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Abstract

G is a well-covered graph provided all its maximal
stable sets are of the same size (Plummer, 1970). S
is a local mazximum stable set of G, and we denote
by S € U(G), if S is a maximum stable set of the
subgraph induced by S U N(S), where N(S) is the
neighborhood of S.

In 2002 we have proved that U(G) is a greedoid for
every forest G. The bipartite graphs and the triangle-
free graphs, whose families of local maximum stable
sets form greedoids were characterized by Levit and
Mandrescu (2003, 2007a).

In this paper we demonstrate that if a graph G has
a perfect matching consisting of only pendant edges,
then U(G) forms a greedoid on its vertex set. In
particular, we infer that U(G) forms a greedoid for
every well-covered graph G of girth at least 6, non-
isomorphic to C7.

Keywords: local maximum stable set, greedoid, very
well-covered graph, unique perfect matching.

1 Introduction

Throughout this paper G = (V, E) is a simple (i.e., a
finite, undirected, and without multiple edges) graph
with vertex set V = V(G) and edge set F = E(G).
The vertices z,y € V(G) are called adjacent if they
are the endpoints of some edge in G, and we write
xy € E(G). We assume also that zz ¢ E(G), for
every ¢ € V(G), i.e., G is loopless. If X C V, then
G[X] is the subgraph of G induced by X. By G —
W we mean the subgraph G[V — W], if W C V(QG).
We also denote by G — F' the partial subgraph of G
obtained by deleting the edges of F, for F' C E(G),
ie, G—F = (V,E—F), and we write shortly G —e,
whenever F' = {e}.

The neighborhood of a vertex v € V is the set

w:wEV and vw € E}, and N[v] =

{’U}UN . I IN(w)| = [{u}| =1, then v is a pendant
vertez and vu a pendant edge of G. By pend(G) we
mean the set of all pendant vertices of G.

K,, C, denote, respectively, the complete graph on
n > 1 vertices, and the chordless cycle on n > 3
vertices, i.e., K1 = ({v1},0) and

K, = ({vi : 1 <i<n},{vv,
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while C,, has
V(Cy) ={v;i:

E(Cy) ={vivit1:1 <i<n—1}U{v1v,}).

A vertex v € V(G) is called simplicial if G|[Nv]]
is a complete subgraph of G.

We denote the neighborhood of some A C V by
Ng(A)={veV —-A:N@w)NA+#0D} and its closed
neighborhood by Ng[A] = AUN(A), or shortly, N(A)
and N[A], respectively, if no ambiguity.

A tree is a cycle-free connected graph, while a for-
est is cycle-free graph.

A stable set in G is a set of pairwise non-adjacent
vertices. A stable set of maximum size will be referred
to as a mazimum stable set of G, and the stability
number of G, denoted by a(G), is the cardinality of
a maximum stable set in G. In the sequel, by Q(G)
we denote the set of all maximum stable sets of the
graph G.

A set A C V(G) is a local mazimum stable set
of G if A is a maximum stable set in the subgraph
induced by N[4], i.e., A € Q(G[N[4]]), (Levit and
Mandrescu 2002). Let ¥(G) stand for the set of all
local maximum stable sets of G. Notice that Q(G) C
U(@G) is true for every graph G.

Clearly, every set S C pend(G) belongs to ¥(G).
Nevertheless, there exist local maximum stable sets
that do not contain pendant vertices. For instance,
{e,g} € U(G), where G is the graph from Figure 1.

1<i<n},
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Figure 1: A graph having various local maximum sta-
ble sets.

A matching in a graph G = (V,E) is a set of
edges M C FE such that no two edges of M share
a common vertex. A mazimum matching is a match-
ing of maximum size p(G). A matching is perfect
if it saturates all the vertices of the graph. Let us
recall that G is a Konig-Egervdry graph provided
a(G) + w(G) = |V(G)]. Tt is known that every bi-
partite graph is a Konig-Egervary graph as well.

A graph G is well-covered if every maximal stable
set of GG is also a maximum stable set, i.e., it belongs
to Q(G). If, in addition, G has no isolated vertices and
[V(G)| = 2a(G), then G is very well-covered (Favaron
1982). For instance, the graph depicted in Figure 1
is well-covered, but not very well-covered, while the
graph from Figure 2 is very well-covered.

In other words, each stable set of a well-covered
graph is contained in a maximum stable set, e.g., the
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Figure 2: A very well-covered graph whose unique
perfect matching has non-pendant edges.

graph H from Figure 3. Since there is no maximum
stable set S of G such that {b,d} C S, the graph G
in Figure 3 is not well-covered.

f g

Figure 3: H is well-covered; G is not well-covered.

