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Abstract
For a graph G, let S(G) be the set consisting of Hermitian matrices whose graph is G.

Denoted by mB(G, λ) the multiplicity of an eigenvalue λ of B(G) ∈ S(G), we show that

mB(G, λ) ≤ 2θ(G)+ p(G) where θ(G) and p(G) are the cyclomatic number and the number

of pendent vertices of G respectively, and characterize the graphs attaining the equality.

This is a generalization of a result on adjacency matrix by Wang et al. [20]. Moreover, they

arose an open problem in [20]: characterize all graphs with mA(G, λ) = 2θ(G)+ p(G)− 1

for any eigenvalue λ of its adjacency matrix.

In this paper, we completely characterize the graphs with mB(G, λ) = 2θ(G)+ p(G)−1

for any eigenvalue λ of an arbitrary Hermitian matrix B(G) ∈ S(G). This result provides

a stronger answer to the above problem, and encompasses some previous known works

considering λ = −1 or 0 on the problem.
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1 Introduction

Let G = (V(G), E(G)) be a finite undirected graph without loops and multiple edges,

and with vertex set V(G) and edge set E(G), respectively. The adjacency matrix A(G)

of G is defined as a hermitian matrix [auv]. For u ∼ v, we have auv = 1, otherwise,

auv = 0. The nullity, denoted by η(G), is the number of eigenvalues of A(G) that are

equal to 0. The multiplicity problem of eigenvalues of graphs is a classical topic in the

spectrum theory of graphs. This problem is related to the development of algebraic graph

theory, which explores the relationship between graph properties and algebraic structures

associated with the graph. For example, the complete graph Kn has −1 as an eigenvalue

with maximum multiplicity among all connected graphs. Additionally, the nullity of a
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graph has important applications in chemistry. According to Hückel molecular orbital

theory, if the nullity of a molecular graph G is positive, then the corresponding chemical

compound in highly reactive , unstable, or nonexistent(see [1] [2]).

Regarding the adjacency matrix, much attention has been paid on exploring the con-

nections between various structural parameters (such as matching number, fractional

matching number, chromatic number and so on) and the multiplicity of eigenvalues within

graphs (see [3–5, 10, 12, 13, 17, 19–22, 24] and references therein). In 2016, a significant

work by Ma et al. [17] introduced the nullity of a general graph of cyclomatic number θ(G)

in terms of the number p(G) of pendant vertices, where θ(G) = |E(G)| − |V(G)| + ω(G)

and ω(G) is the number of connected components of G. Recently, Wang et al. [20] ex-

tended this result from the nullity to the multiplicity of arbitrary eigenvalue and gave the

following result:

Theorem 1.1. Let G be a connected graph with at least two vertices. Then m(G, λ) ≤

2θ(G) + p(G) for any λ ∈ R, the equality holds if and only if G is a cycle Cn and λ =

2 cos 2kπ
n

with k = 1, 2, . . . ,
⌈

n
2

⌉

− 1.

In sequel, Xu et al. [23] and Li et al. [16] further expanded Theorem 1.1 by encom-

passing the Aα(G)-matrix and Aα(XG)-matrix, respectively. Here, XG refers to a mixed

graph or a complex unit gain graph that has an underlying graph of G. Based on Theorem

1.1, it can be observed that if G � Cn, then m(G, λ) ≤ 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1 for all connected

graph with at least two vertices. However, the graphs with m(G, λ) = 2θ(G)+p(G)−1 have

not yet been comprehensively characterized. Indeed, characterizing all extremal graphs

with the refined upper bound is much difficult. Wang et al. [20] originally put forward the

open problem:

Problem 1. Characterize the connected graphs with the eigenvalue λ such that m(G, λ) =

2θ(G) + p(G) − 1.

It is also said that this problem is worth investigating even though G is assumed to be a

tree or a unicyclic graph. The problem has been partially solved by several scholars. Wang

et al. [22] presented a characterization of trees with m(T,−1) = p(T ) − 1. Subsequently,

Zhou et al. [24] completely resolved this open problem for general graphs when λ = −1.

For the case p(G) = 0, Chang et al. [3] characterized all leaf-free graphs with nullity

2θ(G) − 1. Chang et al. [4] and Wang et al. [19] provided a complete characterization for

all connected graphs with η(G) = 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1, independently.

Let G be a simple undirected graph with vertex set V(G) = {1, 2, . . . , n}, and let B =

(bi j) be a Hermitian matrix. The (weighted) graph of B, denoted by G(B), is defined as

follows: the diagonal of B = (Bi j) is not restricted by G, bi j , 0 if and only if the vertices

i and j are adjacent. Suppose that S(G) is the set of all Hermitian matrices which share

a common graph G (see [8, 9]). For a given B ∈ S(G), we denote by σ(B(G)) (or σ(G)

without conflict) the set consisting of eigenvalues of B(G). The multiplicity of λ as an

eigenvalue of B is written as mB(G, λ). If B is a (0, 1)-matrix with zero diagonal entries,

then B is the adjacency matrix of G.

The spectra of adjacency matrix and (signless) Lalpacian matrix of graphs have been

extensively studied. However, there are few studies for more general matrices. In the

past few years, motivated by the works of Genin et al. [11] and Parter [18], some re-

searchers have begun to study the eigenvalues multiplicities of real symmetric matrices

whose corresponding graph is a tree, see [7, 14, 15].
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Motivated by the works mentioned above, this paper establishes the validity of Theo-

rem 1.1 for any Hermitian matrix B ∈ S(G), as follows:

Theorem 1.2. Let G be a connected graph. For any eigenvalue λ of B ∈ S(G), mB(G, λ) ≤

2θ(G) + p(G), and the equality holds if and only if G � Cn and mB(G, λ) = 2.

