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How I got to like graph polynomials

Johann A. Makowsky

For Boris Zil’ber on his 75th birthday

I trace the roots of my collaboration with Boris Zil’ber, which combines cate-
goricity theory, finite model theory, algorithmics, and combinatorics.

1. Introduction and dedication

Boris Zil’ber played a crucial role in my work on graph polynomials. Some of
my work that he inspired and in which he contributed, is summarized in Kotek et
al. [2011]. A preprint was posted as Makowsky and Zil’ber [2006] and a conference
paper was published as Kotek et al. [2008]. These are our only jointly published
papers. Since then, a general framework for studying graph polynomials has slowly
evolved. It bears witness to the impact of Boris on my own work. In this paper,
I will describe how I got to like graph polynomials. Boris and I both started our
scientific career in model theory. Boris pursued his highly influential work in
various directions of infinite model theory. My path towards graph polynomials
took a detour into the foundations of computer science, only to lead me back to
model theoretic methods in finite combinatorics. I describe here how, step-by-step,
I ended up discussing graph polynomials with Boris. Some of those steps owe a lot
to serendipity, as others were triggered by natural questions arising from previous
steps. These steps are described in Sections 2–6. Sections 7–8 describe some of
the original ideas underlying the model-theoretic approach to graph polynomials.
Section 9 summarizes where this encounter with Boris has led me. Ultimately,
it looks as if Boris’ influence on my path was inevitable, but only in retrospect.
Meeting Boris in Oxford was a chance encounter with unexpected consequences.
I would like to thank Boris for leading me to a fruitful new research area. Happy
birthday, and many years of productive mathematics to come, till 120.

I would like to thank J. Kirby for various suggestions on how to improve the paper.
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2. Morley’s 1965 paper

My first attempt to tackle open problems in model theory was a consequence
of reading Morley’s fundamental paper [1965] on categoricity in power, in the
undergraduate seminar in mathematical logic at ETH Zürich in 1969. The seminar
was held by Specker and Läuchli, and regularly attended by the then still very lucid
octogenarian Bernays.

Building on earlier work by Mostowski, Ehrenfeucht and Vaught, Morley proved
in 1965 a truly deep theorem in model theory:

Theorem 1 (Morley’s theorem). Let T be a first order theory and assume T has no
finite models and is κ-categorical for some uncountable κ . Then T is κ-categorical
for every uncountable κ .

More importantly, even, the paper ended with a list of questions and many
logicians and mathematicians were attracted by these. Among them I remember
Baldwin and Lachlan, Ressaire, Lascar, Makkai, Harnik, Shelah, Zil’ber, Taı̆tslin
and his school (see Taı̆tslin [1970]) and myself. In my MSc thesis from 1971
[Makowsky 1974], I managed to prove the following:

Theorem 2. (i) A first order theory T which is ℵ0-categorical and strongly mini-
mal (hence categorical in all infinite κ) cannot be finitely axiomatizable.

(ii) There is a finitely axiomatizable complete first order theory T without finite
models which is superstable.

(iii) If there is an infinite, finitely presentable group G with only finitely many con-
jugacy classes, there is also a complete finitely axiomatizable ℵ1-categorical
theory TG without finite models.

After I finished my MSc thesis, Specker drew my attention to a Soviet paper by
Mustafin and Taimanov [1970], and as a result of this, I started a correspondence
with Taimanov. Before 1985, there were very few authors citing my work, among
them Ahlbrandt (a PhD-student of Baldwin), Rothmaler, Tuschik (from the German
Democratic Republic), Zil’ber, Peretjat’kin and Slissenko from the Soviet Union.
Boris was one of the first to notice and cite my work on categoricity. I soon
realized that I could not make any further progress on these questions. I had no new
ideas, and competition was overwhelming. Shelah’s sequence of papers inspired
by these open questions led many young researchers to abandon this direction
of research in model theory. The finite axiomatizability questions were finally
solved by Peretjat’kin [1980] and Zil’ber [1981]. Peretjat’kin constructed a finitely
axiomatizable theory categorical in ℵ1 but not in ℵ0. Zil’ber showed that no finitely
axiomatizable totally categorical first order theory exists. An alternative proof of
this was given by Cherlin et al. [1985].
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My first acquaintance with Boris Zil’ber happened via the literature. But our paths
diverged (not in the yellow wood), and we did meet personally, but not very often.