Well-covered graphs were defined by Plummer
(1970). A number of classes of well-covered graphs
were completely described; e.g., well-covered bi-
partite graphs (Ravindra 1977), very well-covered
graphs (Favaron 1982), well-covered block graphs and
unicyclic graphs (Topp and Volkmann 1990), well-
covered graphs of girth > 6 (Finbow, Hartnell and
Nowakowski 1993), well-covered cubic graphs (Camp-
bell, Ellingham and Royle 1993), well-covered graphs
that contain neither 4- nor 5-cycles (Finbow, Hartnell
and Nowakowski 1994), 4-connected claw-free well-
covered graphs (Hartnell and Plummer 1996), well-
covered simplicial, chordal, and circular arc graphs
(Prisner, Topp and Vestergaard 1996), well-covered
Kénig-Egervary graphs (Levit and Mandrescu 1998).
A survey on this subject is due to Plummer (1993).

In fact, well-covered graphs are exactly those
graphs for which the greedy algorithm constructing
maximum stable sets vertex by vertex always yields
a maximum stable set, no matter how its greediness
makes it to chose vertices of a graph. For general
graphs, the problem of finding a maximum stable set,
is NP-hard.

While, in general, it is co-INP-complete to deter-
mine if a given graph is well-covered (Chvéatal and
Slater 1993, Sankaranarayana and Stewart 1992), rec-
ognizing weighted well-covered graphs with bounded
A(G) can be done in polynomial time (Caro et al.
1998, Zverovich 2004), where A(G) equals the max-
imum vertex degree of the graph G. Tankus and
Tarsi (1996, 1997) showed that claw-free well-covered
graphs can be recognized in polynomial time.

It is easy to prove the following.

Proposition 1.1 Every graph having a perfect
matching consisting of pendant edges is very well-
covered.

The converse of Proposition 1.1 is not gener-
ally true (e.g., the graph G depicted in Figure 2).
Moreover, there are well-covered graphs without per-
fect matchings, (e.g., K3). Nevertheless, follow-
ing Favaron’s characterization for very well-covered

graphs (i.e., Theorem 1.2), one can assert that “hav-
ing a perfect matching” is a necessary condition for
very well-coveredness.

A matching M in a graph G satisfies Property P
if for every edge xzy € M,

N(z)NN(y) =0 and
N(x) — {y} is adjacent to all of N(y) — {x}.

Theorem 1.2 For a graph G without isolated ver-
tices the following are equivalent:

(i) G is very well-covered;

(i1) there is a perfect matching in G that satisfies
Property P;

(iil) there exists at least one perfect matching in G
and every perfect matching in G satisfies Property P.

By H o K; we mean the graph obtained from H
by appending a single pendant edge to each vertex of
H. Let us notice that H o K; is very well-covered and
a(HoKy) = |V(H)|. Moreover, Finbow, Hartnell and
Nowakowski (1993) showed (Theorem 1.3) that, un-
der certain conditions, every well-covered graph must
be of this form.

Theorem 1.3 Let G be a connected graph of girth
greater than five, which is isomorphic to neither Cr
nor Ki. Then G is well-covered if and only if its
pendant edges form a perfect matching, i.e., G = H o
K for some graph H.

In other words, Theorem 1.3 shows that, apart
from K; and C7, connected well-covered graphs of
girth > 6 are very well-covered. Consequently, a tree
T # K could be only very well-covered, and this is
the case if and only if ' = H o K for some tree H (for
additional details, see Ravindra 1977, Favaron 1982,
Levit and Mandrescu 1999).

The following theorem concerning maximum sta-
ble sets in general graphs, due to Nemhauser and
Trotter Jr. (1975), shows that some stable sets can
be enlarged to maximum stable sets.

Theorem 1.4 FEvery local mazimum stable set of a
graph is a subset of a maximum stable set.

The graph W from Figure 1 has the property
that every S € Q(W) contains some local maxi-
mum stable set, but these local maximum stable sets
are of different cardinalities: {a,d, f} € Q(W) and
ia},{dj} € U(W), while for {b,e,g} € QW) only

e, g} € U(W).

However, there exists a graph G satisfying the
equality ¥(G) = Q(G), e.g., G = C,y, for n > 4.

A greedoid (Bjorner and Ziegler 1992, and Korte
et al. 1991) is a set system generalizing the notion of
matroid.