Naturally, Problem 1 can be extended to the Hermitian matrices:

Problem 2. Characterize the connected graphs with the eigenvalue λ such that mB(G, λ) =

2θ(G) + p(G) − 1 for any eigenvalue λ of B ∈ S(G).

In Section 4, we completely solve Problem 2 and hence Problem 1, as shown in The-

orem 4.2. We also deduce previous known results from our solutions in those outstanding

works.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents some critical Lemmas that we

need for investigations. In Section 3, we first establish an upper bound for any Hermitian

eigenvalue of a tree and characterize the trees attain the upper bound. Then we prove that

mB(G, λ) ≤ 2θ(G) + p(G) for any graph G with λ as its Hermitian eigenvalue, and the

extremal graph must be a cycle. In Section 4, as a stronger answer to Problem 1, which

is Problem 2, we characterize all graphs with mB(G, λ) = 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1 (see Theorem

4.2).

2 Preliminaries

Given a graph G, a matrix whose graph is G is denoted by B(G), where B ∈ S(G).

Let H be an induced subgraph of G with vertex set S . We denote the principal submatrix

of B resulting from retention of the rows and columns S by B(H). The following result

follows immediately from the Interlacing theory of graphs (see [6]).

Lemma 2.1. Let G be a graph with a vertex v. Then

mB(G − v, λ) − 1 ≤ mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − v, λ) + 1

for λ ∈ σ(B(G)) of any matrix B ∈ S(G).

Lemma 2.2. Let G be a graph with an edge e. Then

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − e, λ) + 2

for λ ∈ σ(B(G)) of any matrix B ∈ S(G).

Proof. Assuming that u and v are the endpoints of e, we can express the Hermitian matrix

of G as:

B(G) =





















0 b α∗

b̄ 0 β∗

α β B(G − u − v)





















,
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where the first and the second rows are indexed by u and v, respectively; α∗ and β∗ are

conjugate transposes of α and β, respectively. Therefore,

λI − B(G − e) = λI − B(G) +





















0 b 0

b̄ 0 0

0 0 0





















,

which implies that

rank(λI − B(G − e)) ≤ rank(λI − B(G)) + 2,

and hence, mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − e, λ) + 2. �

Lemma 2.3. Let GuvH be the graph obtained from G ∪ H by adding an edge joining the

vertex u of G to the vertex v of H. For any eigenvalue λ of any matrix B ∈ S(GuvH), if

λ ∈ σ(B(G)) and λ < σ(B(G − u)), then

mB(GuvH, λ) = mB(H − v, λ).

Proof. The Hermitian matrix of GuvH is defined as follows:

B(GuvH) =































B(G − u) α O O

α∗ buu l O

O l̄ bvv β∗

O O β B(H − v)































,

where l , 0. Then

B(GuvH) − λI =































B1 α O O

α∗ buu − λ l O

O l̄ bvv − λ β
∗

O O β B2































,

where B1 = B(G−u)−λI and B2 = B(H−v)−λI. Since λ ∈ σ(B(G)) and λ < σ(B(G−u)),

it is easy to see (α∗, buu − λ) can be represented linearly by the row vectors of [B1, α].

Therefore

B(GuvH) − λI =































B1 α O O

α∗ buu − λ l O

O l̄ bvv − λ β
∗

O O β B2































→































B1 O O O

O 0 l O

O l̄ bvv − λ β
∗

O O β B2































= B′.

Let

Q =































I O O O

O 1 l −1

l̄
β∗

O 0 1 0

O O O I































,

we have

Q∗B′Q =































B1 O O O

O 0 l O

O l 2l̄l + bvv − λ O

O O O B2































,

which implies that rank(B′) = n(G) + 1 + rank(B2). Note that rank(B(GuvH) − λI) =

rank(B′), we have mB(GuvH, λ) = mB(H − v, λ). �
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Lemma 2.4 ( [8]). If B ∈ S(Pn), then B has n distinct real eigenvalues. Moreover, if

λ ∈ B(Pn), then λ < B(Pn−1).

3 Proof of Theorem 1.2

4.1 An upper bound mB(T, λ) ≤ p − 1

da Fonseca [8] investigated the effect of the multiplicity of any eigenvalue of a graph

by removing vertices, we may conclude the results as the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose P : v1v2 · · · vk (k ≥ 1) is a path which does not intersect any cycle

in G. Then for any B ∈ S(G), mB(G\P, λ) ≥ mB(G, λ) − 1.

We call P′ : v1v2 · · · vk (k ≥ 1) the pendant path of G if dG(v1) = 1, dG(v2) =

· · · dG(vk) = 2, and another vertex, say vk+1, adjacent to vk, with degree dG(vk+1) ≥ 3.

A major vertex is a vertex with a degree of at least 3. Denoted by the vertex on the cycle

of G cycle-vertex. Given a graph G, denoted by X(G) = {v|d(v) ≥ 3, v ∈ V(G)} and

M(G) = {v|d(v) ≥ 3, v ∈ V(G) and v is not cycle-vertex}.

Theorem 3.1. Let p ≥ 2 be an integer and T be a tree with p pendent vertices. If λ is an

eigenvalue of B(T ) ∈ S(T ), then

mB(T, λ) ≤ p − 1, (1)

and the equality holds if and only if G is a path, or each path Pi of T − X(T ) with

λ ∈ σ(A(Pi)) and any two major vertices of X(T ) are not adjacent.

Proof. We first prove the upper bound mB(T, λ) ≤ p − 1. We will proceed by induction

on the number of pendant vertices p of T .