3. From abstract model theory to computer science and graph algorithms

After leaving Morley-type model theory, I first worked in abstract model theory,
and then in theoretical computer science. In computer science I dealt with the
foundations of database theory and logic programming, which led me to finite model
theory. My main tools from model theory were pebble games and the Feferman–
Vaught theorem and its generalizations. Around this time I met Courcelle and
became aware of the Robertson–Seymour theorems and their applications to graph
algorithms described by Fellows [1989]. But it was Courcelle [1992] who first
observed that logical methods would give even more applications, Courcelle’s work
on the monadic second order theory of graphs is summarized in the monumental
monograph from 2012 by Courcelle and Engelfriet [2012].

Let d(G) be a graph parameter and P be a graph property. If deciding whether a
graph G on n vertices with d(G) = t is in P can be done in time c(t) · ns for some
fixed s which does not depend on d(G), nor on the number of vertices of G, we
say that P is Fixed Parameter Tractable (FPT). This concept was introduced by
Downey and Fellows [2013].

Theorem 3 (Courcelle, 1992). Let C be a class of finite graphs of tree-width
at most t , and let P be a graph property definable in monadic second order
logic MSOL. Then checking whether a graph G is in C with n vertices is in P is
in FPT, in fact, it can be solved in linear time c(t)n.

In the mid-1990s, two students were about to change my research dramatically.
My former master’s student, Udi Rotics, returned from his experience in industry.
His MSc thesis dealt with the logical foundation of databases. However, now he
wanted to work on a PhD in graph algorithms but without involving logic. He
proposed to extend the notion of tree-width of a class of graphs as a graph parameter
in order to get a new width parameter which one can use for fixed parameter
tractability. Finally, but still using logic (MSOL), we came up with a notion roughly
equivalent to clique-width, introduced recently by Courcelle and Olariu [2000].
This led to my intensive collaboration with Courcelle and Rotics [Courcelle et al.
1998; 2000; 2001]. In my own paper [Makowsky 2004], I examine the algorithmic
uses of the Feferman–Vaught theorem for fixed parameter tractability. Applications
of my work with Courcelle and Rotics are well summarized in Downey and Fellows
[2013].

In 1996, I started to supervise an immigrant student from the former USSR,
Gregory Kogan, who wanted to work on the complexity of computing the permanent.
He came with impressive letters of recommendation. He had some spectacular
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partial results for computing permanents of matrices over a field of characteristic 3.
He was a virtuoso in combinatorial linear algebra. Unfortunately, he dropped out
before finishing his PhD. Kaminski and I wrote up his results, published under his
name alone as Kogan [1996].

4. Computing permanents

I first came across the problem of computing the permanent at Specker’s 60th
birthday conference in 1980. The permanent of an (n × n)-matrix A = (Ai, j ) is
given as

per(A) =

∑
s:[n]→[n]

∏
i∈[n]

Ai,s(i),

where s ranges over all permutations of [n].
The complexity class ♯P is the polynomial time counting class.
The class of ♯P consists of function problems of the form “compute f (x)”,

where f is the number of accepting paths of a nondeterministic Turing machine
running in polynomial time. Unlike most well-known complexity classes, it is not
a class of decision problems but a class of function problems. The most difficult
representative problems of this class are ♯P-complete. Counting the number of
satisfying assignments for a formula of propositional logic is ♯P-complete. Typical
examples would be described as follows: Let k be a fixed integer. Given an
input graph G on n vertices, compute the number of proper k-colorings of G.
For k = 1, 2, this can be computed in polynomial time, but for k ≥ 3, this is
♯P-complete with respect to P-time reductions. In general, ♯P lies between the
polynomial hierarchy PH and PSpace; see Papadimitriou [1994].

