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1 Introduction

Definition 1. The unordered pair (A, B) is a separation of a graph G = (V, E)
if AUB =V and G has no edge between A\B and B\A. Clearly the latter
is equivalent to saying that AN B separates A from B. If both A\B and B\A
are non-empty, the separation is proper. The number |AN B| is the order of
the separation (A, B). Informally we think of (A, B) pointing towards B and
away from A and call B the big side of (A, B). We call (B, A) the inverse of
the separation (A, B).

Definition 2. Let (A, B),(C, D) be two separations.
(A,B)<(C,D): = ACCand B2 D

Note that this is equivalent to (D,C) < (B, A). If (A,B) < (C,D), then we
think of (A, B) pointing towards (C,D) and (D,C), whzle (C, D) points away
from (A, B) and (B, A).

Definition 3. A set P of separations is consistent if it contains no two separa-
tions pointing away from each other: if (C, D) < (A, B) € P implies (D,C) ¢ P.
Note that this does not imply (C,D) € P. It may also happen that P contains
neither (C, D) nor (D,C).

Definition 4. A Set P of separations of a Graph G is a profile if it satisfies:
e P is consistent
o forall (A,B),(C,D)e P:(BND,AUC) ¢ P

Definition 5. Let G be a graph. A profile P of G is a k-profile if all separations
in P have order less than k and if for every separation (A, B) of G of order less
than k either (A,B) € P or (B,A) € P

In this master s thesis we will deal with some characteristics of profiles. In the
first section we will introduce a more ’abstract’ notion of separations. In the
following section we give another definition of profiles and we will show some
general properties of profiles. The advantage of this new definition of profiles
is, that it can be made symmetric. By doing so we get a weakened notion of
profiles. In section six we will study some aspects of these weakened profiles.
Some profiles, e.g. k-profiles, can be thought of as indicating highly connected
parts of a graph. "There are a number of theorems in the structure theory of
sparse graphs that assert a duality between high connectivity present somewhere
in the graph and an overall tree strucuture [1,p.1]”. Diestel and Oum proved in
[1] a general duality theorem for width parameters in combinatorical structures
such as graphs. Our aim in the fourth and fifth section of this master “s thesis is
to proof that this general duality theorem can be applied to k-profiles. Diestel
and Oum are working in [1] with a slightly weaker definition of consistent. We
will cover the differences between their definition consistent and the definition
of consistent in this paper in section seven. In this master s thesis we will work
with finite graphs and sets.



2 Abstract separations

Diestel and Oum are working in [1] with a more ’abstract’ axiomatic definition
of separations. As we will see separations of a graph are separations in terms of
these ’abstract’ separations. As we will work with these ’abstract’ separations
in most parts of this thesis, we will cover the definition of these separation in
this section.

Definition 6. A separation system (?, <,%) is a partially ordered set ? with
an order reversing involution *. Its elements are called oriented separations.
When a given element of S is denoted as S, its inverse §* will be denoted as
s and vice versa. The assumption that * be order-reversing means that, for all

7. 3e’,
T<IdesT>%

Definition 7. A separation is a set of the form {?, ?}, and then denotedbg

s. We call § and s the orientations of s. The set of all such sets {?7 ?} C
will be denoted by S. If S =55, we call both § and s degenerate.

As easy to be seen the separations defined in chapter one are separations in
terms of the definition above.

Definition 8. If there are binary operations A and V on a separation system
?, such that 7 A8 is the infimum and TNV the supremum of 7), < in ?7
we call (?, <,*,A,V) a universe of (oriented) separations.

As * is order-reversing it satisfies De Morgan s law [cf. 1, p.4]:
(TVvE)=F A%

”The oriented separations of a set V form such a universe: if 7 = (A, B) and
$ = (C, D), say, then 7V := (AUC,BND) and ¥ AS := (ANC, BUD) are
again oriented separations of V, and are the supremum and infimum of 7 and
5. Similarly, the oriented separations of a graph form a universe. Its oriented
separations of order < k for some fixed integer k, however, form a separation
system inside this universe that may not itself be a universe with respect to V
and A as defined above.” [1,p.4]

Definition 9. A set O C ? is consistent if there are no r,s € S with orienta-
tions 7 < 8 such that 7,3 € 0.1

Definition 10. An orientation of a set S of separations is a set O C ? that
contains for every s € S exactly one of its orientations ?, 5.

I This definition is slightly stronger than the definition of consistent in [1, p.5]. We will cover
the differences of these two definitions and their impact on the proofs in Section seven. For
now it is sufficient to know that every set of separations that is consistent by the Definition
9 is consistent by the definition of consistent in [1, p.5].



Definition 11. A nonempty set o of oriented separations is a star of separations
if they point towards each other: 2f7 <% for all distinct 7,5 eo.

Lemma 1. For every star o that is not consistent there exists a separation r
such that {7,%} C 0.

Proof. Let o be a non-consistent star. As o is non-consistent there exists
oriented separations 7, 3 € o such that & < S. Given that o is a star it is
also 5 < 5. Thusitis & = 7. O

Corollar 1. Let O be an orientation of a set of separation. Then O cannot
contain a non-consistent star.

Proof. O

With the new characterisation of separations, which is used in [1], we have to
adjust the definition of a k-profile.
Ef Ed

Definition 12. Let us call a real function s on a universe

(ﬁ, <,%,V,A) of oriented separations an order function if it is non-negative,

symmetric and submodular, that is, if 0 < | 5| = 5| and
7V T AT T+
for all 7,5 € ﬁ We then call |s| := |§>| the order of s and of . For every

positive integer k,

Sp={F el |3 <k}

is a separation system (though not necessarily a universe).

Definition 13. Let ﬁ <,#,A,V) be a universe of separations containing a
separation system ( ? <,%). A set P C ? s a profile if it satisfies:

o P is consistent
VTP, T eP:(rAS)¢P (P)

Definition 14. A profile P is an S-profile if for all separations 7 € P also
r € S and if for every separation s € S either ST ePor'seP.

Definition 15. Let ﬁ <,#,A,V) be a universe of separations containing a

separation system (S, <,x) We say ? 1s submodular if and only if for every
7, TS either 7\/ s) 6?01" 7 %)Eﬁ



Lemma 2. FEvery Sy is submodular.

Proof. This follows directly of the submodularity of the order function of Sk.
O

Lemma 3. Let S be a submodular set of separations and P be an S-profile.
Then P is a consistent orientation of S.