If p(T ) = 2, then T � Pn. According to Lemma 2.4, mB(T, λ) = 1 = p(T ) − 1, as

required. Next, assume for all tree with p(T ) ≤ t−1 (t ≥ 3), mB(T, λ) ≤ p(T )−1. Suppose

T is a tree with t pendant vertices, we can choose a pendent path P : u1u2 · · · uk (k ≥ 1)

with d(u1) = 1, d(u2) = · · · = d(uk) = 2 (if exists). Then p(T\P) = t − 1 < t. Thus, by

Lemma 3.1 and the induction hypothesis, we have

mB(T, λ) ≤ mB(T\P, λ) + 1 ≤ (p(T\P) − 1) + 1

= p(T\P) = t − 1 = p − 1.

The result follows by the principle of induction.

We next characterize the graphs with mB(T, λ) = p(T ) − 1. If p(T ) = 2, then T is

a path, and mB(T, λ) = 1 for any eigenvalue of B(T ) by Lemma 2.4. For p(T ) ≥ 3, we

will prove by induction on p(T ). If p(T ) = 3, then mB(T, λ) = 2 and there is only one

major vertex of T , say w (d(w) ≥ 3). Suppose the paths of T − w are Pt1 : u1u2 · · · ut1 ,

Pt2 : v1v2 · · · vt2 and Pt3 : w1w2 · · ·wt3 . For the sufficiency part, if λ ∈ σ(B(Pi)) (1 ≤ i ≤ 3),

by lemma 2.3, mB(T, λ) = mB(T − Pt1 − w, λ) = 2, as required. For the necessity part,

since mB(T, λ) = 2, by Lemma 2.1, there at least one path of T − w, say Pt1 with λ ∈

σ(B(Pt1)). If there at least one path B(Pti) (i = 2, 3) of B(T − w), λ < B(Pti), by Lemma

2.3, mB(T, λ) = mB(T − Pt1 − w, λ) ≤ 1, a contradiction. Then the result holds for p = 3.
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Next, assume that the graphs with mB(T, λ) = p(T ) − 1 (3 ≤ p(T ) ≤ k − 1) if and

only if each path P of T −X(T ) with λ ∈ σ(B(P)) and any two major vertices of X(T ) are

not adjacent. Suppose T is a tree with k pendent vertices, and the corresponding pendant

paths are Pi(1 ≤ i ≤ k). Assume X(T ) = {x1, x2, . . . , xl} (l < k) is a major vertex set of T ,

and the internal path (if exists) between xi and x j denoted by Pi j (1 ≤ i, j ≤ l). We first

claim if mB(T, λ) = k− 1, then for each pendant path Pi(1 ≤ i ≤ k) of T , λ ∈ σ(B(Pi)). By

Lemma 3.1, we have

k − 1 = mB(T, λ) ≤ mB(T − Pi, λ) + 1 ≤ k − 1,

which means mB(T − Pi, λ) = k − 2 = p(T − Pi) − 1. Since p(T − Pi) = k − 1 and k ≥ 4,

by induction hypothesis, each path P of T − Pi − X(T − Pi) with λ ∈ σ(B(P)). Therefore,

for every pendant path Pi(1 ≤ i ≤ k) of T , λ ∈ σ(B(Pi)). If there exists a major vertex,

say x1, with d(x1) ≥ 4 and P1 is adjacent to x1, then X(T − P1) = X(T ). By induction

hypothesis, each paths P of T − P1 −X(T ) with λ ∈ σ(B(P)), as required. Otherwise, any

major vertex adjacent to pendant paths of T with degree 3. Suppose x1 is a major vertex

adjacent two pendant paths P1 and P2, and with internal path P12 between x1 and x2 (see

Fig. 1). Based on the above analysis, each path P of T −P1−X(T −P1) with λ ∈ σ(B(P)),

where X(T − P1) = X(T )/{x1}. Thus, λ ∈ σ(B(P2 ∪ P12/{x2})). Note that λ ∈ σ(B(P2)).

By applying Lemmas 2.3 and 2.4, λ ∈ σ(B(P12/{x1, x2})), which also means x1 / x2, as

required.

For the sufficiency part, suppose there are l paths of T − X(T ) and |X(T )| = t (t ≥ 1).

Note that λ ∈ σ(A(Pi)) (1 ≤ i ≤ l) and any two major vertices of X(T ) are not adjacent.

Obviously, p(T ) = l − t + 1. By Lemma 2.1,

mB(T, λ) ≥ mB(T − X(T ), λ) − t

= l − t

= p(T ) − 1.

Combining with (1), the result follows. �

P1

P2

x1 x2

P12

Fig. 1: A tree T described in proof of Theorem 3.1

As applications, according to Theorem 3.1, we obtain the following results established

originally in [4] and [22].

Corollary 3.1 ( [4]). Let T be a tree with p(T ) ≥ 3 and X(T ) be the set of all vertices

with degree at least 3 in T . Then η(T ) = p(T ) − 1 if and only if the following conditions

are both satisfied:
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(a) For any leaf v of T, dT (v,X(T )) is odd ;

(b) For any u1, u2 ∈ X(T ), dT (u1, u2) is even.

Proof. Note that η(Pn) = 1 if n is odd. Therefore, the condition of Theorem 3.1 is equiv-

alent to that for any leaf v of T, dT (v,X(T )) is odd, and for any u1, u2 ∈ X(T ), dT (u1, u2)

is even, as required. �

Corollary 3.2 ( [22]). Let T be a tree with p(T ) ≥ 2 pendant vertices. Then m(T,−1) ≤

p(T ) − 1, and the equality hold if and only if T = Pn with n ≡ 2(mod 3), or T is a tree in

which d(v, u) ≡ 2(mod 3) for any pendant vertex v and any major vertex u of T .