Valiant’s complexity classes VP and VNP are the analogues of P and NP in
Valiant’s model of algebraic computation. Bürgisser’s book [2000] is entirely
dedicated to this model of computation. It is still open whether P = NP, and also
whether VP = VNP.

Valiant presented the complexity classes VP and VNP at Specker’s 60th birthday
conference.

Theorem 4 [Valiant 1979]. Computing the permanent of a {0, 1}-matrix is hard in
the following sense:

(i) It is ♯P-complete in the Turing model of computation, and

(ii) VNP-complete in Valiant’s algebraic model of computation.

Valiant [1982] published in the proceedings of Specker’s 60th birthday conference
in 1980. Bürgisser’s monograph [2000] explores Valiant’s approach to algebraic
complexity further.
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Kogan studied the complexity of computing the permanent over fields of charac-
teristic 3 for matrices M with rank(MM tr

− 1) = a. He showed that for a ≤ 1, this
is easy; and for a ≥ 2, this is hard.

I wanted to use results from Courcelle et al. [2001] to prove something about
permanents Kogan could not prove. I looked at adjacency matrices of graphs of
fixed tree-width t . Barvinok [1996] also studied the complexity of computing
the permanent for special matrices. He looked at matrices of fixed rank r . Our
results were:

Theorem 5 (Barvinok, 1996). Let Mr be the set of real matrices of fixed rank r.
There is a polynomial time algorithm Ar which computes per(A) for every A ∈ Mr

Theorem 6 (JAM, 1996). Let Tw be the set of adjacency matrices of graphs of tree-
width at most w. There is a polynomial time algorithm Aw which computes per(A)

for every A ∈ Tw.

The two theorems are incomparable. There are matrices of tree-width t and
arbitrary large rank, and there are matrices of rank r and arbitrary large tree-width.

However, I realized that the proof of my theorem had nothing to do with per-
manents. It was much more general and really worked quite generally. It only
depended on some logical restrictions for polynomials in indeterminates given by
the entries of the matrix. If the matrix A = AG is the adjacency matrix of a graph G
where the nonzero entries are x , the permanent per(AG) can be viewed as a graph
polynomial in the indeterminate x . Alas, at that time I had no clue how to find
many interesting examples.

5. From knot polynomials to graph polynomials

During a sabbatical at ETH in Zürich I met Turaev, who, among other things, is an
expert in knot theory. I showed him my Theorem 6. He suggested I should try to
prove the same for the Jones polynomial from knot theory. So I studied knot theory
intensively for a few months. While visiting the Fields Institute in 1999, I attended
a lecture by Mighton1 who lectured about the Jones polynomial for series-parallel
knot diagrams; see his PhD thesis [Mighton 2000]. He showed that, in this case,
the Jones polynomials is computable in polynomial time. Series-parallel graphs are
exactly the graphs of tree-width 2. It seemed reasonable that the same would hold
for graphs of tree-width k. Indeed, after quite an effort I proved the following in
[Makowsky 2001; 2005]:

Theorem 7. Assume K is a knot with knot diagram Dk of tree-width k. Then
evaluating the Jones polynomial J (Dk; a, b) for fixed complex numbers a, b ∈ C

and Dk with n vertices is in FPT with parameter k.

1John Mighton is a Canadian mathematician, author and playwright.
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Jaeger et al. [1990] showed that, without the assumption on tree-width, eval-
uating the Jones polynomial is ♯P-complete for almost all a, b ∈ C. Lotz and
Makowsky [2004] analyze the complexity of the Jones polynomial in Valiant’s
model of computation.

