (which is an induced subgraph of G), we compute an
optimal cluster-modular partition St of the vertices of Gt depending on the type of node Gt. Let
C := {G1, . . . , Gh} be the children of Gt, if there are any.

• Leaf : The only class in St is formed by the only vertex in Gt. This vertex is trivially a cluster
module, and the partition is unique, thus optimal.

• Parallel or Series: Let K ⊆ C be the children of Gt that are complete graphs. We define
St := {C1} ∪ tail, where

C1 :=
⋃

Gi∈K
V (Gi)

tail :=
⋃

Gi∈C\K

Sti .

In other words, we take the vertices of the child nodes ti for which Gti is a complete graph,
and join them into one class to build the first class of St. Then, we add the classes of all the
other partitions as they are.

As shown by Gallai [21], the only modules present in Gt are the possible unions of elements
of C, and the submodules of elements of C. That is to say, Gt has no modules that contain
some but not all vertices of some Gi, and some but not all vertices of some Gj , with i ̸= j.

Let us see first that this is a valid cluster-modular partition. By the previous remark, the
class C1 and every element of tail are modules. If Gt is a parallel node, C1 is a union of
complete graphs, meaning, a cluster. If Gt is a series node, C1 is itself a complete graph, and
so it is also a cluster. The elements of tail are clusters, as they are part of the cluster-modular
partitions of the children of Gt. Moreover, all vertices of Gt are present in some set of the
partition, and thus St is a valid cluster-modular partition.

Next, let us see that it is optimal. Suppose there is an optimal partition Qt of the vertices of
Gt that uses fewer classes than St. As noted before, the classes of Qt must each be either a
union of elements of C, or submodules of elements of C.
Suppose that some class Qi

t of Qt is a union of more than one element of C, and that one of
these elements Gj is not complete. We distinguish two cases:

– Gt is a parallel node: Every element of C is a connected graph. As Gj is not complete,
it cannot be part of a cluster.

2Full proofs can be found in [28].
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– Gt is a series node: Let Gl be another element of C present in Qi
t. Every vertex of Gj

is adjacent to every vertex of Gl. As Gj is not complete, there are two nonadjacent
vertices v and w in V (Gj) that are each adjacent to a vertex u in Gl. Thus, v, w, and
u cannot be part of the same cluster.

These two cases show that the previous scenario cannot happen, and so every class of Qt

is either a union of elements of C that are complete graphs, or submodules of elements of
C. Moreover, there cannot be more than one class of Qt that is a union of elements of C,
because otherwise we could join those classes into only one, reducing the size of Qt. Also,
there cannot be a proper submodule of an element Gi of C that is a complete graph as a
class in Qt, as otherwise we could join that submodule with the rest of Gi to reduce the size
of Qt. Thus, the union of the elements of C that are complete graphs defines a class in Qt.
Finally, as each other class is a submodule of an element of C, the classes that have some
vertex of a given graph Gi must form a partition of the vertices of Gi, meaning, they should
be a cluster-modular partition of Gi. Partition Qt then contains an optimal cluster partition
of each Gi, and necessarily has the same amount of classes as St.

• Prime: We define St to be the union of Si for every 1 ≤ i ≤ h.

As shown by Gallai [21], the proper modules ofGt are exactly the submodules of the associated
graphs of children of Gt. Thus, an optimal cluster-modular partition of Gt must contain an
optimal cluster-modular partition of every child Gi, and so St is optimal.

To achieve linear time on this algorithm, the partitions St are not actually computed. Instead,
we set a flag on each child ti of a series or parallel node t such that Gti belongs to C1. Recognizing
these children can be done with a simple bottom-up traversal of the tree that marks each node
whose associated graph is complete (i.e., a parallel node whose children are leaves). Finally, a
top-down traversal of the tree allows us to propagate to which class each of the leaf nodes belongs.
These operations can be performed in time linear in the number of nodes in the tree, and thus this
algorithm runs in linear time.

We present two lemmas that will be useful to compute an optimal interval-modular partition.

Lemma 5 (Thinness of the union [5, Theorem 14]). Let G1 and G2 be graphs. Then thin(G1∪G2) =
max{thin(G1), thin(G2)}.

Lemma 6 (Thinness of the join [7, Theorem 27]). Let G1 and G2 be graphs. If G1 is complete,
then thin(G1∨G2) = thin(G2). If neither G1 nor G2 are complete, then thin(G1∨G2) = thin(G1)+
thin(G2).

In particular, Lemma 6 implies that the join of two graphs is an interval graph if and only if
one of them is an interval graph, and the other one is a complete graph.

Theorem 7. An optimal interval-modular partition of a graph G can be computed in linear time.

Proof. The proof follows the structure of the one for Theorem 4. We compute the modular decom-
position tree T of G. Then, for each node Gt ∈ T (which is an induced subgraph of G), we compute
an optimal interval-modular partition St of the vertices of Gt depending on the type of node Gt.
Let C := {G1, . . . , Gh} be the children of Gt, if there are any, and let S1, . . . , Sh be their respective
optimal interval-modular partitions.

• Leaf : The only class in St is formed by the only vertex in Gt. This vertex is trivially an
interval module, and the partition is unique, thus optimal.
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• Parallel: We build St by taking the union of the children that induce interval graphs as class
C1, and taking the union of the partitions of all the other children. More formally, if I is the
subset of the children C that induce interval graphs:

C1 :=
⋃

Gi∈I
V (Gi)

St := {C1} ∪
⋃

Gi∈C\I

Si.

Note that St is in fact an interval-modular partition:

– All the classes induce interval graphs, as C1 is a union of interval graphs (and thus by
Lemma 5 it is an interval graph), and all the other classes belong to interval-modular
partitions of the children of Gt, and thus are also interval graphs.

– Each class is a module, a C1 is a union of modules, and all the other classes belong to
interval-modular partitions of induced subgraphs.

Let us see that |St| is minimum. Again, as shown by Gallai [21], the only modules of Gt are
unions of children of Gt, or submodules of children of Gt. Thus, in every interval-modular
partition S′

t of Gt,

1. by Lemma 5, each class that induces a union of disjoint graphs must have interval graphs
as connected components; and

2. every other class must be a submodule of one of the children of Gt.