Proof. Note that σ(Pn) = {2 cos
π j

n+1
, j = 1, . . . , n}. Then, 2 cos

π j

n+1
= −1 if and only

if n = 3k − 1 (k ≥ 1). Therefore, the condition of Theorem 3.1 is equivalent to that

d(v, u) ≡ 2(mod 3) for any pendant vertex v and any major vertex u of T . �

4.2 Proof of Theorem 1.2

An ∞(p, q, l)-graph is obtained from two vertex-disjoint cycles Cp and Cq by con-

necting one vertex of Cp and one vertex of Cq by a path of length l − 1 (l ≥ 2). When

l = 1,∞(p, q, l) consists of the cycles Cp and Cq with one common vertex. The θ(p, q, l)-

graph is union of three internally disjoint paths Pp+1, Pq+1, Pl+1 of length p, q, l, respec-

tively with common end vertices, where p, q, l ≥ 1 and at most one of them is 1 (see Fig.

2).

Proof of Theorem 1.2: To prove this Theorem, we only need to show that mB(G, λ) ≤

2θ(G) + p(G) − 1 when G � Cn. If G is isomorphic to a θ-graph (see Fig. 2), suppose x is

a vertex of G with degree 3, by Lemma 2.1 and Theorem 3.1, we have

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − x, λ) + 1

≤ p(G − x) − 1 + 1

= 3.

Next, we only consider the case G is not isomorphic to a θ-graph. We proceed by

induction on θ(G) to prove that mB(G, λ) ≤ 2θ(G)+ p(G)−1 for any eigenvalue λ ∈ B(G).

If θ(G) = 0, the assertion holds by Theorem 3.1. Assume the assertion holds for all

connected graphs with θ(G) ≤ k−1 and let G be a connected graph with θ(G) = k (k ≥ 2).

If there exists a pendent cycle of G, say C : v1v2 · · · vtv1 (t ≥ 3) with d(v2) = · · · = d(vt) =

2 and d(v1) ≥ 3. Since θ(G − v2) = θ(G)− 1 = k − 1 and p(G − v2) = p(G)+ 1, by Lemma

2.1, we have

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − v2, λ) + 1

≤ 2θ(G − v2) + p(G − v2) − 1 + 1

= 2(k − 1) + p(G) + 1 − 1 + 1

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1.

Otherwise, there exists a cycle with an internal path, say P : u1u2 · · · uk (k ≥ 2) ,

where d(u2) = · · · = d(uk−1) = 2 (if exists), and d(u1), d(uk) ≥ 3. Obviously, θ(G − u2) ≤

θ(G) − 1 = k − 1 and p(G − u2) ≤ p(G) + 1.
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Case 1. k = 2.

Let e = u1u2. Note that p(G − e) = p(G) and G − e � Cn for G is not isomorphic to a

θ-graph. By Lemma 2.2, we have

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − e, λ) + 2

≤ 2θ(G − e) + p(G − e) − 1 + 2

≤ 2(k − 1) + p(G) − 1 + 2

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1.

Case 2. k ≥ 3.

Note that p(G − u2) ≤ p(G) + 1 and G − u2 � Cn for G is not isomorphic to a θ-graph.

By Lemma 2.1, we have

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − u2, λ) + 1

≤ 2θ(G − u2) + p(G − u2) − 1 + 1

≤ 2(k − 1) + p(G) + 1

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1.

The proof is complete.

A complex unit gain graph (or T-gain graph) is a triple Φ = (G,T, ϕ) consisting

of a simple graph G, as the underlying graph of Φ, the set of unit complex numbers

T = {z ∈ C : |z| = 1} and a gain function ϕ : ~E → Twith the property that ϕ(euv) = ϕ(evu)∗.

Given a T-gain graph ΦG, its adjacency matrix A (ΦG) =
(

a
ϕ
uv

)

is defined as

aϕuv =















ϕ (euv) , if u and v are adjacent

0, otherwise.

If u, v are adjacent in graph G, then a
ϕ
uv = ϕ (euv) = ϕ

−1 (evu) = ϕ (evu) =
(

a
ϕ
vu

)

. It is ob-

vious that an undirected graph G is just a complex unit gain graph φ with ϕ(~E) ⊆ {1};

a signed graph (G, σ) is a complex unit gain graph φ with ϕ(~E) ⊆ {1,−1}; a mixed

graph G̃ is a complex unit gain graph φ with ϕ(~E) ⊆ {1, i,−i}. Let (Cn, ϕ) (n ≥ 3) be

a complex unit gain cycle. The gain of a cycle Cn : v1 · · · vnv1 is denote by ϕ(Cn), where

ϕ (Cn) = ϕ(v1v2)ϕ(v2v3) · · ·ϕ(vn−1vn)ϕ(vnv1). LetD(G) be the diagonal matrix whose diag-

onal entries are the degrees in G, and Aα (ΦG) = αD(G)+ (1−α)A (ΦG), where α ∈ [0, 1].

Lemma 3.2 ( [16]). LetΦCn
be a T-gain graph with underlying graph Cn and ϕ (Cn) = eiρ.

Then multAα(ΦCn )(Cn, λ) 6 2 for all λ ∈ R and α ∈ [0, 1). The equality holds if and only if

one of the following conditions holds:

(1) ρ = 0 and λ = 2α + 2(1 − α) cos
2 jπ

n
, j = 1, 2, . . . ,

⌈

n
2

⌉

− 1;

(2) ρ = π and λ = 2α + 2(1 − α) cos
(2 j+1)π

n
, j = 1, 2, . . . ,

⌊

n
2

⌋

− 1.

According to Theorem 1.2 and Lemma 3.2, we may obtain a result in [16], which is

also a generalization of some results in [17, 20, 23].