However, again the proof seemed to work for other graph polynomials as well,
among them the Tutte polynomial, chromatic polynomial, characteristic polynomial,
matching polynomial. Univariate graph polynomials are graph invariants which take
values in a polynomial ring, usually Z[X ], R[X ] or C[X ]. The univariate chromatic
polynomial χ(G; k) of a graph counts the number of proper colorings of a graph
with at most k colors. It was introduced by Birkhoff in 1912 in an unsuccessful
attempt to prove the four color conjecture. The characteristic polynomial of a graph
is the characteristic polynomial (in the sense of linear algebra) of the adjacency
matrix AG of the graph G; see the monographs by Chung [1997] and by Brouwer
and Haemers [2012]. The coefficients of X k of the matching polynomial count the
number of k-matchings of a graph G; see Lovász and Plummer [2009]. Both, the
characteristic and the matching polynomial, have found applications in theoretical
chemistry as described by Trinajstić [1992]. There are also multivariate graph
polynomials. The Tutte polynomial is a bivariate generalization of the chromatic
polynomial. Both of them are widely studied; see Dong et al. [2005] and the
handbook of the Tutte polynomial edited by Ellis-Monaghan and Moffatt [2022].
Other widely studied graph polynomials are listed in Makowsky [2008]. However,
I had no idea, how to find infinitely many natural and interesting examples?

6. Boris, deus ex machina

In 2005, while attending CSL, the European Conference in Computer Science Logic
in Oxford, I paid a visit to Boris Zil’ber, whom I knew and had met before due
to our work on Morley’s problem on finite axiomatizability of totally categorical
theories. After a few friendly exchanges the following dialogue evolved:

Boris: What do you work on nowadays?

Me: Graph polynomials.

Boris: What polynomials?

It seemed Boris had never heard of graph polynomials. I gave him the standard
examples (Tutte, chromatic, matching). He immediately saw them as examples
which are interpretable in some totally categorical theory. I could not believe it.

We spent the next days together, verifying that all the known graph polyno-
mials fit into Zil’ber’s framework. It was indeed the case. We also produced
generalizations of chromatic polynomials, some of which I later called Harary poly-
nomials [Herscovici et al. 2021; 2020]. They are generalizations of the chromatic
polynomial based on conditional colorings introduced in Harary [1985] in 1985.
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Conditional colorings are defined using a graph property P . A P-coloring f of G
with at most k colors is a function f : V → [k] such that for every color j ∈ [k], the
set f −1( j) induces a graph in P . Conditional colorings are studied in the literature,
e.g., by Brown and Corneil [1987], mostly in the context of extremal graph theory.
However, nobody wrote about the fact that counting the number of such colorings
with at most k colors defines a polynomial in k. The so called Harary polynomial
χP(G; k) counts the number of P-colorings of G with at most k colors.

7. Why is the chromatic polynomial of a graph a polynomial?

Let G = (V, E) be a graph. A proper coloring of G with at most k colors is a
function f : V →[k] such f (v)= f (v′) implies that ¬E(v, v′). We think of [k] as a
set of colors. In other words, if two vertices have the same color they are not adjacent.
We denote by χ(G; k) the number of proper colorings of G with at most k colors.
Birkhoff’s proof that χ(G; k) is a polynomial in Z[k] uses deletion and contraction
of edges. Let e = (u, v) be an edge of G. G−e is the graph G−e = (V, E −{(u, v)})

where e is deleted from E . G/e is the graph G/e = (V/e, E |V/e) where e is contracted
to a single vertex to form V/e and e is omitted from E . f is a proper coloring
of G−e if either it is a proper coloring of G and f (u) ̸= f (v) or it is a proper
coloring of G/e and f (u) = f (v). Furthermore, χ(G; k) is multiplicative, i.e., if
G is the disjoint union of G1 and G2, then

χ(G1 ⊔ G2; k) = χ(G1; k) · χ(G2; k).

Let En be the edgeless graph with n vertices andE =∅. We have χ(En; k)=kn , and

χ(G−e; k) = χ(G; k) + χ(G/e; k).

By showing that one can compute χ(G; k) by successively removing edges, and this
is independent of the order of the edges, one concludes that χ(G; k) is a polynomial
in k. The disadvantage of this elegant proof is, that it does not generalize.