Partition St minimizes both the number of classes of type 1 and the number of classes of type
2, and is therefore of minimum size.

• Series: We define St as {C1} ∪ tail, where

– C1 contains all vertices belonging to complete children of Gt, and all vertices of one
arbitrary child that is an interval graph if it exists; and

– tail is the union of optimal partitions for the rest of the children of Gt.

If C1 is empty, we just define St := tail.

By Lemma 6, class C1 induces an interval graph. Every class in tail also induces an interval
graph, as they belong to interval-modular partitions of the children of Gt. On the other hand,
notice that all classes induce modules of Gt. Thus, St is an interval-modular partition.

Take another interval-modular partition S′
t of Gt. We will see that |S′

t| ≥ |St|.
As said earlier, the modules of Gt are unions of children of Gt, or submodules of children of
Gt. For a module that is a join of two graphs to be an interval graph, it must be the join of
a complete graph and an interval graph by Lemma 6. Thus, if two or more children of Gt

are joined in a class of S′
t, at most one of them is not a complete graph, and it must also be

an interval graph. If there is more than one class in S′
t that induces a join of graphs, we can

change the classes of all vertices belonging to children that induce complete graphs to just
one of those classes, and have an interval-modular partition with no more classes than S′

t.

Furthermore, S′
t is forced to contain interval-modular partitions of the children of Gt that do

not induce interval graphs. Therefore, St contains no more classes than S′
t.
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• Prime: If Gt is an interval graph, define St := {V (Gt)}. Otherwise, St :=
⋃

Gi∈C Si.

It is clear that, in both cases, St is an interval-modular partition. Also, as shown by Gallai
[21], the only proper submodules of a prime node are the modules of children of the node.
Thus, if Gt is not an interval graph, the partition must be the union of interval-modular
partitions of the children of Gt, and therefore St is optimal.

It remains to show how to determine if Gt is an interval graph or not. In principle, one could
run a linear-time algorithm that decides if a graph is interval or not on Gt, for example the
one by Booth and Lueker [11]. The issue is that running a linear time algorithm for each of
the prime nodes of the modular decomposition yields a runtime complexity of O(n2), which
is more than what we want.

To remedy this, we will utilize the lemmas presented in Section 3 to reduce the number of
vertices in Gt without changing the thinness. First, if any one of the children of Gt is not
an interval graph, then, as the thinness is a hereditary property, graph Gt is also not an
interval graph. Otherwise, we create a graph G′

t by contracting every child that is a complete
graph into a single vertex, and contracting every other child that is an interval graph into
two nonadjacent vertices. By Lemmas 2 and 3, graph G′

t has the same thinness as Gt. In
particular, G′

t is an interval graph if and only if Gt is an interval graph. Thus, we finish by
running a linear-time algorithm to decide if G′

t is an interval graph or not.

As the number of nodes in a modular decomposition tree is O(n), and the number of vertices
in G′

t is at most twice the number of children of Gt, this algorithm takes linear time on the
size of G, taking into account that we need to store a flag for each node that signals if a node
is a complete graph or not.

5 Parameterizations for computing the thinness

We are now ready to present the kernels for Thinness parameterized by the interval-modular
cardinality, neighborhood diversity, twin-cover, and vertex cover.

Theorem 8. For every graph G, thin(G) ≤ 2 · interval-mc(G). In addition, Thinness admits a
linear kernel when parameterized by the interval-modular cardinality of the input graph.

Proof. We reduce an instance (G, t, k) of Thinness parameterized by interval-modular cardinality
(where t is the thinness parameter and k is the interval-modular cardinality of G) to an instance
(G′, t′, k′) in time nO(1) such that t′ = t, k′ = k, and |V (G′)| ≤ 2k.

We first compute an optimal interval-modular partition P of G in linear time by Theorem 7.
Now, we contract each part of P that induces a complete graph into a single vertex each, and
contract every other part of P into two nonadjacent vertices each, obtaining graph G′. By Lemma 2
and Lemma 3 we have that thin(G′) = thin(G).

We now have a graph G′ such that |V (G′)| ≤ 2k and thin(G′) = thin(G) which serves as our
kernel, defining k′ := k. Note that all operations we performed on the graph can be done in linear
time, and so the reduction is polynomial. This also shows that thin(G) ≤ 2 · interval-mc(G), as
desired.

Note that every cluster graph is also an interval graph, and thus interval-mc(G) ≤ cluster-mc(G)
for every graph G. Therefore, although the upper bounds we present on Lemmas 10 and 12 are
on the cluster-modular cardinality instead of the interval-modular cardinality, the results transfer
directly to the latter parameter.
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The following lemmas show that the neighborhood partition of a graph is also a cluster-modular
partition.

Lemma 9 ([29, Theorem 7.1]). Let G be a graph with neighborhood diversity k, and let V1, . . . , Vk

be a neighborhood partition of width k of the vertices of G. Then each Vi induces either a clique or
an independent set.

Lafond and Luo [27] state in their article that the cluster-modular cardinality generalizes the
neighborhood diversity. We present a proof of this fact here for completeness.

Lemma 10. For every graph G, cluster-mc(G) ≤ nd(G). Moreover, a neighborhood partition of the
vertices of G is also a cluster-modular partition of G.

Proof. Let V1, . . . , Vk be a neighborhood partition of width k of the vertices of G. By Lemma 9,
each Vi induces either a clique or an independent set. In either case, G[Vi] is a cluster graph. Also,
each Vi is a module, since all the vertices in Vi have the same neighborhood type, and so must all
have the same neighbors outside Vi. Therefore, V1, . . . , Vk is a valid cluster-modular partition of
width k of G, and so cluster-mc(G) ≤ k.

On the other hand, the neighborhood diversity of a graph can be arbitrarily larger than the
cluster-modular cardinality, as the graph cK2 has cluster-modular cardinality 1 but neighborhood
diversity c.

Combining Theorem 8 with Lemma 10 we obtain the following result.