Proof. Let (ﬁ, <,%*,/A,V) be a universe of separations containing a separation
system (S5, <,x). And let P C be a profile. We have to show that P is
consistent (by definition) and that P contains for every s € S exactly one of
< and 5. As P is an S-profile P contains at least one of & and 5 for every
seS. Let § € P. By (P) we know that § A% =% ¢ (P). Thus P cannot
contain both § and . O



3 Another definition of profiles
In this section we will give a definition of profiles, which can be made symmetric.

Definition 16. Let (ﬁ, <,%,A,V) be a universe of separations containing a
separation system (S, <,x). A set of oriented separations P C S satisfies (P3)
if and only if:

V7,5, eP YL <(PVS): T ¢P

Deﬁnltlon 17 We call a universe ( ﬁ <,*,A\,V) of separations distributive if
for every 7, t € ﬁ the following holds:

.(?As)v —(PVIA(FVT)

e (PVIAT=(FAT)V(TAT)
We call it associative if for every 7,5, t €U the following holds:

e (TANANT=TA(TAT)

e (PVHIVT =7V (FVT)
Theorem 1. Let (ﬁ,g,*,A,V) be a distributive and associative universe of
separations containing a submodular separation system (?, <,x). Let P be an

orientation of ? P satisfies (P3) if and only if P is consistent and satisfies
(P).

Proof. 7 =7
Let P be an orientation of a submodular separation system satisfying (P3). Let
7,5 € P, such that 7 < 8. Then ¢P a5?<(s\/s) . Thus P is

consistent. Let 77,5 € P and T = (¥ A%5) Then T ¢ P as 7 (7 V).

We are now proving <.

Let P be an orientation of a submodular separation system ? We assume that

P is consistent and satisfies (P) but not (P3).

Then there exist 7, s, ¢ € Psuch that ¢ <(T7VE). If (?/\7), (?/\?) epr

(P) is violated, as

(TATYAEAT) = <F)A(?\/?):T\/(?/\?) ven that S is

distributive and 't > (" A%5). We are showing now that (?/\7}), (?/\ )€ P.

Let us assume that (7 ?) ¢ P. Then either (t AT)x = (? YeP
r(t/\r)%? (t\/r)and?GP,l‘ms {AT) ?bythe

consistency of P. This 1mphes due to the submodularity of ? that (

Giventhat?g (?\/7) zaund?EP7 it is (?\/7) (t A r) GPbythe

consistency of P. Again due to the submodularity of ? one of the following

holds:

L (TA)vEes

=(t
> (5 A

¢
- im



2. (FAT)ATed
%

If 1. holds, then (T AT)VE) = (TVTIAT) € Pas 5 < (T AT)VE).
Thus ((?/\ )V S)AT ¢ P, due to (P). But

((‘?M?)v AT =((TAIAIVEAT =T AT VEAT) =
(T AT ) ThlS follows from the fact that ﬁ <,x, A, V) is distributive and that
(s A< T as well as (s AF) <%, hence (5 A7) < (?/\7) This is a
contradiction to (? AS) e P.

If 2 holds, then (L AS)AS e Pas € <(FVT)VE)=((EAF)AG)"
Due to (P) itis (FAS) ¢ P. But (TAS)IAS) = (FATAS) = (FA%)
as T > (<7 A ?) This is a contradiction. A similiar argument shows that
(? A§) € P, hence (P) is violated. O

By Theorem 1 and Lemma 3 a k-profile of a gragil G is equw_)alent to an f—
avoiding orientation of Sy for the set F:= {{7, 5, ¢t } €25 : ¢ < (¥ A )}

as Sy is submodular and N, U are distributive and assocnatlve If ﬁ <, %, A, V)
is not distributive, Theorem 1 is not true as the following example shows:

=N
\ LY

Figure 1: A universe of separations shown as a Hasse-diagramm



Theorem 2. Let ﬁ <,*,A,V) be the universe in figure 1 containing the sep-

aration system ? \u. Then ? 18 a submodular separation system that has
a consistent orientation O, which satisfies (P) but violates (P3).

Proof. Ttis (TVIIANET =(WAT) =T £7 =T AT)V(TAT), thus
is not distributive.

As easy to be seen ? has an order-reversing involution, hence ? is a sepa-
ration system is submodular, given that there exist no q, b € with
(@AD),(@VD)ES.

Suppose it does, then (@ A ?) e{W,%} as well as (@ V ?) e {u, %}, given
that U is a umverse and the only separation of U that is not contained in S is
w Itis (@' V T ) # (7 AT ), othervvlse both @ and & would be an orientation

of u, given that (@ A T )< @< (7 v ) The same is true for T . This cannot
ll? as u ¢ S. Thus either 7 < a < W oor w < a < . The same is true for
b . Therefore a € {z,y} and b € {z,y}. But for all combination of orientations
of the separations x and y even both the supremum and the infimum are again
in S.

Let O = {7,% t . Y,T}. Then O is an orlentatlon of ? Further O is
consistent as for every d e ?, such that < b €0, deo. Suppose
O violates (P2 hence there exist a T 7 € O such that @ = (@ A %)
Whenever @, b € O\ then (‘a A b) € {% ‘@ b} Thus one of @, T has to
be . In this case (a A b ) e {7, %}, but nelther 6 O nor @ € O. Further
O violates (P3), as {, ¥, t}CO and7<(s\/t) O



3.1 Interesting properties of profiles
In this section we will cover some interestings properties of profiles.

Theorem 3. Let (ﬁ, <,x,A\,V) be a universe of separations containing a sub-

modular separation system (S,<,%). Let O be an orientation of ? with the
following properties:

e O is consistent.

e Fvery star X C O 1is subset of an ?—pmﬁle.
Then O is an ?—pmﬁle.

Proof. Suppose that O is not an ?—proﬁle. Then there exist 7, ERS O, such
that (% A ) € O. Due to the submodularity of S either (FAT) e S or
(FVv7) e S (rAd) e S then (" A) € O as O is consistent and
(" AT)<F. But now (% AF), (" AS) and 7 form a star. This star
has to be a subset of an ?—proﬁle. This ?—proﬁle P also contains either &

or 5. In both cases P violates (P), hence P is not a profile. Therefore O is

an ?—proﬁle. In the case that (7 V9) e S the orientation O has to contain
(FVvE) = (T AS)as (FAS) <7 due to consistency of O. But now
(7 AS), (7 AYS), s form a star. This star has to be a subset of an ?—proﬁle.
This ?—proﬁle P also contains either 7 or . In both cases P violates (P),
hence P is not a profile. Therefore O is a ?-proﬁle. O

For k-blocks we get a similar result.