Another way of proving that χ(G; k) is a polynomial in k is by noting that for
graphs on n vertices, we have

χ(G; k) =

n∑
i=1

ci (G)k(i),

where the coefficient ci (G) is the number of proper colorings of G with exactly i
colors and

k(i) = k · (k − 1) · · · (k − i + 1) =

i∏
i=0

(k − i) =

(k
i

)
· i !

the falling factorial. Note that
(k

i

)
= 0 for i > k. As k(i) is a polynomial in k and

χ(G; k) is a sum of n polynomials in k, the result follows. However, this proof
does generalize, and it works for all Harary polynomials.
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Later I discussed Zil’ber’s view of graph polynomials with Blass. We noted
that for most of the graph invariants from the literature, proving that they were
polynomial invariants via totally categorical theories was an overkill. This led me
to formulate a considerably simplified approach, which indeed covered all the know
examples of graph polynomials in the literature. This approach is a simplification
of Boris’ proof. It generalizes also to other types of graph polynomials such as
the bivariate Tutte polynomial and the trivariate edge elimination polynomial from
Averbouch et al. [2010]. More intrinsic examples are also discussed in Makowsky
and Zil’ber [2006] and Kotek et al. [2011]. However, the polynomial graph invariants
hidden in totally categorical theories are the most general graph invariants which
are definable in second order logic SOL, and even in higher order logic HOL, over
the graph G; see Makowsky and Zil’ber [2006, Corollary C and Theorem 3.15].
Furthermore, it applies to HOL-definable polynomial invariants over arbitrary finite
first order structures for finite vocabularies, rather than just to graphs.

8. The model-theoretic approach to the chromatic polynomial

The way Boris looked at the chromatic polynomial was even more general. Given a
graph G, Boris had in mind an infinite first order structure M(G) with universe M ,
and a formula φ(x) such that:

(i) The first order theory T (M(G)) of M(G) is totally categorical and strongly
minimal with a strongly minimal infinite set X of indiscernibles.

(ii) The first order theory T (M(G)) has the finite model property, i.e., the algebraic
closure acl(Y ) in M(G) of a finite subset Y ⊂ X is finite.

(iii) M(G) |H φ(x) if and only if x is a proper coloring of G.

Such theories were at the heart of his work [Zil’ber 1993]. From Zil’ber’s analysis
of totally categorical theories, we get in the spirit of [Zil’ber 1993, Theorem 1.5.5].

Theorem 8. Let M(G) and X as above. For every finite set Y ⊂ X of cardinality k
the cardinality of the set

{x ∈ acl(Y ) : M(G) |H φ(x)}

is a polynomial in k.

In the case of the chromatic polynomial this looks as follows:

(i) Let G = (V, E) be a finite graph, with |V | = n.

(ii) Let M(G)= (V, X; E, v̄) be a 2-sorted language with sorts V, X , a binary
relation E on V for the edge relation, and n constant symbols v1, . . . , vn

of sort V .
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(iii) The describing axioms state that (V, E) is exactly the finite graph we
started with, and the vertices are exactly the vi . Then a model of the
axioms is specified up to isomorphism by the cardinality of X .

(iv) If we add axioms stating that X is infinite then the first order theory T (M)

is totally categorical.

(v) We also get finite models Mk , where |X | = k for each natural number k,
and they are algebraically closed subsets of the infinite model M.

(vi) We regard X as a set of colors, and we identify Xn with the colorings
of vertices, that is, the set of functions V → X , by identifying f =

(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Xn with the function f (vi ) = xi .

(vii) The map f is a proper vertex coloring if any two adjacent vertices have
different colors. So the set of proper vertex colorings is defined as a subset
of Xn by the formula φ(x̄) given by

φ(x̄) :

∧
{(i, j):E(vi ,v j )}

xi ̸= x j .

(viii) The chromatic polynomial for the graph G is χ(G; k) = |φ(Mk)|.