Theorem 11. Thinness is FPT when parameterized by the neighborhood diversity of the input
graph. Moreover, the problem admits a linear kernel.

The following lemma shows that the cluster-modular cardinality of a graph generalizes the
twin-cover number.

Lemma 12. For every graph G with twin-cover number k, cluster-mc(G) ≤ 2k + k.

Proof. Let X be a twin-cover of G of size k. We construct a partition P with parts P1, . . . , P2k+k

of the vertices of G and prove that it is a cluster-modular partition.
We first put each vertex xi ∈ X in the set P2k+i. Then, we partition the vertices not in X by

the set of vertices in X that they are adjacent to. As there are k vertices in X, there are 2k possible
subsets of X. We assign these sets to P1, . . . , P2k .

Sets P2k+1, . . . , P2k+k have only one vertex, and so are cluster modules. It remains to show that
sets P1, . . . , P2k are cluster modules.

We first prove that they are modules. By definition, every vertex in X is either adjacent to
every vertex in Pi or to none.

We will now show that if v ∈ Pi and w ∈ Pj with 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 2k, there v and w are not
adjacent. By definition of the first 2k sets, the neighbors of v and w in X are not the same, as they
belong to different sets. This means, in particular, that v and w are not twins, and then, as none
of them belongs to the twin-cover X, they cannot be adjacent.

Now, we prove that sets P1, . . . , P2k are clusters. To see that, it is sufficient to show that if
a, b ∈ Pi are adjacent, then N [a] = N [b]. As neither a nor b are in X, they are twins, and so
N [a] = N [b].

The twin-cover number, similarly to the neighborhood diversity, can be arbitrarily larger than
the cluster-modular cardinality. The class of complete bipartite graphs Kn,n serves as an example
here, as those graphs have cluster-modular cardinality two and twin-cover number n.
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Theorem 13. Thinness is FPT when parameterized by the size of a minimum twin-cover of the
input graph.

Proof. Let G be a graph with twin-cover number k. By Lemma 12, cluster-mc(G) ≤ 2k + k. We
thus use the algorithm from Theorem 8 to obtain a kernel of size O(2k).

Note that the kernel presented above is not polynomial, as the bound on the cluster-modular
cardinality given a twin-cover of size k is O(2k).

As every vertex cover is also a twin-cover, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 14. Thinness is FPT when parameterized by the size of a minimum vertex cover of the
input graph.

6 Parameterizations for computing the simultaneous interval num-
ber

We prove here the bounds shown in Figure 1, as well as some algorithmic results involving the
computation of the simultaneous interval number. We first formally define the problem.

Simultaneous Interval Number
Input: A graph G and an integer d ≥ 0.
Question: Is si(G) ≤ d? I.e., Does G admit a d-simultaneous interval representation?

It was proved by Beisegel et al. [1] that si(G) = 0 if and only if the graph G is edgeless and that
si(G) ≤ 1 if and only if G is an interval graph. Indeed, interval graphs can be represented by their
own interval representation and labeling all vertices with the set {1}.

We prove here results about modules and simultaneous interval representations.

Lemma 15. Let H be a module of a graph G having neighbors outside H, and let G|H be the
graph obtained by contracting H into a vertex. If H is complete, then si(G) = si(G|H). Moreover,
G admits an optimal simultaneous interval representation such that all the intervals and label sets
representing vertices of H are identical.

Proof. Suppose H was contracted to a vertex v, and let us consider a d-simultaneous interval
representation of G|H . We can extend it to a d-simultaneous interval representation of G by
representing every other vertex of H with the same interval and the same label set as v, which is
not empty because v has neighbors in G|H .

We can generalize this to the following property.

Lemma 16. Let H be a module of a graph G. If G admits a d-simultaneous interval representation
such that the intervals representing vertices of H are pairwise intersecting, then G admits a d-
simultaneous interval representation such that the intervals representing vertices of H are identical.
In this case, the label sets have to be disjoint whenever two vertices are non-adjacent and intersecting
otherwise.

Proof. Suppose we have a d-simultaneous interval representation of G such that the intervals rep-
resenting vertices of H are pairwise intersecting. Let x and y be, respectively, the rightmost left
endpoint and the leftmost right endpoint of the intervals representing vertices of H. Since the
intervals are pairwise intersecting, x < y. Since H is a module, every vertex that is adjacent to
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a vertex of H is adjacent to all of them, thus its interval intersects the interval (x, y). So, no
intersection is lost (and no intersection is gained) by keeping the label sets and shortening each
interval representing a vertex of H to (x, y).

Now, we describe the situation for modules that induce interval graphs that are not complete,
which in particular include the independent sets. For complete bipartite graphs, it was proved by
Beisegel et al. [1] that si(Kn,m) = min{n,m}. The argument used is that, in a d-simultaneous
interval representation of a complete bipartite graph with bipartition (X,Y ), at most one of the
sets of intervals representing X and Y can contain two disjoint intervals, so the other set consists
of pairwise intersecting intervals that must have pairwise disjoint label sets, thus d is at least the
size of that set. We will make here a further observation.

Lemma 17. Let H be a module of a graph G, |H| ≥ 2, that induces an interval graph that is not
complete. Let G′ be the graph obtained from G by deleting all but two nonadjacent vertices in H,
namely v and w. Then the minimum d such that G admits a d-simultaneous interval representation
such that there are two disjoint intervals representing vertices of H is the same as the minimum d
such that G′ admits a d-simultaneous interval representation such that the intervals representing v
and w are disjoint.

Proof. Suppose first we have a d-simultaneous interval representation of G such that there are
two disjoint intervals representing vertices of H. Since the intervals are disjoint, the two vertices
represented by them are not neighbors. So, deleting all the intervals representing vertices of H
except for two disjoint intervals gives a d-simultaneous interval representation of G′ such that the
intervals representing v and w are disjoint.