Definition 18. Given k € N, a set I of at least k vertices of a graph G is
(< k)-inseparable if no set W of fewer than k vertices of G separates any two
vertices of I\W in G. A mazimal (< k)-inseparable set is a k-block.

Definition 19. A set of separations is nested if each of them is comparable with
every other or its inverse. Thus, two nested separations are either comparable,
or point towards each other, or point away from each other. Two separations
that are not nested are said to cross.

Definition 20. Let S, P be two sets of separation. We say S < P, if a function
f: S P exists, such that (A, B) < f(A, B) for every (A,B) € S.

Definition 21. Let us say a separation (A, B) lies on the small side of an
oriented separation (C, D) if there exists an orientation (A, B) of this separation
such that (A,B) < (C,D) < (D,C) < (B, A).

Let us say a separation (A, B) lies on the big side of an oriented separation
(C, D) if there exists an orientation (A, B) of this separation such that (C, D) <
(4,B) & (B, A) < (D, C)

Definition 22. A set of S oriented separations points towards a k-block if the
k-block is contained in the big side of every separation (A, B) € S



Theorem 4. Let G be a Graph and S a nested set of separations of G. Let O
be an orientation of S with the following properties:

o O is consistent.

e FEvery star X C O points towards a k-block.

Then every subset S C O points towards a k-block.

Proof. Let ¥ C O be a maximal star (with respect to Definition 20). This
star ¥ points towards a k-block R. We now show that every other separation
(A, B) € O points towards this k-block as well. Given that S is nested every
separation in S is lying either on the small side of a separation of X or on the
big side of all separations of .. Let (A, B) € O\X be a separation, which lies
on the small side of a separation (C,D) € 3. Then it is (4,B) < (C,D),
because otherwise O would not be consistent. Thus (A, B) points to the k-
block R as well. Let (A4, B) € O\X be a separation, which lies on the big side
of all separations (C, D) € . As ¥ is a maximal star, ¥ U (A, B) is not a star.
Hence for at least one of the separations (C,D) € X holds (C,D) < (A, B).
Let P:={(C,D) € X : (C,D) < (A,B)}. Then (A, B) UX\P is a bigger star
than 3, as P < (4, B), hence ¥ < (A, B) UX\P. This is a contradiction to the
maximality of ¥. Therefore no separation (4, B) € O lies on the big side of all
separations (C, D) € X. O

10



4 Terminology for the general duality theorem
in [1]

Diestel and Oum proved in [1] the following duality theorem:

Theorem 5. [cf.1, Theorem 4.4] Let (ﬁ,g,*,/\,\/) be a universe of separa-
tions containing a separation system (?, <,%). Let FC 23) be a standard set of

stars. If S is F-separable, exactly one of the following assertions holds:
o There exists an S-tree over F.
o There exists an F-tangle of S.

To understand this theorem we need some more definitions, which we will give
in the following section.

4.1 Further definitions

Definition 23. Given a separation system (?7 <,%) and a set FC 25), let us
call an orientation O of S an F-tangle if it is consistent and avoids F, that is
20N F=10.

Definition 24. A separation 7 e ? is trivial in ?, and 7 is co-trivial, if
there ezists s € S such that 7 <8 as well as 7 < 5

H
Note that if 7 is trivial in ? then so is every 7’ < .U T s trivial, witnessed
by ?, then 7 < § < 7 by De Morgan s law. Hence if 7 s trivial, then A
cannot be trivial. [cf.1,p.4]

Definition 25. We say F forces a separation 7 € ? if {<7} € Forris
degenerate. We call F standard if it forces every trivial separation in S .

Definition 26. Let 7 < 5§ be some non-trivial elements of a separation system

(S, <,%) contained in some universe (U, <,x,A,V) and S >+ be the set of all
separations s € S that have an orientation < >7. Then

HE (3) = (F V)
FIZ(5)=(Fva) =(5 k)

defines a shifting map f @0’ ?2? — ﬁ

11



Definition 27. Let us say that 5 € ? is linked to 7 € ? if 56> 7 and
every T >7T in g’) satisfies TV e ? Let us call ? separable if for every
two non-trivial 7,27 € ?, such that 7 < ? there exists an so € S with an
oritentation 8_0> linked to 7 and its inverse ?0 linked to r'. Let us say that a
separation s_0> S ? is F-linked to a non-trivial 7 € ? if % is linked to 7 and
the image under f ig of any star o C S >+ in F that has an element T>7

is again in F. We say that ? is F-separable if for all non-trivial 7or e ?
such that 7 < r' there exists an S0 eﬁ with an orientation s_o> that is F-linked
to 7 and such that §y is F-linked to 1’ .

Definition 28. Let S be a set of separations. An S —tree is a pair (T, @) of a
tree T with at least one edge and a function a: E(T) — S from the set

E(T) = {(z,y) : {z.y} € B(T)}
of the orientations of its edges to ? such that
o for every edge xy of T, if a(z,y) = S then a(y,z) = 5.
It is an S-tree over FC 2? if, in addition,

e for every node t of T we have og(?t) € F, where

F, = {(a,t) : ot € B(T)}

12



5 Applying the general duality theorem from [1]
to Si-profiles

In this section we proof that we can apply Theorem 5 to Si-profiles. Therefore
we have to show that Si-profiles are F-tangles, at which F has to be a standard
set of stars. Furthermore we also have to proof, for this particular F, that the
set of all separations, which have order < k, is F-separable.

Lemma 4. [1, Lemma 5.2] "Every S, as in Definition 12 is separable.”

Let (ﬁ, <,%,A,V) be a universe of separations and « : ﬁ — N be an order
function. Let 5_'12 ={% e U |'9'| < k} denote all separations in T that have
an order < k. Let us define 7O := {{7, (" A %), (F A F)} C 2% : 1.5 € S}
As easy to be seen FV is a set of stars. Furthermore Sy-profiles are F°-tangles,
as the following results show.

Theorem 6. Any consistent F°-avoiding orientation O of Sy is a Sy-profile.

Proof. Let O be a consistent F%-avoiding orientation of Sj. Suppose that O

= (% AF). As S, is submodular either (% A F) € Sy
f (%" AF) € Si then due to the consistency of O it
cas s < (FAT) = (PVS)and ¥ € O. But now
C Oand {7,(7 A%), (% AF)} € F° hence O

' € then due to the consistency of O it

* as 7 < (¥ vF)and ¥ € O. But now
{(Z,(FAS),(TAS)}COand {&,(F A%S), (7 A%S)} € FO, hence O is not
avoiding FP. O

Theorem 7. Any Sj-profile O avoids F°.