Boris also showed me at our first encounter how the bivariate matching polyno-
mial and the Tutte polynomial can be cast in this framework. For the characteristic
polynomial p(G; x) the situation is a bit more complicated, because its original
definition uses the characteristic polynomial of the adjacency matrix A(G) of G.
However, there exists a purely graph theoretic description of the coefficients of
p(G; x) by Godsil [1993], which allows to cast p(G; x) into this framework. We
note that it may be unexpectedly tricky to put a graph invariant into Boris’ framework,
even if one already knows that it is a polynomial invariant.

The most general version of this can be found in Kotek et al. [2011, Section 8].
Using this method, any multivariate polynomial graph invariant deinable in HOL can
be captured in this way. In the last ten years, Nešetřil and his various collaborators
(Goodall, Garijo and Ossona de Mendez) were exploring various ways to define
such graph invariants. However, they did not reach the same generality; see [Garijo
et al. 2011; 2016; 2016]. The potential of the general approach as described in
[Kotek et al. 2011, Section 8] still has not been explored in depth. It seems that its
abstract generality makes it difficult for the combinatorics community to see through
this construction. On the other side, model theorists seemingly are not interested
in combinatorial applications of model theory. Exceptions may be in extremal
combinatorics, as initiated by Razborov [2007; 2013] and surveyed by Coregliano
and Razborov [2020]. Another direction is counting the number SP(n) of graphs on
n vertices in a hereditary graph property P , initiated by Scheinerman and Zito [1994]
and further pursued by Balogh et al. [2000] and Laskowski and Terry [2022].
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9. Towards a general theory of graph polynomials

For the last 20 years, I have been studying graph polynomials [Makowsky 2006;
2008], aiming to understand what they have in common. I discovered that:

• Graph polynomials can be studied to obtain information on graphs. As an
example: Evaluations of the Tutte polynomial encodes many graph invariants.

• Graph polynomials can be studied as polynomials indexed by graphs. As an
example: The acyclic matching polynomial of paths, cycles, complete graphs,
and complete bipartite graphs are the Chebyshev polynomials of the second
and first kinds, Hermite polynomials, and Laguerre polynomials, respectively.

• Two graph polynomials have the same distinctive power if they do not distin-
guish between the same two graphs.

• General theorems about graph polynomials often can be formulated as meta-
theorems; see [Makowsky 2024].

With my various collaborators I managed to create a new field in graph theory
with two Dagstuhl Seminars (16241, 19401), two MATRIX Institute programs, two
special sessions at AMS meetings and one SIAM mini-symposium.

Without Boris Zil’ber’s eye opener I would not have pursued this line of research
as far as I did. Thank you, Boris!
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[Goodall et al. 2016] A. J. Goodall, J. Nešetřil, and P. Ossona de Mendez, “Strongly polynomial

sequences as interpretations”, J. Appl. Log. 18 (2016), 129–149. MR Zbl
[Harary 1985] F. Harary, “Conditional colorability in graphs”, pp. 127–136 in Graphs and appli-
cations (Boulder, CO, 1982), edited by F. Harary and J. S. Maybee, Wiley, New York, 1985. MR
Zbl

[Herscovici et al. 2020] O. Herscovici, J. A. Makowsky, and V. Rakita, “Harary polynomials”,
preprint, 2020. arXiv 2003.06250

[Herscovici et al. 2021] O. Herscovici, J. A. Makowsky, and V. Rakita, “Harary polynomials”, Enumer.
Comb. Appl. 1:2 (2021), art. id. S2R13. MR Zbl

[Jaeger et al. 1990] F. Jaeger, D. L. Vertigan, and D. J. A. Welsh, “On the computational complexity
of the Jones and Tutte polynomials”, Math. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc. 108:1 (1990), 35–53. MR
Zbl