Suppose now that we have a d-simultaneous interval representation of G′ such that the intervals
representing v and w are disjoint, and suppose without loss of generality that the interval A
representing v lies entirely at the left of the interval B representing w. Since H is a module, any
vertex that is adjacent to a vertex in H must be adjacent to both v and w, so its corresponding
interval intersects both the right endpoint of A and the left endpoint of B. Therefore, there is a
sub-interval of A, sharing its right endpoint, that is contained in all the intervals corresponding
to vertices that are adjacent to the vertices of H. We can then replace A with a subdivision of
that sub-interval into an interval representation for H, with all the vertices of H having the same
label set as A. As H is not complete, there exist two non-adjacent vertices, and the intervals for
these vertices in an interval representation of H cannot intersect. Thus, we obtain a d-simultaneous
interval representation of G such that there are two disjoint intervals representing vertices of H.

As a corollary of Lemma 15, we have the following result.

Lemma 18. For every graph G with twin-cover number k, si(G) ≤ max{1, k(k − 1)/2 + k}.

Proof. Let X be a twin-cover of G of size k. The connected components of G \ X are cliques of
vertices that are twins. We represent the different cliques by pairwise disjoint intervals, and all the
vertices of a same clique by identical intervals, in such a way that intervals of cliques having no
neighbors in X, if any, are all to the left of intervals of cliques having neighbors in X. We represent
the vertices of X by identical intervals intersecting all the intervals of cliques having neighbors in
X. We use a set of at most k(k − 1)/2 labels to correctly represent the adjacencies of G[X], by
assigning a label to each edge of G[X] and giving to each vertex the set of labels of its incident
edges in G[X]. We further give to each of the vertices of X an extra label (all of them different),
and we assign to each vertex in V (G) \X the set of extra labels corresponding to its neighbors in
X. This makes also pairwise adjacent the vertices of each clique having neighbors in X. Finally, we
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use an arbitrary label for all the remaining vertices, in order to make pairwise adjacent the vertices
of each clique having no neighbors in X.

The twin-cover number can be arbitrarily larger than the simultaneous interval number. Indeed,
paths have simultaneous interval number 1 and arbitrarily large twin-cover number.

We can use Lemmas 15 to 17 to prove the following.

Theorem 19. Simultaneous Interval Number is FPT when parameterized by the cluster-
modular cardinality of the input graph plus the solution size (the input parameter d).

Proof. Let G be a graph with cluster-modular cardinality k. We want to decide whether it admits
a d-simultaneous interval representation. If k = 1, then si(G) = 0 or 1 depending on the presence
of edges. So, suppose k > 1. We can assume that there are no isolated cliques in G, because in that
case the simultaneous interval number of G will be the same as the simultaneous interval number
of the graph obtained from G by removing the isolated cliques. We can also assume that d ≥ 2,
since graphs with si(G) = 0 are exactly the edgeless graphs, and graphs with si(G) ≤ 1 are exactly
the interval graphs [1], that can be recognized in polynomial time [25].

Let M1, . . . ,Mk be the modules in an optimal cluster-modular partition, which can be computed
in linear time by Theorem 4. The cliques in each cluster Mi are in turn modules of G, so we can
apply Lemma 15 and contract each of them into a vertex, obtaining a graph G′ and modules
M ′

1, . . . ,M
′
k which are independent sets, such that si(G) = si(G′) and a d-simultaneous interval

representation of G can be obtained from a d-simultaneous interval representation of G′.
In such a representation of G′, for each M ′

i , either there exist two disjoint intervals, or the
intervals are pairwise intersecting. We will then solve at most 2k constrained instances, where we
specify for each 1 ≤ i ≤ k such that |M ′

i | > 1, whether in the representation of M ′
i there exist two

disjoint intervals, or the intervals are pairwise intersecting. In the first case, by Lemma 17, we can
keep just 2 vertices of M ′

i . In the second case, at least |M ′
i | labels are needed, since the intervals

corresponding to vertices of M ′
i require pairwise disjoint label sets. So, if |M ′

i | > d, we can discard
the instance. If |M ′

i | ≤ d, by Lemma 16, we may restrict ourselves to solutions in which all vertices
of M ′

i are represented by the same interval. This preprocessing of each instance can be done in
polynomial time.

For each constrained instance, we need to find a d-simultaneous interval representation of G′

with a fixed number t of intervals, with k ≤ t ≤ 2k, where some pairs of them are meant to be
disjoint and represent one vertex each, and some others represent a fixed number (at most d) of
pairwise non-adjacent vertices. For a representation of t intervals we can consider without loss of
generality 2t linearly ordered endpoints, from which we choose 4 endpoints for each of the t − k
pairs of disjoint intervals and 2 endpoints for each of the 2k− t remaining intervals, and we discard
the clearly unfeasible representations (those in which intervals that should intersect do not). A
very loose upper bound for the number of representations is (2t)!, the number of permutations of
all the interval endpoints, which is at most (4k)! because t ≤ 2k. As for the labels, we can try all
the assignments of subsets of {1, . . . , d} to the intervals, including the (at most d) copies of the
2k− t intervals that possibly represent more than one vertex. Since d ≥ 2, to each of the k modules
correspond at most d intervals, so the number of possible assignments is at most (2d)dk = 2d

2k.
Summarizing, we analyze O(2k · (4k)! ·2d2k) candidate solutions, and checking each of them can

be done in time O(d(dk)2), which proves that Simultaneous Interval Number is FPT when
parameterized by the cluster-modular cardinality of the input graph plus the solution size.

As a corollary of Theorem 19 and Lemma 18, we have the following result.
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Corollary 20. Simultaneous Interval Number is FPT when parameterized by the size of a
minimum twin-cover of the input graph.

Proof. Let G be a graph with twin-cover number k. By Lemma 18, si(G) ≤ max{1, k(k−1)/2+k},
and by Lemma 12, cluster-mc(G) ≤ 2k + k. We thus use the algorithm from Theorem 19 to obtain
an FPT algorithm parameterized by k.

As corollaries of Theorem 19 and Theorem 20, and the relations in Figure 1, we have also the
following results.

Corollary 21. Simultaneous Interval Number is FPT when parameterized by the neighborhood
diversity of the input graph plus the solution size d, and by the size of a minimum vertex cover of
the input graph.

7 Conclusions and open problems

We summarize our complexity and algorithmic results in Table 1.

