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= i(/) = r if, considering the (smallest X € S including {/, r})
for each(member ZC X of S| ZN{/,r} =0 < |ZN(LUR)|is even.
4

(Z'is a descendant of X) one (L, R, u) is not sufficient, but four are.
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» to bi-join decompositions.
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» to cotrees (if cograph);
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» to bi-join decompositions.

Open directions:
» which decompositions of which structures?
» branch-decomposition and clique-decomposition.
P is counting necessary? Thank you for your attention.
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