Proof. Let O be a Si-profile. Suppose that O has a subset ¢ with ¢ € F°.
Then ¢ has the form g, (7 A ?), (<7 A ?)} It is s € Sy, as o € FY, hence O
has to contain either s or §. If ¥ € O then {3, 7, (¥ A %)} C O, hence O

is not an Sy, profile as it violates (P). A similar argument shows that O violates
(P) if 5 € O. O

From Theorem 6 and Theorem 7 follows that Si-profiles are indeed
FO-tangles. To apply Theorem 5 to Si-profiles we have to prove that S
is FY-separable.

Definition 29. F is closed under shifting if whenever 50 € ? 1s linked to some
non-trivial 7 < 8_0> it is even F-linked to 7.

Lemma 5. [1, Lemma 4.2.] If ? is separable and F is closed under shifting,
then ? 1s F-separable.

Proof. O

13



We would like Y to be closed under shifting, thus S, would be F°-separable

by Lemma 5. Unfortenately F° is not closed under shifting.

_>
If 5—8 c Sp is linked to some non-trivial 7 < < and

o={7,(T A%),(T ATW)} € F* be astar with (T A7) > 7 then f 17 (o)
need not be in F again. But we can assure that it does by making F° bigger.
We are doing this recursive. We start with 79 and define

Fr={{(@VT),(DAT),(TATNC2% . {7, 0, C)eF 1 zes).
n—1

We are iterating this process until |J F* = |J F*. As S is finite this iteration
j i=0

=0 =
will end after finite many steps.

Finally let F* :=J F™.
Lemma 6. F7 is a set of stars for every integer n .

Proof. We are sgowing this by induction. For n= 0 this is clear. Let n > 0 and
o={(@VZ),(bAZ), (AT eF . Ttis(bAT)<(evT)=(CAT)*,
as (D AT)< b <T <(eva), as{d, b<,_7} € ]:"’;, hence they form a
star. The same argument shows (¢ AZ) < (b VZ) = (b AT)*

e o e — <
Furthergore itis (@ V@) < (bVvZ) = (bA%T) given that @ < b,
as {E), b, ?} € F"1, hence they form a star. Doing so for every missing

combination of two separations in ¢ yields the claim.
O

As a result of Lemma 6 we get that the set F* is a set of stars
Now we proof that Si-profiles are F*-tangles.

Theorem 8. Any consistent F*-avoiding orientation O of Sy is an Sy-profile
Proof. This follows directly from Theorem 6. O
Theorem 9. Any Si-profile avoids F*.

Proof. Let O be an Sy-profile. Suppose O does not avoid F*. Then O contains
a subset that is an element of some F". Let m denote the smallest integer such
that O contains a subset of some F™. Let 0 € F™ denote this subset. If m =0
then we are done (Theorem 7), hence m > 0. We now show that O also
contains a subset that is an element of 7~ contradicting our choice of m. We
: — T (oA e
know o is of the form {(@ V@), (b AT), (€ AT)}. As o € F™, we also know
that {a,b,c,z} € Sp. As @ < (@ V T) and O is consistent O has to contain
d. Further O contains b. Suppose not. Then O contains ? Due to the
consistency O also contains 7 as @ < (@ V Z). Thus O violates (P), hence is
not a profile, as {7, %, (?/\ Z)} € O. The same argument shows that ¢ € O,
hence O contains an element of F™ 1. O

14



Theorem 5 requires that the set F is standard. Therefore it has to contain \a

for every r € Sj, such that 77 is trivial. We are making F* standard by adding
5 for every r € S such that 7 is trivial.

Fro=F*U{{¥}:re S, 7 is trivial}

Theorem 10. Sy-profiles are F**-tangles.

Proof. This follows directly from Theorem 8 and Theorem 9 and the fact
that for every consistent orientation O of S it is & ¢ O if 7 € S is small, as
7 < . Given that every trivial separation is a small separation O does not
contain 7 if 7 is trivial. O

The last thing we have to show to apply Theorem 5 to Si-profiles is that Sy
is F**-separable. By Lemma 5 it is sufficient if we proof that F** is closed
under shifting, as we already know that Sy, is separable (Lemma 4).
Theorem 11. F** is closed under shifting.

_>
Proof. Let s_o> € Sp be linked to some non-trivial 7 < 7.
Let 0 = {? w, VY e .F** be a star with o C ?>7 Then o € F*, as 7

is non-trivial. Let i < t and n be an mte‘g;er such thi;c o€ .7:” \Ee now have
toshowthatfiﬁ() € F**. Itlsf¢_>( )=(s0V t)as 7 < ¢ and

FIZ (@) =T va) =@ rk)
FIZ (@) =(TVva) =(Trk)

as 7 < U* and 7 < 7 Given that 5§ is linked to 7, hence f | 83 (o) C

and given that 5§ € Sk it is f ¢_> (o) = {( V50), (4 A So), (U A S}
]:n+1

Om 2

15



6 Weak tangles

In this section we introduce a weakened definition of profiles and we will show
some properties of these weakened profiles. For this whole section we will work
again with separations of a graph G.

Definition 30. Call an unordered triple {(Ay, B1), (Az, B2), (A3, B3)} of sepa-
rations bad if {h,i,5} = {1,2,3} exist, such that:
(Bn,Ap) < (A; U A;,B; N By)

This triples are exactly the set of separations, which violate the property (P3).
Profiles of a graph can be seen as sets of separations, which does not contain
bad triples (Theorem1). Bad triples can be made symmetrical in the following
way.

Definition 31. Call an unordered triple {(A1, B1), (Az, B2), (43, B3)} of sepa-
rations awful if {h,i,j} = {1,2,3} exist, such that:
(Bn,An) < (A; U Aj, B;N Bj) holds for every {h,i,j} = {1,2,3}.

Definition 32. A Set P of separations of a Graph G is a weak-tangle if:
e P is consistent
e P contains no awful triple

A weak-tangle P is a weak-k-tangle if all separations in P have order less than
k and if for every separation (A, B) of G of order less than k either (A, B) € P
or (B,A) € P.

6.1 Awful stars

Definition 33. Call a bad triple S, that is also a star, a bad star. Call an awful
triple S, that is also a star, an awful star.

In this section we will study some properties of bad an awful stars. The main
result in this section gives us a characterisation for awful stars in an orientation
of a graph G, that contains no 3-separation. (A separation (A, B), such that
G\(A N B) consists of at least three components).