Definition 1.5 A greedoid is a pair (V,F), where
F C 2V is a non-empty set system satisfying the fol-
lowing conditions:

(Accessibility) for every non-empty X € F there is an
x € X such that X —{z} € F;

(Exchange) for any X,Y € F,|X| = |Y|+ 1, there is
anx € X =Y such that Y U {z} € F.

Recall that a matroid is a set system (V,F)
that satisfies both the ”exchange property” and the
“hereditary property”, saying that : if X € F and
Y C X , then Y € F. Evidently, any matroid is
also a greedoid. It is clear that the family of all sta-
ble sets of a graph is a matroid if and only if G is a
disjoint union of complete graphs, which means that,
necessarily, G must be well-covered of a specific form.



If G is well-covered, ¥(@G) is a matroid if and only
if each S € Q(G) consists of only simplicial vertices,
because Q(G) C U(G) and every v € S, by hereditary
property, satisfies {v} € ¥(G) , i.e., G[N[v]] must be
a complete graph.

The notion of matroid was defined by Whitney
(1935). Later Edmonds (1971)characterized a ma-
troid as a hereditary set system for which a class of
linear optimization problems can be solved by greedy
algorithms. Korte and Lovédsz (1991) introduced the
greedoid in an attempt to generalize this characteri-
zation to accessibility systems.

It is worth mentioning that if (V, F) is a greedoid
and X € F, |X| =k > 2, then according to accessi-
bility property, one can build a chain

{z1} C {z1, 22} C {21, ...,

W CAzyy ey} C {2k = X

such that {z1,...,x;} € F, for each j € {1, ...,k — 1}.
Such a chain we call an accessibility chain of X.
For example, ¥(G1) is a greedoid and

{a} C{a,b} C{a,b,c}

is an accessibility chain of {a,b,c} € ¥(G;), where
(G is presented in Figure 4.

$3} C ...
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Figure 4: G1,Gy are very well-covered graphs, but
only for G; it is true that every S € Q(G;) has an
accessibility chain.

Levit and Mandrescu (2002) proved the following.

Theorem 1.6 For every forest T, W(T') is a greedoid
on its vertex set.

The case of bipartite graphs having a unique cy-
cle, whose family of local maximum stable sets forms
a greedoid, is studied in Levit and Mandrescu (2001,
2005). The general case of bipartite graphs was
treated in Levit and Mandrescu (2003), while for
triangle-free graphs we refer the reader to Levit and
Mandrescu (2007) for details. Nevertheless, there ex-
ist non-bipartite and non-triangle-free graphs whose
families of local maximum stable sets form gree-
doids. The families ¥(G1), ¥(G2), ¥(G3), U(Gy) of
the graphs in Figure 5 are greedoids. Let us no-
tice that G is very well-covered and Gj3 is well-
covered, while G5, G4 are not well-covered and also

non-triangle-free.
G
G

Figure 5: Graphs whose family of local maximum sta-
ble sets form greedoids.

In this paper we prove that in a well-covered graph
G of girth at least 6, but different from C7, the family
U(G) of local maximum stable sets forms a greedoid
on its vertex set.

2 Results

It is easy to see that no maximum stable set of Cr
admits an accessibility chain. The graph G in Fig-
ure 6 shows that even if some S € Q(G) admits an
accessibility chain, this is not necessarily true for all
maximum stable sets. The case of the graph H from
Figure 6 is different: each maximum stable set of H
has an accessibility chain, and the reason is given in
Proposition 2.1.

H

G a b
® ®

Figure 6: {a,c, f},{a,g,e} € Q(G), but only {a,c, f}
admits an acce551b1hty chain.

Proposition 2.1 Every mazimum stable set of the
graph G = H o K1 has an accessibility chain.

Proof. Clearly, a(G) = n, where |V(H
each S € Q(G) satisfies SN pend( ) #£ 0.

We prove by induction on n that every S € Q(G)
has an accessibility chain.

For n = 1, the assertion is clearly true.

For n =2, let S = {z1,22} € Q(G). Then at least
one of x1,xo is pendant, say x;. Hence, the chain is
{(El} - {:L‘hxg} =5

Suppose that the assertion is true for k < n.

Let G = (V,E) = Ho K; be with |V(H)| = n, and
let S € Q(G).