Corollary 3.3 ( [16]). Let ΦG be a T-gain graph whose underlying graph G is of order at

least 2. Then

mAα(ΦG)(G, λ) 6 2θ(G) + p(G),

for all λ ∈ R and α ∈ [0, 1). Furthermore, the equality holds if and only if G is a cycle Cn

and one of the following conditions holds:
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(1) ϕ (Cn) = 1 and λ = 2α + 2(1 − α) cos
2 jπ

n
, j = 1, 2, . . . ,

⌈

n
2

⌉

− 1;

(2) ϕ (Cn) = −1 and λ = 2α + 2(1 − α) cos
(2 j+1)π

n
, j = 1, 2, . . . ,

⌊

n
2

⌋

− 1.

4 Characterization of graphs with mB(G, λ) = 2θ + p − 1

We denoteU by the set of unicyclic graphs having at most one pendant vertex. Next,

we will characterize all graphs with mB(G, λ) = 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1.

For convenience, a graph G is said to be 2+-deficient if mB(G, λ) ≤ 2θ(G) + p(G) − 2,

and it is said to be 1+-deficient if mB(G, λ) = 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1.

Lemma 4.1. Let p ≥ 2 be an integer and G be a unicyclic graph with p pendent paths.

If λ is an eigenvalue of B(G) ∈ S(G), then mB(G, λ) = p + 1 if and only if there is only

one major vertex of degree 3 in the cycle of G, and G −M(G) � C∗ ∪i Pi (i ≥ 1), where

C∗ ∈ U with mB(C∗, λ) = 2 and any two major vertices ofM(G) are not adjacent, and Pi

is a path with λ ∈ σ(B(Pi)) for i ≥ 1.

Proof. We will prove by induction on P(G) = p. If p = 2, then M(G) ≤ 1. Suppose

the two pendant paths of G are P1 : u1u2 · · · ut1 , P2 : v1v2 · · · vt2 . IfM(G) = 0, then the

major vertices adjacent to P1 and P2 are on the cycle, say x1 ∼ ut1 and x2 ∼ vt2(possibly,

x1 = x2), respectively. Let x3 be the cycle-vertex adjacent to x2 with d(x3) = 2. Since

mB(G, λ) = 3, we can construct an eigenvector Y , 0 of B(G) corresponding to λ with the

components Y(v1) = Y(x3) = 0. From the eigen-equation B(T )Y = λY , we can show that

Y = 0, a contradiction. Therefore,M(G) = 1.

LetM(G) = {u}, and u ∼ ut1 , u ∼ vt2 . Note that mB(G, λ) = 3. We can construct an

eigenvector Y ′ , 0 of B(G) corresponding to λ with the component Y ′(w) = Y ′(z) = 0,

where w and z are cycle-vertices of degree 2 and w ∼ z. Let Y ′
1

and Y ′
2

be the sub-vector

of Y corresponding to P1 and P2, respectively. Note that Y ′ , 0. From the eigen-equation

B(T )Y ′ = λY ′, we have Y ′
i
, 0 for i = 1, 2. Thus, Y ′

i
is a solution of B(Pi)Y ′

i
= λY ′

i
(i =

1, 2), which implies that λ ∈ σ(B(P1)) and λ ∈ σ(B(P2)).

For the necessity part, if not, then by Lemmas 2.3, mB(G, λ) = mB(G − P1 − u, λ) =

mB(G−P1−P2−u, λ)+mB(P2, λ) ≤ 2, where G−P1−P2−u is a unicyclic graph with at most

one pendant vertex, a contradiction. For the sufficiency part, if λ ∈ σ(B(Pi)) (i = 1, 2)

and mB(G − P1 − P2 − u, λ) = 2, then by Lemmas 2.3, mB(G, λ) = mB(G − P1 − u, λ) =

mB(G − P1 − P2 − u, λ) + mB(P2, λ) = 2 + 1 = 3, as required. Then the result holds for

p = 2.

Next, assume the result holds for all graphs with 2 ≤ p ≤ k − 1 (k ≥ 3). Let G be an

unicyclic graph with k pendent paths Pi : ui
1
ui

2
· · · ui

ti
(1 ≤ i ≤ k). For the necessity part, we

first claim if mB(G, λ) = k+1, then for each pendant path Pi(1 ≤ i ≤ k) of G, λ ∈ σ(B(Pi))

and there is only one major vertex in the cycle of G. By Lemma 3.1, we have

k + 1 = mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − Pi, λ) + 1 ≤ p(G − Pi) + 1 + 1 = k + 1,

which means mB(G−Pi, λ) = k = p(G−Pi)+1 for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Since p(G−Pi) = k−1,

by induction hypothesis, every graph G − Pi (1 ≤ i ≤ k, k ≥ 3) satisfies the condition for

the equation hold. Thus, the claim holds.

If there exists a major vertex, say x1 ∈ M(G), with d(x1) ≥ 4 and P1 is adjacent to x1,

thenM(G − P1) =M(G). By induction hypothesis, each paths P of G − P1 −M(G − P1)
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with λ ∈ σ(B(P)), as required. Otherwise, any major vertex ofM(G) adjacent to pendant

paths of G with degree 3. Suppose x1 is a major vertex adjacent two pendant paths P1 and

P2 and with internal path P12 between x1 and x2 (see Fig. 1). According to above analysis,

each path P of G − P1 −M(G − P1) with λ ∈ σ(B(P)), whereM(G − P1) =M(G)/{x1}.

Thus, λ ∈ σ(B(P2 ∪ P12/{x2})). Note that λ ∈ σ(B(P2)). According to Lemmas 2.3 and

2.4, we have λ ∈ σ(B(P12/{x1, x2})), which also means x1 / x2, as required.