Lemma 7. Let S = {(A41,B1),(A2,B2),(As,B3)} be a bad star with
Ag 2 (Bl ﬂBQ) and B3 g (Al UAQ) Then A3 = (Bl ﬂBg) and B3 = (A1 UAQ)

Proof. Tt is A3 D (B1 N By). As S is also a star it is A3 C By and A3 C By,
hence A3 C (By N By), therefore A3 = (B; N By). Similar we can show that
Bg = A1 U AQ. O

Corollar 2. Let S = {(A1, B1),(Az, Ba),(As,Bs)} be an awful star. Then
Ap = B; N By, and By = A; U A; for every {h,i,j} = {1,2,3}.

Proof. O
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Lemma 8. Let S = {(A41,B1), (A2, Bs), (As, B3)} be a bad star
(wz'th Az D (Bl N BQ), B3 C (A1 U AQ)) Then

] Al\Ag = B2\A3
] AQ\Ag = Bl\Ag

P’I"OOf. ”Al\Ag g Bg\Ag”

Let x € A1\ As. As S is a star Ay C B, hence x € B\ As.

"B\ A3 C A1\ A3"

We may assume that B\ Az # (), as otherwise it would be A1\ A3 = B2\ A3 = 0,
given that A1 C Bs. Let 0 7é xr € BQ\Ag. With A3 = (Bl N BQ) fol-
lows © ¢ Bj\As, hence x € A;\As as (41, B1) is a separation. This shows
A1\As = B2\ A3. With a similar argument we show Ao\ Az = B1\As. O

The next theorem implies that every awful star contains either a 3-separation
or the awful star is of the form {(X,Y),(Z,V),(Y,X)} with Z = (X NnY).

Theorem 12. Let S = {(A1, B1), (A2, Ba), (A3, B3)} be an awful star. Then
either G\(As N Bs) consists of at least three components or S is of the form
{(X7Y)a (Zv V)a (KX)} with Z = (X QY)

Proof. Let Aj\As # 0, A2\ A3 # 0 and A3\ Bs # 0 and let 2y be an edge with
x € Aj\As and y € A3\ A3 = B;\As (Lemma 8). Then either x € (A;NB1)\A43
ory € (A1NB1)\As, as (A1, By) is aseparation. It isx € A;\As = B2\ A3, hence
x ¢ B1\As, as A3 = (B1NB3). Thus z ¢ (A;NB1)\Az. With a similar argument
we can show that y ¢ (A; N B1)\As. This is a contradiction. Therefore there
exists no edge between A1\ Az and A\ Az. There exists no edge between As\ B
and A\ As or As\As, as (As, Bs) is a separation and A;\As, A2\ A3 C B3\ A4s,
hence G\ (A3 N Bs) consist of at least three components.

Now we are proving that if at least one of A;\As, A3\ Az, As\Bs is empty, S has
got the form {(X,Y),(Z,V),(Y,X)} with Z = (X NY).

Let A3\Bs = 0. Then A3 C Bs, hence By = V, as (As, B3) is a separation.
With Lemma 7 fOHOWS, A1 = (BQ n Bg) = (B2 n V) = BQ, A2 = (B1 n Bg) =
(B1NV) =B and A3 = (B; N By) = (A; N By) = (A2 N By). We get a star of
the form {(Al ﬂBl, V), (A17 Bl), (B]_, Al)} = {(AQ ﬂBQ, V), (AQ, BQ), (327 Ag)}
Now let As\As = () or A1\ A3 = 0. Without loss of generality let A\ Az = 0.
With Lemma Lemma 8 follows As\ A3 = B1\A3 = 0, hence B; C A3. As Sisa
star By O Ag holds, hence B; = A3. Given that S is an awful star with Corollar
2 follows Ay = (B2 ﬂBd) = (Ag UAl) NBs = (Bl UAl) NBs = (VﬂBd) = B3,
hence (A37B3) = (BlaAl)- Further Bg = (A1 UA3) = (Bg @] Ag) =V and
AQZ(B3ﬂBl) :(AlﬂBl):(AgmBg) O]
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6.2 Canonical tree-decomposition for weak-tangles

In [2] Carmesin, Diestel, Hamann, and Hundertmark constructed a tree de-
composition for a given graph that distinguishes all their k-profiles for a fixed
integer k. An interesting question to ask is, whether there exists such a tree-
decomposition for weak-tangles. In this section we will give a counterexample.

Definition 34. A separation (A,B) is nested with a separation (C,D), written
as (A, B)||(C, D), if it is <-comparable with either (C,D) or (D,C). Since

(A,B) < (C,D) < (D,C) < (B,A)

, the relation || is reflexive and symmetric. Two separations that are not nested
are said to cross.

Definition 35. A separation (A,B) is nested with a set S of separations, written
as (A, B)||S, if (A, B)||(C,D) for every (C,D) € S. A set S of separations is
nested with a set S’ of separations, written as S||S’, if (A, B)||S’ for every
(A, B) € S; then also (C, D)||S for every (C,D) € S’.

Definition 36. A set of separation is called nested if every two of its elements
are nested.

Definition 37. A separation (A,B) separates a set X C V if X meets both A\B
and B\A. Given a set S of separations, we say that X is S-inseparable if no
separation in S separates X. An S-block of G is a mazximal S-inseparable set of
vertices.

Definition 38. A tree decomposition of G is a pair (T,V) of a tree T and a
family V= (Vi)ter of vertex sets V; C V(G), one for every node of T, such that:

o V(G) =Uyer Vs
o for every edge e € G there exists at € T such that both ends of e lie in Vi;

e Vi1 NViz C Vio whenever ty lies on the t; — t3 path in T.

The sets V; in such a tree-decomposition are its parts. Their intersections V,N\Vy
for edges tt’ of the decoposition tree T are the adhesion sets of (T, V); their maxi-
mum size is the adhesion of (T, V). Deleting an oriented edge @ =1ty ts of T di-
vides T — e into two components Ty >ty and Ty > to. Then (UteT1 Vi, Ut€T2 Wi)
is a separation of G with separator Vo, NV4, [4, Lemma 12.3.1]; we say our edge
@ induces this separation.

Definition 39. A node t € T is a hub node if the corresponding part Vy is the
separator of a separation induced by an edge of T at t. If t is a hub node, we
call Vi a hub.

The separations induced by a tree-decomposition (T, V) are nested. Conversely
Carmesin, Diestel, Hamann, and Hundertmark proved in [3] that every nested
separation system is induced by some tree-decomposition.
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Theorem 13. [3, Theorem 4.8] Every nested proper separation system N is
induced by a tree-decomposition (T, V) of G such that:

e cvery N-block of G is a part of the decompositions;
e cvery part of the decomposition is either an N-block of G or a hub.