Problem General interval-mc cluster-mc nd tc vc

interval-MC linear
cluster-MC linear
Thinness NP-c linear kernel linear kernel linear kernel FPT FPT

Sim. Int. Num. NP-c ? FPT (cluster-mc+ d) FPT (nd+ d) FPT FPT

Table 1: Parameterized complexity results. The parameter d represents the solution size.

Possible avenues of research that this work leaves open include:

• Is Thinness FPT (or even XP) when parameterized by the solution size, that is, the desired
thinness of the input graph? Note that both a positive or a negative answer are compatible
with the non-existence of a polynomial kernel proved in Theorem 38. Combining the results
by Bonomo and de Estrada [5] and Shitov [36], we can reduce an instance of the Non-
Betweenness problem to an instance of Thinness. The thinness of the constructed graph
depends in part on the size of the Non-Betweenness instance, and thus leaves open the
possibility of a polynomial-time algorithm for Thinness when the thinness of the input graph
is bounded by a constant.

• Is Thinness FPT (or even XP) when parameterized by other parameters, like for example
the treewidth of the input graph? The total order involved in the definition of thinness
makes it unclear to be amenable to a CMSO logic formulation in order to apply Courcelle’s
theorem [15]. On the other hand, note that Theorem 38 implies that Thinness is unlikely to
admit polynomial kernels parameterized by treewidth.

• Does Thinness admit polynomial kernels when parameterized by the vertex cover or the
twin-cover number of the input graph?

• Is Simultaneous Interval Number FPT (or even XP) when parameterized by the cluster-
modular cardinality or the interval-modular cardinality?
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Appendix A Modular-width vs. linear mim-width

LetG be a graph. Given a linear layout v1, v2, . . . , vn of V (G), themim of a cut v1, . . . , vi|vi+1, . . . , vn
is the maximum number of edges of an induced matching in the bipartite graph with bipartition
Ai := {v1, . . . , vi}, Bi := {vn+1, . . . , vn} and edge set formed by the edges o G with one endpoint in
Ai and the other in Bi. The mim-width of the linear layout is the maximum mim over its cuts, and
the linear mim-width of graph G, denoted by lmimw(G), is the minimum mim-width over its linear
layouts. Sæther and Vatshelle [35] proved the NP-hardness for deciding both mim-width and linear
mim-width, and, moreover, that they do not admit either FPT or constant-factor approximation
algorithms under common complexity assumptions.

We describe here a graph family of bounded modular-width and unbounded linear mim-width.
In a graph G, the substitution operation of a vertex v ∈ V (G) by a graph H results in a graph G′

such that V (G′) = V (G)∪V (H)\{v}, and vertices x, y are adjacent in G′ if either x, y ∈ V (G)\{v}
and xy ∈ E(G), or x, y ∈ V (H) and xy ∈ E(H), or x ∈ V (G) \ {v}, y ∈ V (H), and xv ∈ E(G).

A bipartite claw is obtained from the claw K1,3 by subdividing once each of the three edges. It
is depicted as H1 in Figure 3.

Let us define the following family of graphs: the graph H0 is the one-vertex graph; for every
n ≥ 0, Hn+1 is obtained from a bipartite claw by substituting each of the leaves by a copy of the
graph Hn (see Figure 3).

H0 H1 H2

Figure 3: The graphs H0, H1, and H2.

The graphs in {Hn}n≥0 have modular-width 7, since in the modular decomposition tree, every
prime node is a bipartite claw, a 7-vertex graph. We will show next that lmimw(Hn) = n for every
n ≥ 0. The construction and the proof are inspired by the construction by Høgemo et al. [26] of a
family of trees with unbounded linear mim-width.

Prime

PrimePrime Prime

Figure 4: Modular decomposition of the graph H2.

Theorem 22. The family of graphs {Hn}n≥0 has unbounded linear mim-width. More precisely,
for every n ≥ 0 we have that lmimw(Hn) = n. In particular, there are classes of graphs of bounded
modular-width and unbounded linear mim-width.
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Proof. We prove this by induction. Since H0 is the one-vertex graph, lmimw(H0) = 0. Since H1

has at least one edge, lmimw(H1) ≥ 1. On the other hand, the linear layout of H1 (the bipartite
claw) shown inside each prime node in Figure 4 has mim-width 1, thus lmimw(H1) = 1. Suppose
now n ≥ 1, and consider Hn+1. Recall that Hn+1 is obtained from a bipartite claw by substituting
each of the leaves by a copy of the graph Hn. Let H1

n, H
2
n, and H3

n be the three copies of Hn, let
x be the center of the claw, and let u1, u2, u3 be the vertices such that N(ui) = V (H i

n) ∪ {x} for
i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. By inductive hypothesis, lmimw(Hn) = n, and since Hn is an induced subgraph of
Hn+1 and the parameter is monotone with respect to induced subgraphs, lmimw(Hn+1) ≥ n.

We prove that lmimw(Hn+1) ≥ n + 1 by contradiction. Suppose lmimw(Hn+1) = n, so there
exists a linear layout of lmimw(Hn+1) of mim-width n. We know that for each i ∈ {1, 2, 3} we have
a cut Ci of mim n where all the n edges of the induced matching are edges of H i

n. By symmetry,
without loss of generality we assume these three cuts come in the order C1, C2, C3. Note that, in the
layout, all the vertices of H1

n must appear before C2 and all the vertices of H3
n after C2, as otherwise,

since H1
n and H3

n are connected and the distance between H2
n and each of the other two copies of

Hn is 4, there would be an extra edge crossing C2 that would increase the mim of this cut to n+1.
Similarly, u1 has to be placed before C2 and u3 has to be placed after C2, since ui is connected to
H i

n and both u1 and u3 are at distance 3 from H2
n. But then the vertex x cannot be placed before

C2 or after C2 without increasing the mim of this cut by adding at least one of the edges u1x or
u3x to the induced matching. By contradiction, we conclude that lmimw(Hn+1) ≥ n+ 1.