For the sufficiency part, Note that any two major vertices of M(G) are not adjacent

and G −M(G) � C∗ ∪i Pi, where C∗ ∈ U with mB(C∗, λ) = 2. Suppose there are l paths

of G −M(G) and |M(G)| = t. Obviously, l = p + t − 1, and by Lemma 2.1, we have

mB(G, λ) ≥ mB(G −M(G)) − t

= 2 + l − t

= p + 1.

Combining with Theorem 1.2, we have mB(G, λ) = p + 1. �

Cp

∞-graph

Pp+1

Pq+1

Pl+1

θ-graph

Cq

l − 1

Fig. 2: ∞(p, q, l)-graph and θ(p, q, l)-graph

Lemma 4.2. Let G be an 1+-deficient connected graph except graphs in U with B as a

block of order at least 3. If G is neither a θ-graph nor an ∞-graph, then B is a pendant

cycle of G and the major vertex of B has degree 3.

Proof. Assume B is the set of blocks of G in which each block B has at least two major

vertices or exactly one major vertex with degree at least 4 of G. To prove this theorem, it

suffices to show that B = ∅. On the contrary, choose B∗ as the block of G with the largest

number of major vertices in B. In the following, we proceed by induction on θ(G) to

prove G is 2+-deficient. If θ(G) = 1, by Lemma 4.1, then G is 2+-deficient since B∗ ∈ B.

Suppose all graphs with a block B ∈ B and cyclomatic number no more than t − 1 (t ≥ 2)

are 2+-deficient graphs. Let G be a graph with θ(G) = t.

Case 1. If there is a cycle C′ of G with C′ * B∗.

Subcase 1. All vertices of C′ are major vertices.

In this situation, we can choose an edge on C′, say e∗. Clearly, θ(G − e∗) = θ(G)− 1 =

t − 1 and p(G − e∗) = p(G). Since G is not an ∞-graph and B∗ is the block of G with the

largest number of major vertices in B, we have B∗ ⊆ G − e∗ and G − e∗ < U. By Lemma
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2.2 and the induction hypothesis, we have

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − e∗, λ) + 2

≤ 2θ(G − e∗) + p(G − e∗) − 2 + 2

= 2(θ(G) − 1) + p(G)

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 2.

Subcase 2. There exists a vertex with degree 2 of C′.

In this situation, we select a vertex v∗ with degree 2 that is adjacent to at least one

major vertex of C′. It is evident that θ(G−v∗) = θ(G)−1 = t−1 and p(G−v∗) ≤ p(G)+1.

Note that B∗ ⊆ G − v∗ and B∗ ∈ B. Since G is not an ∞-graph and B∗ is the block of G

with the largest number of major vertices in B, we can conclude that G − v∗ < U. By

Lemma 2.1 and the induction hypothesis,

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − v∗, λ) + 1

≤ 2θ(G − v∗) + p(G − v∗) − 2 + 1

≤ 2(θ(G) − 1) + (p(G) + 1) − 1

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 2.

Case 2. There is only one block B∗ with order at least 3 of G.

Note that θ(G) ≥ 2 and G is not a θ-graph. Then θ(B∗) ≥ 2 and there at least three

major vertex of G. If all vertices of B∗ are major vertices, as similar analysis as Subcase

1, G is 2+-deficient. Otherwise, there exists a vertex with degree 2 of B∗, say v∗, adjacent

to at least one major vertices of B∗. Since G is not a θ-graph, we have G − v∗ is not

isomorphic to Cn−1.

If v∗ is adjacent to two major vertices of B∗, then θ(G − v∗) = θ(G) − 1 = t − 1 and

p(G − v∗) = p(G). By Lemma 2.1 and Theorem 1.2,

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − v∗, λ) + 1

≤ 2θ(G − v∗) + p(G − v∗) − 1 + 1

= 2(θ(G) − 1) + p(G)

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 2.

If v∗ is adjacent to exactly one major vertices of B∗, then θ(G − v∗) = θ(G) − 1 = t − 1,

p(G − v∗) = p(G) + 1 and B∗ − v∗ has a block containing at least two major vertices or

exactly one major vertex with degree at least 4 of G. By Lemma 2.1 and the induction

hypothesis, we have

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − v∗, λ) + 1

≤ 2θ(G − v∗) + p(G − v∗) − 2 + 1

= 2(θ(G) − 1) + p(G)

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 2.

Therefore, the result follows from the principle of induction. �

Lemma 4.3. Let G be either a θ-graph or an∞-graph, and let y be the vertex of degree 2

adjacent to a major vertex of G. If G is 1+-deficient, then

mB(G − y, λ) = mB(G, λ) − 1 = 2.

Moreover, if G is a θ-graph, then mB(G − x, λ) = 2 for any x ∈ X(G).
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Proof. According to Theorem 1.2, we have mB(G − y, λ) ≤ 2. On the other hand, by

Lemma 2.1, if G is 1+-deficient, then mB(G − y, λ) ≥ mB(G, λ) − 1 = 2. �

Lemma 4.4. Let G be a connected graph (not a cycle). If G is 1+-deficient, then for any

cycle-vertex x of degree 2 and adjacent to a major cycle-vertex of G,

mB(G, λ) = mB(G − x, λ) + 1.

Moreover, the graph G − x also is 1+-deficient.