Since S Npend(G) # 0, let a1 € S Npend(G). If
N(al) = {bl}, then G — {a1,b1} = (H — {bl}) o Kl.
Hence, we have that

Sno1=85-— {al} € Q(G - {alﬁbl})v

)| = n, and

and by induction hypothesis, there is a chain

{.1'1} C {xl,xg} C...C {xl,x27...7xn,1} =S,_1

zp} € ¥(G — {ay,b;}) for each
k e {1,..,n —1}. Since Ng(a1) = {b1}, it follows
that
Ne({z, 22, .,z U{ar}) =
= Ne—{ar.by {21, 22, o)) U {b1},

and therefore {z1,x2,...,2t} U{a1} € ¥(G), for ev-
ery k € {1,....,n —1}. Clearly, {a1} € ¥(G), and
consequently, we obtain the chain:

such that {z1,zs, ...,

{a1} C{ay,z1} C {a1, 21,22} C ...

xn—l} = {al} U Sn—l = Sa

such that {al,xl,x2, o, Zp} € ¥(G) for every k from
{1,...,m — 1}, i.e., S has an accessibility chain. m
Let us notlce that Proposition 2.1 is not valid for
each very well-covered graph; e.g., Cy is very well-
covered, but no S € Q(C}) has an accessibility chain.

. C{ay,m1, 2, ..y

Remark 2.2 If S consists of only isolated vertices
of H, then S € V(H o Ky), because, in this case,
S C pend(G).

Remark 2 3 If S is stable in H and NH(S) #0,
then S ¢ W(H o K1), because for each a € Ny(5),
the set {a} U {u:u 6 pend(H o K1) N NHoKl(S)} is
stable in H o K1 and larger than S.



Remark 2.4 If v is an isolated vertex of the graph
H and S € U(H o Ky), such that S N Nyox, [v] = 0,
then SU{v} € ¥(H o Ky).

Lemma 2.5 If H has no isolated vertices and S is a
stable set in G = Ho K7, then the following assertions
are equivalent:
i) S € U(G);

i) S = S;USy, where 0 # 51 C pend(G) and
Sy CV(H),Nu(S2) € Ng(S1);

(iii) G[Ng[S]] = H' o K1, for some subgraph H' of
H, and S € Q(H' o K3).

Proof. Let us denote:

V(H)={v; :1<i<n},
V(G)=V(H)U{u; : 1 <i<n},
E(G)=FEH)U{uw;:1<i<n}

Notice that

OZ(G) :TL,SO = {Ui 01 § ) STL} € Q(G)

and Sy =pend(G), since H has no isolated vertices.

(i) = (ii) Assume that S € U(G).

Let S1 = SNpend(G) and Sy = SNV (H). Clearly,
S1 # 0, because S has an accessibility chain.

If S = (), then the assertion is clearly true.

Suppose that Sy # 0. If Ng(Ss) € Ng(S7), then
there must be some v € Ng(S2) such that uy ¢ S,
i.e., uy ¢ S1. Hence, we get that

{ur} U (Ng[S] -

is a stable set in G[N¢[S]] larger than S, in contra-
diction with S € ¥(G).

(ZZ) — (le) Let 53 = {uk :
infer that

V(H))

vg € Sa}. Then we

G[Ng[S]] = G[S1 U S3] = H' o K1,
for some subgraph H’ of H. In addition, we have also
that

|S| = |Sl| + |SQ‘ = |S1| + |Sg| and S1US5 € Q(G[S])

Consequently, we deduce that S € Q(H' oK) as well.
(i) = (i) As S € Q(G[N¢g[S]]), it follows, by
definition, that S € U(G). =
Now we are able to prove the main result of the

paper.
Theorem 2.6 The family V(H o K1) is a greedoid.

Proof. Let G = Ho K; and Sy € ¥(G), i.e., Sy is a
maximum stable set, of size say ¢, in Hy = G[N[Sp]].

According to Lemma 2.5, G[N[Sy]] = Hg, o K for
some subgraph Hg, of H, and by Proposition 2.1, we
infer that there exists a chain

{z1} C {x1, 22} C a1, 20,23} C ...

o C {1, @, oy g1} C {21, 22, .y Tg—1, 24} = So,

such that all S = {x1, T, ..., T}, 1 < k < g, are local
maximum stable sets in Hy. ‘Since NHO [Sk] N¢[Sk],
it results that S, € U(G), for any k € {1,...,q}. In
other words, ¥(G) satisfies the accessibility property.
We have to show now that W(G) satisfies also the
exchange property.
Let us consider X,Y € ¥(G) be such that

Y| = |X|+1=m+1.