This theorem implies that we can construct a tree-decomposition that distin-
guishes all weak-k-tangles, whenever we can find a nested set N of separations
which distinguishes all weak-k-tangles.

Definition 40. A separation (A, B) distinguishes two sets P,P’ of separations
if (A, B) € P\P' and (B, A) € P'\P, or vice versa.

Only proper separations can distuinguish two consistent sets of separations [cf.
2, p.6], as a consistent set of separations never contains a separation of the form
(V,A). A consistent set of separations containing (V, A) must not contain the
inverse of (A, V), which is (V, A), as (4,V) < (V, A).

We show now that there exist graphs, such that their weak-k-tangles cannot be
separated by a nested set of separations.

1 2 3
4 6
7 8 9

Figure 2: A graph, whose weak-4-tangles cannot be distiguished by a nested set
of separations

Let G be the graph shown in figure 2 and let S be the set of all the separa-
tions of G of order < 4. Let A, B,C, D C V(G) denote the following vertex sets:
A:=1{1,2,3,4,5,6}, B :={4,5,6,7,8,9},C :={1,2,4,5,7,8},D := {2,3,5,6,8,9}.
It is easily checked that the unordered pairs (A, B),(C,D),(B N C,A U D),
(BUC,AND),(BND,AUC),(BUD,ANC) are the only proper separations

of order < 4 of G. Let us define the following separation sets:

e S :={(A,B),(C,D),(BNC,AUD),(AnD,BUC),(BND,AUC),
(ANC,BUD)}U{(X,V): (X,V) e S,|X]| <4}

o S := {(B,A),(C,D),(BNC,AUD),(AnD,BUC),(BND,AUC),
(ANC,BUD)}U{(X,V): (X,V) € S,|X| <4}
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e Sy :={(4,B),(D,C),(BNC,AUD),(AND,BUC),(BND,AUC),
(ANC,BUD}YU{(X,V): (X,V) € S,|X| <4}

The following results show that 57,5, and S3 each are a weak 4-tangle of G.
But we cannot distinguish them by a nested set of separations.

Lemma 9. Let P be a consistent set of separations of a graph G. Let (X, V)
be a separation of G. Then P U (X, V) is still consistent.

Proof. Let P be a consistent set of separations of a graph G = (V| E) and
(X,V) a separation with X C V. As P is consistent P does not contain any
separation of the Form (V,Y) with Y C V|, hence (V, X) £ (A, B) € P. Let us
assume there exists a separation (C, D) € P, such that (D,C) < (X,V). Then
C =V, hence P is not consistent, given that no consistent set of separations
can contain a separation of the form (V, Z) with Z C V. O

Lemma 10. The separation sets S1,S2, 53 are weak-4-tangles.

Proof. We are going to prove this for S;. The proofs for S, and S; are ana-
log. For every separation (X,Y) of order < 4 of G, the separation set S;
contains exactly one of its orientations. Therefore Sy is an orientation of the
set of all separations of G that have order < 4. Further S is consistent.

Suppose not, then there exist separations (Y7, X7),(Xs2,Y2) € S; such that
(X1,Y1) < (X2,Y3). By Lemma 9 and the fact that o := {(BNC,AU D),
(AND,BUC),(BND,AUC),(ANnC,BUD)} is a consistent star (Corollar
1) either (Y1, X1) € {(4,B),(C,D)} or (X5,Y2) € {(4, B),(C,D)}. They can-
not both be contained in {(A, B),(C,D)}, as (A, B), and (C, D) cross each
other. Let (A,B) = (Y1,X1), then (X2,Y2) € 0, by Lemma 9 and the fact
that (A4, B), (C, D) cross each other. But for every separation (E,F) € o it
is either (E,F) < (A,B) or {(4,B),(E,F)} form a consistent star, hence
(X1,Y1) = (B,A) £ (E,F) = (X2,Y2), contradicting our assumption. If
(X2,Y3) = (A, B) then again (Y1, X1) € 0. And equally for every seperation
(E,F) € o it is either (E,F) < (A, B) or {(A,B),(E, F)} form a consistent
star, hence (X1,Y1) = (F,F) £ (A,B) = (X2,Y3) contradicting our assump-
tion. The same arguments hold if either (Y1, X;) = (C, D) or (X2, Ys) = (C, D).
S1 does not contain any awful triple. By Theorem 12 it does not contain an

awful star, as it contains no 3-separation and it is consistent. An awful triple
cannot contain a separation of the form (X, V'), as the union of the small sides
of the two other separations would have to cover the whole graph, but S; does
not contain any such two separations. Hence every awful triple has to contain
(A, B) and (C, D). The small side of the third separation (As, Bs) of the awful
triple has to satisfy (BN D C As). The only separation satisfying this condition
is (BND,AUC), but (AUC)NB € C, hence {(4,B),(C,D),(BND,AUC)}
is no awful triple. This proves the claim.

O
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Theorem 14. Let G be the graph shown in figure 2. The weak-4-tangles cannot
be distiguished by a nested set of separations.

Proof. Let N be a set that distinguishes all the weak-4-tangles of G. Given that
S1, 52 and S35 are weak k-tangles N has to distinguish them. The weak-4-tangles
Sy and Sy differ only in the orientation of the separation (A, B). Thus N has to
contain an orientation of the separation (A4, B). The weak-4-tangles S; and Ss

differ only in the orientation of the separation (C, D). Thus N has to contain
an orientation of the separation (C,D). As (A, B) and (C, D) cross, N is not

nested. O
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7 New definition of consistent

In [1] Diestel and Oum are using a weaker definition of consistent as the one
in Definition 9. To distinguish the two definitions of consistent we will say
that a set of separations is weak consistent if it is consistent by the definition
of consistent in [1, p.5].

Definition 41. [cf.1,p.5] Let (?, <,x) be a separation system. A set O C ?
is weak consistent if there are no distinct r,s € S with orientations T <9
such that 7,? € 0.

7.1 Differences between consistent and weak consistent

In this section we will cover the differences of these two definitions and their
impact on the proofs in this paper.

Theorem 15. Let (?, <,%) be a separation system and let O C ? be a con-
sistent set of oriented separations. Then O is also weak consistent.

Proof. As O is consistent there exist no 7, s € S with orientations 7 < & such
that ¥, € O. Thus O contains no distinct 7, s € S with orientations 7 < &
such that 7,5 € O. O

Definition 42. Let us call an oriented separation T mazimal with respect to a
set of oriented separations P if and only if

VY e P, such that r # s either S <7 or 7 and 8 are incomparable.

Let us call a separation r mazimal with respect to P if both orientations 7 and
& are mazimal with respect to P.