Proof. According to Lemma 4.3, we only need to consider the case when G is neither a

θ-graph nor an ∞-graph. We will prove this by contradiction. Using Lemma 4.2, if G is

1+-deficient, then every cycle in G is a pendant cycle. Consequently, we have p(G − x) =

p(G) + 1 and θ(G − x) = θ(G) − 1. Moreover, since G is not a θ-graph, G − x cannot be a

cycle. If mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − x, λ), then Theorem 1.2 implies that

mB(G, λ) ≤ mB(G − x, λ)

≤ 2θ(G − x) + p(G − x) − 1

= 2(θ(G) − 1) + p(G) + 1 − 1

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 2,

which is a contradiction. Therefore, mB(G, λ) = mB(G − x, λ) + 1, and so

mB(G − x, λ) = mB(G, λ) − 1

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1 − 1

= 2(θ(G − x) + 1) + p(G − x) − 1 − 1 − 1

= 2θ(G − x) + p(G − x) − 1.

This completes the proof. �

Theorem 4.1. Let G be a connected graph with θ(G) ≥ 1 and G < U. If λ is an eigenvalue

of B(G) ∈ S(G), then mB(G, λ) = 2θ(G)+ p(G)−1 if and only if G has one of the following

forms:

(a) An ∞-graph or a θ-graph, and for any vertex y of degree 2 and adjacent to a major

vertex of G, mB(G − y, λ) = mB(G, λ) − 1 = 2. Moreover, if G is a θ-graph, then

mB(G − x, λ) = 2 for any vertex x ∈ X(G).

(b) There is only one major vertex in each cycle of G, and G −M(G) � ∪
θ(G)

j=1
C∗

j
∪l

i=1
Pi,

where any pair of major vertices ofM(G) are not adjacent, C∗
j
∈ U and Pi is a path.

Moreover, λ ∈ σ(B(Pi)) for any 1 ≤ i ≤ l and mB(C∗
j
) = 2 for any 1 ≤ j ≤ θ(G).

Proof. Sufficiency: For graphs of form (a), it is clear that mB(G, λ) = 3.

For graphs of form (b), suppose |M(G)| = t. Since G−M(G) � ∪
θ(G)

j=1
C∗

j
∪l

i=1
Pi, where

any two major vertices ofM(G) are not adjacent and C∗j ∈ U, we have p(G) = l − t + 1.

According to Lemma 2.1, we have

mB(G, λ) ≥ mB(G −M(G), λ) − t

= 2θ(G) + l − t

= 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1.
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This together with Theorem 1.2 gives that mB(G, λ) = 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1.

Necessity: We have (a) if G is an∞-graph or a θ-graph by Lemma 4.3.

Assume that G is neither an ∞-graph or θ-graph. We proceed by induction on θ(G)

to show that G has the form of (b). When θ(G) = 1, it has been proved by Lemma 4.1.

Suppose the result holds for all connected graphs with 1 ≤ θ(G) ≤ k (k ≥ 1) and let G

be a graph with θ(G) = k + 1. Note that all cycles of G are pendant cycles by Lemma

4.2. For two pendant cycles Ci and C j, suppose xi and x j are cycle-verteices adjacent to

the major cycle-vertex of Ci and C j, respectively. It is easy to notice G − xi,G − x j
< U.

According to Lemma 4.4, we have both G − xi and G − x j are 1+-deficient. So, by the

induction hypothesis, G− xi and G− x j have the form of (b), implying that G has the form

of (b). By the principle of induction, the proof is complete. �

To characterize all 1+-deficient connected graphs, we conclude the following result

including Theorems 3.1 and 4.1.

Theorem 4.2. Let G be a connected graph. If λ is an eigenvalue of B(G) ∈ S(G), then

mB(G, λ) = 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1 if and only if G has one of the following forms:

(a) A path, or a tree T with p(T ) ≥ 3 and each path Pi of T − X(T ) with λ ∈ σ(A(Pi))

and any two major vertices of X(T ) are not adjacent.

(b) A cycle with mB(G, λ) = 1, or a graph inU except a cycle with mB(G, λ) = 2.

(c) An ∞-graph or a θ-graph, and for any vertex y of degree 2 and adjacent to a major

vertex of G, mB(G − y, λ) = mB(G, λ) − 1 = 2. Moreover, if G is a θ-graph, then

mB(G − x, λ) = 2 for any vertex x ∈ X(G).

(d) A graph withM , ∅ and θ(G) ≥ 1 such that there is only one major vertex in each

cycle of G, and G − M(G) � ∪
θ(G)

j=1
C∗

j
∪l

i=1
Pi, where any pair of major vertices of

M(G) are not adjacent, C∗
j
∈ U and Pi is a path. Moreover, λ ∈ σ(B(Pi)) for any

1 ≤ i ≤ l and mB(C∗j ) = 2 for any 1 ≤ j ≤ θ(G).

Evidently, we may not provide a more detailed description for (b) of Theorem 4.2 in

view of a constructive counterexample, since mA(C4, 0) = 2 but mB(C4, λ) = 1 for any

eigenvalue of B(C4) ∈ S(C4), where B is the matrix A with a12 and a21 replaced by 2.

This observation highlights that the multiplicity of an eigenvalue of B(G) for any graph

in U is significantly influenced by the matrix B(G). In spite of this observation, we can

investigate the constitutive properties of G when B is considered as the adjacency matrix.

Let A(G) be the adjacency matrix of G. Next, we will characterize all graphs in U

with mA(C∗, λ) = 2. We may notice that mA(Cn, λ) = 2 if and only if λ = 2 cos
2 jπ

n
for

j = 1, . . . , ⌊ n
2
⌋ (see [6] for example).

Lemma 4.5. Let C∗ = CmwP∗ be a unicyclic graph obtained from an isolated vertex w

and the union of a cycle Cm and a path P∗ (possibly, P∗ = ∅), by connecting w and a vertex

of Cm, and connecting w and a pendent vertex of P∗ (see Fig. 3). Then mA(C∗, λ) = 2 if

and only if λ ∈ σ(A(P∗)) and mA(Cm, λ) = 2.