A linear layout of Hn+1 with mim-width n + 1 can be obtained from the linear layout of the
bipartite claw shown inside each prime node in Figure 4 (that has mim-width 1), by replacing each
leaf with a linear layout of Hn with mim-width n. That is, an optimal linear layout of H1

n, u1, u2,
an optimal linear layout of H2

n, x, u3, an optimal linear layout of H3
n.

We leave as an open question whether there exist families with smaller modular-width and
unbounded linear mim-width.

Appendix B Counterexample to reducing 2-thin modules

Here we prove that graph G′ in Figure 5 is 2-thin, while G is not, showing that replacing a module
of thinness 2 with any other graph of thinness 2 can modify the thinness of the graph.

Lemma 23. Graph G′ in Figure 5 has thinness 2.

Proof. Figure 6 shows a consistent solution for graph G′ using two classes. Note that G′ contains
a cycle on 4 vertices as an induced subgraph, which is not an interval graph. Thus, we have that
thin(G′) > 1, since the thinness is a hereditary property.

The rest of this section is devoted to proving the following lemma.

Lemma 24. Graph G in Figure 5 is not 2-thin.

In the consistent solution shown in Figure 6, the vertices in H ′ are not consecutive in the order.
This is not a coincidence: there is in fact no optimal consistent solution for G′ where the vertices
in H ′ appear consecutively. This is crucial for establishing Lemma 24. These statements will be
proved in Lemmas 31 and 33.

We begin with a standard definition used when analyzing the thinness of a graph.

Definition 25 (Incompatibility graph [5]). The incompatibility graph G< of a graph G with order
< is a graph such that
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(a) thin(G) = 3. (b) thin(G′) = 2.

Figure 5: For some graphs, replacing a module of thinness 2 with another graph of thinness 2
decreases the thinness of the graph. Here, dotted lines denote modules, meaning that every vertex
adjacent to the dotted line is adjacent to every vertex inside the dotted line. Graph G was found
by running the algorithms by Brandwein [12].

• V (G<) = V (G), and

• for every triple of vertices u < v < w, if (u,w) ∈ E(G) and (v, w) ̸∈ E(G), then (u, v) ∈
E(G<).

The definition implies that in the incompatibility graph G< of a graph G with order <, the two
endpoints of each edge cannot belong to the same class in a partition of V (G) consistent with <.

Bonomo-Braberman et al. [7] showed that in a consistent solution for a thinness k graph there
is always a set of k vertices that belong to different classes such that each vertex in the set has a
non-neighbor greater than it. We formalize this with the following definition and Lemma 27.

Definition 26 (Irreducible clique). An irreducible clique of size ℓ of an incompatibility graph G<

of a graph G is a clique C := {v1, . . . , vℓ} of G< such that for every vertex vi ∈ C there exists
another vertex w > vi such that (vi, w) ̸∈ E(G).

Lemma 27 ([7, Lemma 26]). Let G be a graph of thinness k. For every order < of the vertices of
G there exists an irreducible clique of size k in G<.

We now prove some properties of the order between the vertices inside and outside a module in
a graph.

Lemma 28. Let G be a graph with a module M . Let (<,S) be a consistent solution for G. If there
exist three vertices u < v < w such that

• u and w belong to an irreducible clique of the incompatibility graph G[M ]<,

• v ∈ V (G) \M , and

• v belongs to the same class as u in S;

then v is adjacent to the vertices in M .

Proof. Otherwise, there would be a vertex x ∈ M adjacent to u greater than w (and thus greater
than v) that is not adjacent to v, which would make the triple {u, v, x} inconsistent.
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Figure 6: A consistent solution using two classes for graph G′ of Figure 5. The numbers denote the
order of the vertices. The filled-in vertices form one class of the partition, and the hollowed-out
vertices the other one.

Lemma 29. Let G be a graph, and M be a module of G with a neighbor v. In every consistent
solution (<,S) for G, if v shares a class in S with a vertex u in an irreducible clique of the
incompatibility graph G[M ]<, then u < v.

Proof. By the definition of incompatibility graph, there exists a vertex w ∈ M that is not adjacent
to u such that u < w. Thus, v must be larger than u, as otherwise {v, u, w} would form an
inconsistent triple.

Definition 30. The result of replacing a module M of a graph G with another graph H is a graph
G′ where V (G′) := (V (G) \M) ∪ V (H) and the edges of G′ are the union of the edges of H and
the edges of G \M , making the neighbors of M in G also be neighbors of every vertex of V (H) in
V (G′).

In some cases, replacing a module with a graph with the same thinness does not increase the
thinness of the graph. This is the case when the module has thinness 1, as shown in Lemma 3, but
this can actually be generalized to modules with greater thinness, as shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 31. Let ℓ ∈ N. Let G be a graph with a module M , and G′ be the result of replacing
M with a thinness ℓ graph H in G. Consider a consistent solution (<,S) in k classes for G, and
suppose there exists an irreducible clique C of G[M ]< of size ℓ. If there are no vertices in V (G)\M
between the vertices of C according to < that share a class in S with the vertices in C, then there
exists a consistent solution in k classes for G′ where all the vertices in V (H) are consecutive in the
order.

Proof. Suppose (<,S) is a consistent solution for G in k classes where the ℓ vertices C of an
irreducible clique of G[M ]< have no vertex of V (G) \ M between them. Let (<H , SH) be an
optimal consistent solution for H.

We construct a solution (<′, S′) in k classes as follows. To construct <′, we remove all vertices
of M from the order <, and replace the greatest vertex of C with the vertices in V (H), ordered
according to <H . The partition S′ is defined by identifying the ℓ classes of SH with the ℓ different
classes to which the vertices of C belong in the partition S.
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We claim this solution is consistent. To prove this, we analyze each possible triple of vertices
u <′ v <′ w to see that they form a consistent triple.

• {u, v, w} ⊆ V (H) or {u, v, w} ⊆ V (G′) \ V (H): This triple of vertices is consistent in either
(<,S) or (<H , SH), which are induced solutions of (<′, S′).