Lemma 11. Let S be a set of separations. Every weak consistent orientation
O of S has to contain T for every r € S such that 7 is trivial.

Proof. As 7 s trivial, there exists s € .S, such that T < and 7 < ?,
hence 7 ¢ O, given that O has to contain one orientation of s. O

Theorem 16. FEvery consistent set of oriented separations 8, that is not a weak
consistent set of oriented separations, contains either the inverse of a small sep-
—
S

aration s , such that s is mazximal with respect to O or there exists a separation

r, such that {7, } C O and r is mazimal with respect to O.

Proof. Let 8 be a set of oriented separations that is weak consistent but not
consistent. As O is not consistent there exist separations r, s with orientations

7 < 8 such that ?,? € 8 As is weak consistent » = s. Thus either
T=Torg=".

If ¥ =% then 7 < ¥, hence 7 is small. Suppose 7 is not maximal with
., = . — —
respect to 8 Then there exists t € such that either 7 < t or 'a < t
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and r #t. In bo_t)h cases 8 _i)s not weak consistent given that O contains 7 but
itis W <F <t or 7 <AL
If ¥ =7, then {?, <7} C 8 If either 7 or ¥ is not maximal with respect
to 8, then there exists a separation ¢t # r with ¢ € 8 such that 7 < ¢ or

¥ < 1. Thus 8 is not weak consistent as it contains 7), T oandt. O

Theorem 17. Let 8 be a weak consistent set of oriented separations, that
contains neither the inverse of a small separation ?, such that s is maximal

with respect to O nor there exists a separation r, such that {7, 7} Cc 8 and r
is mazximal with respect to 8, then 8 is a consistent set of oriented separations.

Proof. Suppose not, then there exist separations r, s with orientations <Y

such that 7, & € 0. Given that O is weak consistent it is » = s. Thus either
T=To ="

If ¥ =% then 7 < ¥, hence 7 is small. Suppose 7 is not maximal with
respect to 8 Then there exists ? S such that either 7 < ? or & < ?
and 7 # t. In both cases 8 is not weak consistent as it contains ¥ and
FT<F<tToarT<t.

If ¥ =7, then {7,%} C O. 1f either 7 or ¥ is not maximal with respect
to 8, then there exists a separation ¢t # r with ? € 8 such that 7 < ? or
T < 7 Thus 8 is not weak consistent as it contains 7, ' and?. O

Definition 43. Let (ﬁ, <,#,A,V) be a universe of separations containing a
separation system (?, <,%). A set P C ? 18 a weak profile if it satisfies:

o P is weak consistent
VTP, T eP:(rAS)¢P (P)

Definition 44. A weak profile P is a weak S-profile if for all separations 7 eP
also r € S and if for every separation s € S either S ePor'seP.

Definition 45. Let G be a graph. A weak profile P of G is a weak k-profile if
all separations in P have order less than k and if for every separation (A, B) of
G of order less than k either (A,B) € P or (B, A) € P.

Corollar 3. Every weak profile ?, that is not a profile, contains the inverse of
a small separation ?, such that s is maximal with respect to

Proof. This follows directly from Theorem 16 and Lemma 3. O

For k-profiles, such that & > 2, both definitions of consistent are equivalent.
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Lemma 12. Let G be a graph. The small separations of G are ezxactly the
separations of the form (A, V) with AC V.

Proof. 7="

Let (A, B) be a small separation of G. Then (A, B) < (B, A). Thus B =V, as
A C B and (A4, B) is a separation.

b2 <:’7

It is (A, V) < (V, A), hence (A4,V) is a small separation. O

Theorem 18. Let G be a graph and let P be a weak k-profile of G, such that
k > 2, then P is a k-profile.

Proof. Suppose not, then P contains a separation of the form (V,A) by
Lemma 12. Given that (V,A) and (A,V) are maximal with respect to P
(Corollar 3), the set A contains at least two vertices. Thus we can find
X #Y # A CV,such that X UY = A. As P is a weak k-profile it has
to contain (X,V) and (Y,V), as a weak k-profile cannot contain two distinct
separations of the form (V,Z), with Z C V.

If a weak k-profile P does contain two distinct separations (V, Z1) and (V, Z3)
they both have to be maximal with respect to P by Corollar 3. By (P) it is
(Z1NZ3,V) ¢ P. Given that |Z; N Z3| < k the weak-k-profile P has to contain
(V,Z1 N Zy). But as P is weak consistent (V,Z, N Z3) ¢ P, given that either
(V, Zl) < (V, ARR ZQ) or (V, ZQ) < (V, Z1 N Zg), since Z 7é Z2. Thus either
(V, Z1) or (V, Zs) is not maximal with respect to P. This is a contradiction.

By (P)itis (V,XUY) = (V,A) ¢ P. Hence X=Y=A. This is a contradiction.
O

7.2 Impact on the proofs if we require only weak consis-
tency instead of consistency

If we require only weak consistency in our proofs whenever consistency is re-
quired, some of the results will be false. But in some cases only the proof gets
a bit more difficult.

Lemma 13. Let S be a submodular set of separations and P be a weak S-profile.
Then P is a weak consistent orientation of S.

Proof. This follows directly from the proof of Lemma 3, if we replace consis-
tent by weak consistent. O

Lemma 1 changes to the following: Stars are weak consistent: if .79 lie in
the same star we cannot have 7 < ?, since also § < 7 by the star property.
If we consider the new definition of consistent Theorem 1 is not true anymore.
Let G=(V,E) be a graph and S := {(A,V),(V, A)} a set of separations. Then
P :={(V,A)} is an orientation of S. As easy to be seen P is a weak profile, but
not a profile. S is clearly submodular. But it is (4, V) < (VUV,ANA) = (V, A).
Hence to satisfy (P3) P must not contain the separation (V, A), but it does.
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Definition 46. Let ﬁ <, *, A, be a umverse of separations containing a

submodular sepamtzon system( *). Let 7,8 € ?

V)

, <%
Then [7 NS :={(T7 AF), (T ?) } and [?\/ ) ={(7 V), (TVI)L
With the following Lemma we can fix some of our proofs in this master “s thesis.

Lemma 14. Let ﬁ <, %, A, V) be a universe of separations containing a sub-

modular separation system ? <,%). Let O be a weak consistent orientation of
S. Whenever?,_)(r/\s) O and [7 A5) €S then (7 A%5) € O.