[Kogan 1996] G. Kogan, “Computing permanents over fields of characteristic 3: where and why it
becomes difficult”, pp. 108–114 in 37th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science
(Burlington, VT, 1996), IEEE Computer Society, Los Alamitos, CA, 1996. MR Zbl

https://doi.org/10.1051/ita/1992260302571
https://doi.org/10.1051/ita/1992260302571
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1170326
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0754.03006
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511977619
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511977619
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2962260
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1257.68006
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-218X(99)00184-5
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1743732
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0958.05105
https://doi.org/10.1007/10692760_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/10692760_1
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1730152
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0929.90084
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002249910009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002249910009
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1739644
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1009.68102
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-218X(00)00221-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-218X(00)00221-3
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1804711
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0972.05023
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789812569462
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789812569462
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2159409
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1070.05038
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-5559-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-5559-1
http://msp.org/idx/mr/3154461
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1358.68006
https://www.routledge.com/Handbook-of-the-Tutte-Polynomial-and-Related-Topics/Ellis-Monaghan-Moffatt/p/book/9781482240627
https://www.routledge.com/Handbook-of-the-Tutte-Polynomial-and-Related-Topics/Ellis-Monaghan-Moffatt/p/book/9781482240627
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1495.05001
https://doi.org/10.1090/conm/089/1006472
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1006472
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0692.68030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejc.2011.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejc.2011.03.012
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2825534
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1230.05216
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.disc.2015.11.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.disc.2015.11.022
http://msp.org/idx/mr/3442540
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1329.05156
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781315137131
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1220704
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0784.05001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jal.2016.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jal.2016.06.001
http://msp.org/idx/mr/3548617
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1436.05052
http://msp.org/idx/mr/778402
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0556.05027
http://msp.org/idx/arx/2003.06250
https://doi.org/10.54550/eca2021v1s2r13
http://msp.org/idx/mr/4398564
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1499.05310
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305004100068936
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305004100068936
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1049758
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0747.57006
https://doi.org/10.1109/SFCS.1996.548469
https://doi.org/10.1109/SFCS.1996.548469
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1450608
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0976.90033


476 JOHANN A. MAKOWSKY

[Kotek et al. 2008] T. Kotek, J. A. Makowsky, and B. Zil’ber, “On counting generalized colorings”,
pp. 339–353 in Computer science logic, edited by M. Kaminski and S. Martini, Lecture Notes in
Comput. Sci. 5213, Springer, Berlin, 2008. MR Zbl

[Kotek et al. 2011] T. Kotek, J. A. Makowsky, and B. Zil’ber, “On counting generalized colorings”,
pp. 207–241 in Model theoretic methods in finite combinatorics, edited by M. Grohe and J. A.
Makowsky, Contemp. Math. 558, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2011. MR Zbl

[Laskowski and Terry 2022] M. C. Laskowski and C. A. Terry, “Jumps in speeds of hereditary
properties in finite relational languages”, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B 154 (2022), 93–135. MR Zbl

[Lotz and Makowsky 2004] M. Lotz and J. A. Makowsky, “On the algebraic complexity of some
families of coloured Tutte polynomials”, Adv. in Appl. Math. 32:2 (2004), 327–349. MR Zbl

[Lovász and Plummer 2009] L. Lovász and M. D. Plummer, Matching theory, American Mathematical
Society, Providence, RI, 2009. MR Zbl

[Makowsky 1974] J. A. Makowsky, “On some conjectures connected with complete sentences”, Fund.
Math. 81 (1974), 193–202. MR Zbl

[Makowsky 2001] J. A. Makowsky, “Colored Tutte polynomials and Kauffman brackets for graphs
of bounded tree width”, pp. 487–495 in Proceedings of the Twelfth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium
on Discrete Algorithms (Washington, DC, 2001), SIAM, Philadelphia, PA, 2001. MR Zbl

[Makowsky 2004] J. A. Makowsky, “Algorithmic uses of the Feferman–Vaught theorem”, Ann. Pure
Appl. Logic 126:1–3 (2004), 159–213. MR Zbl