According to Lemma 2.5(ii), the sets X and Y can
be decomposed as follows:

X=XiUXoand Y =Y, UY5,

where X1, X5, Y1,Y5 satisfy the corresponding con-
ditions, i.e., X; and Y; are non-empty subsets of
pend(G), while X5, Y5 are subsets of V/(H), such that
Nu(X5) C Ng(X,) and Nyg(Va) € Ne (V7).

Since Y is stable, X € ¥(G), and |X| < |Y], it
follows that there exists some y € Y — X, such that
y ¢ Ng[X]. In particular, it means that X U {y} is
stable. To check whether X U {y} € ¥(G), we have
to analyze the two following cases (see Figure 7).

2 3 4 5

6 7 8

Figure 7: X and Y are local maximum stable
sets that illustrate the cases 1 and 2, respectively.
(a) Y = {1,27374,6},)( = {6,7,8,9}, having their
upper parts Y {6} c X; = {6,7,8}; and
(b)Y ={1,2,3 4} = {4,5,6}, with their upper
partsYl_{2, A Xy = {4, 5}

Case 1. Y7 C X;.

Firstly, we deduce that y Lemma 2.5(13)
implies that Ng(y) C Ng(Y;). Since V7 C X,
it follows that Ng(Y1) € Ng(X:). Hence, we get
Ny (y) € Ng(X1). Therefore, we have that

X; Cpend(G), Xo U{y} CV(H),
and

N (X2 U{y})

Consequently, according to Lemma 2.5(ii), we may
infer that the stable set X U {y} is, actually, a maxi-
mum local stable set in G.

Case 2. Y1 € X;.

In this situation, one can choose as y every vertex
z € Y1 — X4, because clearly, both conditions

— Nu(X2) U Nu({y}) € No(X0).

z€Y — X and X U{z} € ¥(Q)

are satisfied.

Therefore, U(G) satisfies the exchange property as
well.

In conclusion, ¥(G) is a greedoid on the vertex set
of G. m

Let us notice that ¥(C%) is not a greedoid, because
every S € ¥(C7) has |S| # 1.

Corollary 2.7 Let G be a well-covered graph of girth
greater than five, which has no connected components
isomorphic to C7;. Then U(G) is a greedoid on the
vertex set of G.

Proof. Firstly, if G = K; = ({a},0), then ¥(K;) =
{{a}} and it is clearly a greedoid.

Secondly, if G is a connected well-covered graph
of girth > 6, isomorphic to neither C7 nor K, then
Theorem 1.3 implies that G = H o K; for some graph
H. Further, according to Theorem 2.6, ¥(G) is a
greedoid.



If G is disconnected, and Gy, i € {1, ..., ¢}, are its
connected components, then clearly,

U(G) =T (G1)UT(G2) U... UT(G,).

and, to complete the proof, one has to take care of
every connected component G;, independently. m

3 Conclusions

We showed that ¥(G) is a greedoid on the vertex set
of a well-covered graph G, which is well-covered of
girth > 6 and non isomorphic to C7. Since Cj is well-
covered, while ¥(C}) is not a greedoid, one can ask to
characterize well-covered graphs of girth < 5, whose
families of local maximum stable sets form greedoids.

Recently, as proved by Levit and Mandrescu
(2007b), each very well-covered graph G of girth > 5
must be of the form G = H o K; for some graph H.
Therefore, Corollary 2.7 is true for very well-covered
graphs of girth > 5.

References

[1] Bjorner, A. and Ziegler, G. M. (1992), Introduc-
tion to greedoids, in N. White (ed.), Matroid Ap-
plications, 284-357, Cambridge University Press.

[2] Campbell, S. R., Ellingham, M. N. and Royle, G.
F. (1993), A characterization of well-covered cu-
bic graphs, J. Combin. Math. Combin. Comput.
13 pp. 193-212.

[3] Y. Caro, Y., M. N. Ellingham, M. N. and Ramey,
J. E. (1998), Local structure when all maximal
independent sets have equal weight, STAM Jour-
nal of Discrete Mathematics 11 pp. 644-654.

[4] Chvétal, V. and Slater, P. J. (1993), A note
on well-covered graphs, in ‘Quo Vadis, Graph
Theory?’, Annals of Discrete Math. 55, North-
Holland, Amsterdam, pp. 179-182.

[5] Edmonds, J. (1971), Matroid and the greedy al-
gorithm, Math. Programming 1, pp. 127-113.

[6] Favaron, O. (1982), Very well-covered graphs,
Discrete Mathematics 42 pp. 177-187.