Proof. Suppose not. Then (7 A 5)* = (% v §) € O given that O is an
orientation of S. As O is weak consistent and (7 A‘s) < 77, it is [77 A 5] = 7.
Thus (% V) = 7 as O contains 7. With ¥ < (% v ¥) = 7 follows
(¥ V7)) =7, hence (% A‘5) = . This is a contradiction as O cannot
contain both ¥ and 7. O

Theorem 19. Let 52 <, %, A\, V) be a universe of separations containing a sub-

modular separation system (S,<,%). Let O be an orientation of ? with the
following properties:

o O is weak consistent.

o Fvery star X C O 1is subset of a weak ?—pmﬁle.

Then O is a weak ?—pmﬁle.
Proof. The proof of Theorem 3 together with Lemma 14. O

Theorem 20. Let G be a Graph and S a nested set of separations of G. Let O
be an orientation of S with the following properties:

o O is weak consistent.

e FEvery star X C O points towards a k-block.

Then every subset S C O points towards a k-block.
Proof. The proof of Theorem 4. O

Definition 47. [cf.1,p.11] Given a separation system (?,g,*) and a set

FC 2?, let us call an orientation O of S a weak F-tangle if it is weak con-
sistent and avoids F, that is, 2° N F= ().

In section five we proved that Sg-profiles are F**-tangles. Weak Si-profiles are
equally weak F-tangles, but unfortunately they are not weak F**-tangles, as
the following results show.
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Theorem 21. Any weak consistent F°-avoiding orientation O is a weak Sp-
profile.

Proof. The proof of Theorem 6 together with Lemma 14. [
Theorem 22. Any weak Sy -profile O avoids FP.
Proof. The proof of Theorem 7. O

Theorem 21 and Theorem 22 show that weak Si-profiles are indeed weak
FO-tangles.

Theorem 23. Any weak consistent F*-avoiding orientation O of Sy is a weak
Sk-profile.

Proof. This follows directly from Theorem 21. O
The converse of Theorem 23 fails, as the following example shows.

%

/\
\/\
\/

Figure 3: A universe of separations

Theorem 24. Let (ﬁ, <,%,A,V) be the universe of separations as in figure 3.
Let « : ﬁ — N be_>a function with 7+ 1. Then o is an order function of
and P := {<E, 7, b } is a weak So-profile that contains a star o € F*.

Proof. « is nonnegative, symmetric and submodular, hence « is an order func-
tion of U. It can easily be checked, that P is Weak consistent and satisfies (P )
hence P is a weak Sy-profile. Let o := {@, b} Itis o C P and 0 € F*,

(& b}—{ VI, ZATYand {7, 7 ={, (e A"%T), (T AT) e FO. O
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8 Open Questions

In this master “s thesis we managed to proof that the duality theorem (Theorem
5) can be applied to k-profiles. A question we have not answered in this paper
is, whether the duality theorem can be applied to profiles wich are induced by
k-blocks as well.

Given that every profile, which is induced by a k-block, is still a profile our
choice of F has at least to contain F**. But this set of stars is not sufficient as
there exist profiles, which are not induced by a k-block ([cf. 2, p.5]). A good
extension for F** might be the set of all stars o, such that the intersection of
all the big sides of the separations in ¢ has less than k vertices. The problem
here is to show that every profile that is not induced by a k-block contains such
a star. Furthermore these stars have to be closed under shifting or at least can
be made closed under shifting.

In section 6 we introduced weak k-tangles which are slightly weaker than k-
profiles. A natural question to ask is whether the duality theorem can be applied
to weak k-tangles as well. To do that we have to find a set of stars F such that
weak k-tangles are F-tangles. This is probably not the case as the following
example might suggest.

B,
e
N
A
/"
) B,
! (Py)
By,
/‘/ '
|
@ Vertices

Figure 4: A graph with all its proper separations of order < 8 that have a
minimal order

Let G be a graph as in figure 4. That means the proper separations of G of
order < 8 that have a minimal order are exactly the separations shown in figure
4, whereas a proper separation (A,B) has a minimimal order if there exists no
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proper separation (A1, B) # (A, B) such that (A1, B) < (4, B) nor a proper
separation (4, B1) # (A, B) such that (A, B) < (A, By). The P; denote k-blocks
such that & > 7. Let O be an orientation of all the separations of G which have
order < 8 such that O contains (A;, By), (A2, B2), (As, Bs) and for every other
separation (X,Y’) the orientation such that Ps lies in the big side of (X,Y).
The separations (A1, B1), (Aa, B2), (A3, Bs) form an awful triple. Suppose weak
k-tangles are F-tangles. If O is consistent (which it should be), then O con-
tains a star ¢ € F. This star o has to contain exactly one of the separations
(A1, B1),(As, Bs), (As, Bs). It cannot contain two of these separations given
that they cross each other. If o would not contain any of them o would be
subset of the profile P which is induced by the k-block P5. Thus weak k-tangles
would not be F-tangles given that no profile contains an awful triple. Without
loss of generality (G is symmetric) let (A;, By) be this separations.

Let O; be equal to P with the exception that O; contains (A1, B;) instead of
(B1,A1). Then O; contains every possible choice of o, given that both O; and
P orientate all separations (X,Y") but (41, By), (As, B2), (43, Bs) in a way, such
that Ps lies in the big side of (X,Y"). Suppose O is consistent (which it should
be), then O; has to contain an awful triple if weak k-tangles are F-tangles.
Otherwise O; would be a weak 8-tangle which would contain a star o € F.
This awful triple has to contain the separation (Aj, Bp), given that P is a
profile and differs in Oy only in the orientation of the separation (Aj, By). The
remaining two separations (X1, Y1), (X2, Y2) in this awful triple have to satisfy
B; C (X7 U X53). That means the union of their small sides cover the big side
of (A1, B;). It is only possible to find such two separations if one of them is
the separation (B; N As, A1 U Bs), as the small side of every other separation
covers only one of the k-blocks P;, P, and P3. But to cover By the union of the
small sides of (X7,Y7) and (X2, Y>) has to cover all three of them. Without loss
of generality let (X;1,Y7) = (B1 N A3, A; U B3). Then (X5,Y>) has to satisty,
Xo 2 (A U B3) N B;. But for all possible choices of (X2,Y3) that satisfy
X2 U (By N As) D B; (the possible choices are (Bs, As), (B1 N Bz, A1 U Aj3),
(A1 N Bsg, By UA3g)) it is (Yo N (A1 U Bs)) € Aj. Thus O; contains no awful
triple. This shows that there exist weak tangles which do not avoid F for every
choice of F, hence weak tangles are no F-tangles.

The difficulties in the approach above are to show that O and O; are consistent.
Further it has to be shown that there exists a graph which satisfies all the
properties needed. At last we have to proof that we covered all possible choices
of ()(27 YQ)
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