• u ∈ V (H) and v, w ̸∈ V (H): There exists a vertex x ∈ C that belongs to the same class as u
in S and also satisfies x < v < w. Thus, if w is adjacent to u and v belongs to the same class
as u in S′, then w is also adjacent to x, and v belongs to the same class as x in S. Therefore,
as (<,S) is a consistent solution, the set {u, v, w} must be a consistent triple.

• u ̸∈ V (H), v ∈ V (H), and w ̸∈ V (H): There exists a vertex x ∈ C in the same class as v in
S. There are two possibilities:

1. We have x < u, in which case u appears between two vertices of C in <. By hypothesis,
vertex u does not share class with v, and so this triple is consistent.

2. Otherwise, we have x > u. As {u, x, w} does not form an inconsistent triple in (<,S),
the same thing happens for {u, v, w} in (<′, S′).

• u, v ̸∈ V (H) and w ∈ V (H): There is a vertex x ∈ C that is greater than both u and v
according to <, and that forms a consistent triple with them. As vertex w has the same
neighborhood as x in G \H, the triple {u, v, w} is also consistent.

• {u, v} ⊆ V (H) and w ̸∈ V (H): Vertex w is either adjacent to both u and v, or to none of
them, so this triple is consistent.

• u ∈ V (H), v ̸∈ V (H), and w ∈ V (H): There are no vertices outside H between two vertices
of H, so this case does not happen.

• u ̸∈ V (H) and {v, w} ⊆ V (H): If u and v belong to the same class in S′, there is also a vertex
x ∈ C in the same class as u. By hypothesis, we have u < x. As x belongs to an irreducible
clique of G[M ]<, there exists a vertex y ∈ M that is not a neighbor of x such that x < y.
As (<,S) is a consistent solution, this means that u is not a neighbor of the vertices in the
module M , and thus is also not a neighbor of the vertices of H in G′. Therefore, this triple
is consistent.

The converse of Lemma 31 is also true when referring to the graphs of Figure 5.

Lemma 32. Let G′ be a thinness two graph with a module H ′ that induces a cycle on 4 vertices.
Define G to be the result of replacing H ′ with the union of two cycles on 4 vertices. The thinness
of G is equal to 2 if and only if there exists an optimal consistent solution (<′, S′) for G′ where the
vertices in H ′ appear consecutively in <′.

Proof. Let H be the union of two cycles on 4 vertices. Note that thin(G′[H ′]) = thin(H) = 2.
⇐= ) By Lemma 27, the incompatibility graph G′[H ′]<′ contains an irreducible clique of size

2. Therefore, this implication is deduced directly from Lemma 31.
=⇒ ) Suppose for a contradiction that thin(G) = 2 and H ′ does not appear consecutively in

any optimal consistent solution for G′.
Let Γ := (<,S) be an optimal consistent solution for G. Let u be the first vertex according

to < that belongs to V (H), and define C to be the set of vertices of the connected component of
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u in H, which induces one of the two cycles of H. Additionally, denote the other cycle of H as
C ′ := V (H) \ C.

Note that in every possible order of C, vertex u forms an irreducible clique with some other
vertex w in the corresponding incompatibility graph. Consider the solution Γ′ induced by the
vertices of G\C ′ in Γ. This solution Γ′ is also a solution for G′ (up to isomorphism), and hence, by
hypothesis, the module H ′ does not appear consecutively in Γ′. Thus, by Lemma 31, there exists
a vertex v ∈ V (G) \H such that u < v < w. Additionally, vertex v shares a class with u in S, and
by Lemma 28, it is adjacent to the vertices in H.

The vertices in C ′ also contain a vertex u′ in the same class as u in S, as C ′ induces a cycle,
which is a thinness two graph. By Lemma 29, vertex u′ must be smaller than v. Note that u <′ u′,
as u is the first vertex of H. Also, by the definition of incompatibility graph, there exists a vertex
x ∈ C that is greater than w and is adjacent to u. We therefore have that {u, u′, x} forms an
inconsistent triple, which contradicts the fact that Γ is a consistent solution.

The following lemma along with Lemma 32 will finish the proof.

Lemma 33. There is no optimal consistent solution for graph G′ in Figure 5 in which all vertices
in module H ′ appear consecutively.

Proof. Suppose there exists a consistent solution (<,S) for G′ in which all vertices of H ′ appear
consecutively. By Lemma 23, this solution partitions V (G) into two classes. On the other hand,
by Lemma 27 and the fact that thin(G[H ′]) = 2, there exists an irreducible clique {u, v} of size 2
in G[H ′]<, where u < v. These two vertices belong to two different classes in S.

We designate the neighbors of H ′ in G′ as {a, b, c}, and the non-neighbors as {d, e, f}, as shown
in Figure 7.

Figure 7: Names of the vertices of G′ \H ′ in Figure 5. Vertices u and v belong to different classes
of S, indicated by the hollowed-out circle and square respectively.

The vertices of V (G′)\H ′ must belong to one of the two classes of S. Therefore, by Lemma 29,
we have that v < {a, b, c}. Without loss of generality, assume that a < b < c.

Claim 34. Either every vertex in {d, e, f} is lower than v, or every vertex in {d, e, f} is greater
than v.

26



Proof. Suppose this is not the case, and there exist two vertices w1, w2 ∈ {d, e, f} such that
w1 < v < w2. As w1 and w2 are adjacent but v and w2 are not, we have that w1 and v belong
to different classes. By the same argument, if u is also greater than w1, they cannot belong to
the same class either. Thus, u < w1. However, by the definition of incompatibility graph, there
exists a vertex x greater than v in H ′ that is adjacent to u. As x is not adjacent to w1, vertices w1

and u belong to different classes. As a result, u, v, and w1 belong to three different classes, which
contradicts the fact that S consists of only two classes.

Note that e cannot be between v and a, as otherwise e and a would form an inconsistent triple
with u or v, depending on the class to which e belongs. In general, no vertex that is a non-neighbor
of a vertex y ∈ {a, b, c} can be between v and y. This, combined with Theorem 34, means that
either {d, e, f} < v or c < {d, e}.