[7] Finbow, A., Hartnell, B. and Nowakowski, R. J.
(1993), A characterization of well-covered graphs
of girth 5 or greater, Journal of Combinatorial
Theory, Ser B 57 pp. 44-68.

[8] Finbow, A., Hartnell, B. and Nowakowski, R. J.
(1994), A characterization of well-covered graphs
that contain neither 4- nor 5-cycles, Journal of
Graph Theory 18 pp. 713-721.

[9] Hartnell, B., Plummer, M. D. (1996), On 4-
connected claw-free well-covered graphs, Dis-
crete Applied Mathematics 64 pp. 57-65.

[10] Hedetniemi, S. T. and Laskar, R. (1984), Con-
nected domination in graphs, in Graph Theory
and Combinatorics, Eds. B. Bollobas, Academic
Press, London, pp. 209-218.

[11] Korte, B., Lovdsz, L. and Schrader, R. (1991),
Greedoids, Springer-Verlag, Berlin.

[12] Levit, V. E. and Mandrescu, E. (1998), Well-
covered and Konig-Egervary graphs, Congressus
Numerantium 130 pp. 209-218.

[13] Levit, V. E. and Mandrescu, E. (1999), Well-
covered trees, Congressus Numerantium 139 pp.
101-112.

[14] Levit, V. E. and Mandrescu, E. (2001), Uni-
cycle bipartite graphs with only uniquely re-
stricted maximum matchings, in C.S. Calude, M.
J. Dinneen and S. Sburlan eds. ‘Proceedings of
the Third International Conference on Combina-
torics, Computability and Logic, (DMTCS’1)’,
Springer, pp. 151-158.

[15] Levit, V. E. and Mandrescu, E. (2002), A new
greedoid: the family of local maximum stable
sets of a forest, Discrete Applied Mathematics
124 pp. 91-101.

[16] Levit, V. E. and Mandrescu, E. (2003), Local
maximum stable sets in bipartite graphs with
uniquely restricted maximum matchings, Dis-
crete Applied Mathematics 132 pp. 163-174.

[17] Levit, V. E. and Mandrescu, E. (2005), Unicycle
graphs and uniquely restricted maximum match-
ings, Electronic Notes in Discrete Mathematics,
22 pp. 261265.

[18] Levit, V. E. and Mandrescu, E. (2007a),
Triangle-free graphs with uniquely restricted
maximum matchings and their corresponding
greedoids, Discrete Applied Mathematics,
doi: 10.1016/j.dam.2007.05.039 (in press).

[19] Levit, V. E. and Mandrescu, E. (2007b), Some
Structural Properties of Very Well-Covered
Graphs, Congressus Numerantium (accepted).

[20] Nembhauser, G. L. and Trotter, E., Jr. (1975),
Vertex packings: structural properties and algo-
rithms, Mathematical Programming 8 pp. 232-
248.

[21] Plummer, M. D. (1970), Some covering concepts
in graphs, Journal of Combinatorial Theory 8
pp. 91-98.

[22] Plummer, M. D. (1993), Well-covered graphs : a
survey, Quaestiones Mathematicae 16 pp. 253-
287.

[23] E. Prisner, E., Topp, J. and P. D. Vestergaard, P.
D. (1996), Well-covered simplicial, chordal, and
circular arc graphs, Journal of Graph Theory 21
pp. 113-119.

[24] Ravindra, G. (1977), Well-covered graphs, J.
Combin. Inform. System Sci. 2 pp. 20-21.

[25] Sankaranarayana, R., Stewart, L. K. (1992),
Complexity results for well-covered graphs, Net-
works 22 (3) pp. 247-262.

[26] D. Tankus, D. and Tarsi, M. (1996), Well-
covered claw-free graphs, Journal of Combina-
torial Theory Ser. B 66 pp. 293-302.

[27] D. Tankus, D. and Tarsi, M. (1997), The struc-
ture of well-covered graphs and the complexity
of their recognition problems, Journal of Combi-
natorial Theory Ser. B 69 pp. 230-233.

[28] Topp, J. and Volkmann, L. (1990), Well-covered
and well-dominated block graphs and unicyclic
graphs, Mathematica Panonica 1/2 pp. 55-66.

[29] Whitney, H. (1935), On the abstract properties
of linear independence, Amer. J. Math. 57 pp.
509-533.

[30] Zverovich, I. E. (2004), Weighted well-covered
graphs and complexity questions, Moscow Math-
ematical Journal 4 pp. 523-528.