[Makowsky 2005] J. A. Makowsky, “Coloured Tutte polynomials and Kauffman brackets for graphs
of bounded tree width”, Discrete Appl. Math. 145:2 (2005), 276–290. MR Zbl

[Makowsky 2006] J. A. Makowsky, “From a zoo to a zoology: descriptive complexity for graph
polynomials”, pp. 330–341 in Logical approaches to computational barriers (Swansea, UK, 2006),
Springer, Heidelberg, 2006. Zbl

[Makowsky 2008] J. A. Makowsky, “From a zoo to a zoology: towards a general theory of graph
polynomials”, Theory Comput. Syst. 43:3-4 (2008), 542–562. MR Zbl

[Makowsky 2024] J. A. Makowsky, “Meta-theorems for graph polynomials”, preprint, 2024. To
appear in MATRIX Annals. arXiv 2405.02617

[Makowsky and Zil’ber 2006] J. Makowsky and B. Zil’ber, “Polynomial invariants of graphs and
totally categorical theories”, preprint, 2006, available at https://www.logique.jussieu.fr/modnet/
Publications/Preprint%20server/papers/21. Zbl

[Mighton 2000] J. S. Mighton, Knot theory on bipartite graphs, Ph.D. thesis, University of Toronto,
2000, available at https://hdl.handle.net/1807/13488. Zbl

[Morley 1965] M. Morley, “Categoricity in power”, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 114 (1965), 514–538.
MR Zbl

[Mustafin and Taı̆manov 1970] T. G. Mustafin and A. D. Taı̆manov, “Countable models of theories
which are categorical in power ℵ1 but not in power ℵ0”, Algebra i Logika 9 (1970), 559–565. MR
Zbl

[Papadimitriou 1994] C. H. Papadimitriou, Computational complexity, Addison-Wesley, Reading,
MA, 1994. MR Zbl

[Peretjat’kin 1980] M. G. Peretjat’kin, “Example of an ω1-categorical complete finitely axiomatizable
theory”, Algebra i Logika 19:3 (1980), 314–347. MR Zbl

[Razborov 2007] A. A. Razborov, “Flag algebras”, J. Symbolic Logic 72:4 (2007), 1239–1282. MR
Zbl

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-87531-4_25
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2540254
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1157.05024
https://doi.org/10.1090/conm/558/11052
http://msp.org/idx/mr/3418637
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1253.05071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jctb.2021.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jctb.2021.12.004
http://msp.org/idx/mr/4362853
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/07483269
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0196-8858(03)00087-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0196-8858(03)00087-3
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2037634
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1041.05042
https://doi.org/10.1090/chel/367
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2536865
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1175.05002
https://doi.org/10.4064/fm-81-3-193-202
http://msp.org/idx/mr/366647
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0285.02042
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1958441
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0988.05087
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apal.2003.11.002
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2060932
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1099.03009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dam.2004.01.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dam.2004.01.016
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2113147
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1084.05505
https://doi.org/10.1007/11780342_35
https://doi.org/10.1007/11780342_35
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1145.68432
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00224-007-9022-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00224-007-9022-9
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2461284
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1162.68502
http://msp.org/idx/arx/2405.02617
https://www.logique.jussieu.fr/modnet/Publications/Preprint%20server/papers/21
https://www.logique.jussieu.fr/modnet/Publications/Preprint%20server/papers/21
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0785.03019
https://hdl.handle.net/1807/13488
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0998.57026
https://doi.org/10.2307/1994188
http://msp.org/idx/mr/175782
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0151.01101
http://msp.org/idx/mr/290947
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0222.02063
http://msp.org/idx/mr/1251285
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0833.68049
http://msp.org/idx/mr/609018
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/0468.03016
https://doi.org/10.2178/jsl/1203350785
http://msp.org/idx/mr/2371204
http://msp.org/idx/zbl/1146.03013


HOW I GOT TO LIKE GRAPH POLYNOMIALS 477

[Razborov 2013] A. A. Razborov, “Flag algebras: an interim report”, pp. 207–232 in The mathematics
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