Suppose {d, e, f} < v. Rename {d, e, f} as {w1, w2, w3} such that w1 < w2 < w3. Vertex w1 has
a neighbor in {a, b, c} which is not a neighbor of w2 and w3. Thus, w1 does not belong to the same
class as any of those two vertices. On the other hand, vertex w2 also has a neighbor in {a, b, c} not
adjacent to w3, and so it belongs to a different class from w2. Hence, the vertices {w1, w2, w3} must
all belong to different classes, while there are only two classes in S, arriving at a contradiction.

We therefore have that c < {d, e}. The same problem arises: vertex a is adjacent to vertex d,
which is not adjacent to b and c; and vertex b is adjacent to e, which is not adjacent to c. We thus
reach a contradiction, and conclude that the statement of the lemma is satisfied.

Finally, we arrive at a proof of Lemma 24 by combining Lemmas 23, 32 and 33.

Appendix C Kernelization lower bounds

In this section we present some parameterizations of Thinness and of Simultaneous Interval
Number for which there are no polynomial kernels under some standard complexity assumptions.
For this, we will use the cross-composition framework introduced by Bodlaender et al. [4]. In their
paper, they define the concept of and-cross-composition. First, they define the following relation.

In this section, Σ will denote a finite set of symbols, and Σ∗ will denote the set of finite strings
of symbols in Σ.

Definition 35 (Polynomial equivalence relation [4]). An equivalence relation R on Σ∗ is called a
polynomial equivalence relation if the following two conditions hold:

1. There is an algorithm that given two strings x, y ∈ Σ∗ decides whether x and y belong to the
same equivalence class in time polynomial in |x|+ |y|.

2. For any finite set S ⊆ Σ∗ the equivalence relation R partitions the elements of S into a
number of classes that is polynomially bounded by the size of the largest element of S.

Definition 36 (and-cross-composition [4]). Let L ⊆ Σ∗ be a language, let R be a polynomial
equivalence relation on Σ∗, and let Q ⊆ Σ∗ × N be a parameterized problem. An and-cross-
composition of L into Q (with respect to R) is an algorithm that, given t instances x1, x2, . . . , xt ∈
Σ∗ of L belonging to the same equivalence class of R, takes time polynomial in

∑t
i=1|xi| and

outputs an instance (y, k) ∈ Σ∗ × N such that k is polynomially bounded in maxi|xi| + log t, and
the instance (y, k) belongs to Q if and only if all instances xi belong to L.

The cross-composition framework is a generalization of earlier work by Bodlaender et al. [3]. A
conjecture presented there was proved later by Drucker [19], which allows us to state the following
theorem.
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Theorem 37 ([4]). Let L ⊆ Σ∗ be an NP-hard language and let Q ⊆ Σ∗ × N be a parameter-
ized problem. If L and-cross-composes into Q, then Q has no polynomial compression, assuming
NP ̸⊆ coNP/ poly.

The main objective of this section is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 38. Let p be a graph parameter such that for every graph G we have p(G) ≤ max{|V (G)|,
|E(G)|}, and such that if H is the disjoint union of two graphs G1 and G2, we have p(H) ≤
max{p(G1), p(G2)}. Then Thinness and Simultaneous Interval Number parameterized by p
have no polynomial kernel assuming NP ̸⊆ coNP/ poly.

Examples of graph parameters that meet these criteria are treewidth, pathwidth, bandwidth,
clique-width, mim-width, linear mim-width, modular-width, and even thinness and simultaneous
interval number, as Lemma 5 shows.

Note that Theorem 38 does not exclude the possibility of a kernel, just of a polynomial kernel.
Whether Thinness admits any kernel parameterized by these parameters is still open.

We now prove Theorem 38. The proof is quite simple, but we include it here for completeness.

of Theorem 38. We define and-cross-compositions of Thinness into Thinness(p) and of Simul-
taneous Interval Number into Simultaneous Interval Number(p), where Π(p) denotes
the problem Π parameterized by p. As both Thinness and Simultaneous Interval Number
are NP-hard, we can use Theorem 37 to prove that Thinness(p) and Simultaneous Interval
Number(p) have no polynomial kernel, unless NP ⊆ coNP/poly.

First, we define the relation R on instances of Thinness (resp. Simultaneous Interval
Number) such that two instances (G1, k1) and (G2, k2) are related if and only if k1 = k2. This
relation fits in Theorem 35, as checking whether k1 = k2 takes time polynomial in |(G1, k1)| +
|(G2, k2)|, and every subset S of instances of Thinness is partitioned into a number of classes not
greater than the maximum number of vertices in the graph of an instance (as thin(G) ≤ |V (G)|,
we can consider only the instances with k ≤ |V (G)|). Respectively, every subset S of instances of
Simultaneous Interval Number is partitioned into a number of classes not greater than the
maximum number of edges in the graph of an instance (as si(G) ≤ |E(G)|, we can consider only
the instances with k ≤ |E(G)|).

Let (G1, k), . . . , (Gt, k) be t instances of Thinness (resp. Simultaneous Interval Number)
in the same equivalence class of R.

We construct an instance ((G′, k), p) of Thinness(p) (resp. Simultaneous Interval Num-
ber(p)) where G′ :=

⋃t
i=1Gi and p := maxi|V (Gi)| (resp. p := maxi|E(Gi)|). This can be done in

time polynomial in
∑t

i=1|(Gi, k)|, and p is polynomially bounded by maxi|(Gi, k)|+log t. Also, p is
greater than or equal to p(G′), as we required p(G′) to be not greater than the maximum of p(Gi)
for each Gi. Finally, by Lemma 5, graph G′ is k-thin if and only if all graphs Gi are k-thin, and
graph G′ admits a d-simultaneous interval representation if and only if all graphs Gi admit one,
so ((G′, k), p) belongs to Thinness(p) (resp. Simultaneous Interval Number(p)) if and only if
all instances (G1, k), . . . , (Gt, k) belong to Thinness (resp. Simultaneous Interval Number).

We described and-cross-compositions of Thinness into Thinness(p) and of Simultaneous
Interval Number into Simultaneous Interval Number(p), and thus Thinness(p) and Si-
multaneous Interval Number(p) have no polynomial kernel unless NP ⊆ coNP/poly.
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