Proof. Necessity: Since mA(C∗, λ) = 2, we can construct an eigenvector Y , 0 of A(C∗)

corresponding to λ with the component Y(w) = 0. Let Y1 and Y2 be the sub-vector of Y

corresponding to Cm and P∗, respectively. If Y2 , 0, then Y2 is a solution of A(P∗)X = λX,

which implies that λ ∈ σ(A(P∗)). This gives λ < σ(A(P∗ − u)) from Lemma 2.4, where
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u is the vertex of P∗ adjacent to w. Then, by Lemma 2.3, we have 2 = mB(C∗, λ) =

mA(C∗ − P∗ − w, λ) = mA(Cm, λ).

If Y2 = 0, then Y1 , 0 for Y , 0, which implies that λ ∈ σ(A(Cm)). Moreover, from the

eigen-equation A(C∗)Y = λY , we have Y(v1) = 0, which implies λ ∈ σ(A(Cm − v1)). Let

v2 be the cycle-vertex adjacent to v1. Clearly, λ ∈ σ(A(Cm − v2)), that is, λ ∈ σ(A(Pm−1)).

Notice that C∗ − v2 = Pm−1wP∗. If λ < σ(A(P∗)), by Lemmas 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4, we obtain

mA(C∗, λ) ≤ mA(C∗ − v2, λ) + 1 = mA(P∗, λ) + 1 = 1,

a contradiction. Therefore, we have λ ∈ σ(A(P∗)). Then λ < σ(A(P∗ − u)) by Lemma 2.4,

which follows that mA(Cm, λ) = mA(C∗, λ) = 2.

Sufficiency: If λ ∈ σ(A(P∗)) and mA(Cm, λ) = 2, then by Lemma 2.3, we have

mA(C∗, λ) = mA(C∗ − P∗ − w, λ) = mA(Cm, λ) = 2. �

Remark 1. Lemma 4.5 not holds for all matrix B ∈ S(G). Let H1 and H2 be the graphs

shown as Fig. 3, and B(H1) =































−10 −10 −10 8

−10 −3 −5 0

−10 −5 −3 0

8 0 0 10































, B(H2) =



















































0 1 1 8 0 0

1 0 9 0 0 0

1 9 0 0 0 0

8 0 0 0 4 0

0 0 0 4 0 1

0 0 0 0 1 0



















































.

By straightforward calculation, it can be shown that mB(H1, 2) = 2 and mB(H2,−9) = 2.

However, we observe that mB(H1[{v1, v2, v3}], 2) = 1, mB(H2[{v1, v2, v3}],−9) = 1, and

mB(H2[{v5, v6}],−9) = 0.

v1(−10)

(−3)v2 v3(−3)

v4(10)

−10 −10

−5

w

Cm

v1v2

P∗

C∗ H1

8

v1(0)

(0)v2 v3(0)
9

1 1

v4(0)

v5(0)

v6(0)

8

4

1

u

H2

Fig. 3: The unicyclic graph C∗ and two exemplary graphs H1 and H2

According to Theorem 4.1 and Lemma 4.5, we may deduce many known results ob-

tained in [3], [19] ( [4]) and [24].

Corollary 4.1 ( [24]). Let G be a connected graph (not a cycle) with θ(G) ≥ 1. Then

mA(G,−1) = 2θ(G) + p(G) − 1 if and only if it is obtained from a tree T with mA(T,−1) =

p(T )−1 by attaching θ(G) cycles of order a multiple of 3 to θ(G) quasi-pendent vertices of

T and delete related θ(G) pendent vertices, called construction condition, where p(T ) ≥

θ(G).



15

Proof. Note that mA(Pn,−1) = 1 if and only if n = 3k − 1 (k ≥ 1) and mA(Cn,−1) = 2

if and only if n = 3k (k ≥ 1). By utilizing Corollary 3.2 and Lemma 4.5, we see that the

condition (d) of Theorem 4.2 is equivalent to the construction condition when M , ∅.

And when G is a graph in U, the result follows from Theorem 4.2 (b) and Lemma 4.5.

In the case that G is a θ-graph, let x, y be the only two vertices in X(G), and let w be a

vertex adjacent to x on the path Pl+1. According to Theorem 4.2 (c), if x ∈ X(G), then

mA(G − x,−1) = 2. This implies that G − x is not a path and any path of G − x − y has

−1 as an eigenvalue by Theorem 3.1, implying l ≡ 0 (mod 3). On the other hand, since

mA(G − w, 2) = 2 by Theorem 4.2 (c), we have −1 ∈ σ(A(Pl−3)) by Lemma 4.5, implying

l ≡ 2 (mod 3), a contradiction. As a result, we conclude that G cannot be a θ-graph. If

G is an ∞-graph, then p, q, l ≡ 0 (mod 3) according to Theorem 4.2 (c) and Lemma 4.5,

which coincides with the construction conditions. �

Corollary 4.2 ( [3, 4, 19]). Let G be a connected graph with θ(G) ≥ 1. Then η(G) =

2θ(G) + p(G) − 1 if and only if G has one of the following forms.

(a) A graph obtained from a tree T with nullity p(T )−1 by attaching c(G) cycles of orders

multiple of 4 at c(G) leaves of T , where p(T ) ≥ c(G);

(b) An∞-graph∞(p, q, l), where p ≡ q ≡ 0 (mod 4) and l ≡ 1 (mod 2);

(c) A θ-graph θ(p, q, l), where p ≡ q ≡ l ≡ 0 (mod 4) or p ≡ q ≡ l ≡ 2 (mod 4).

Proof. Note that η(Pn) = 1 if and only if n is odd, and η(Cn) = 2 if and only if n

is a multiple of 4. By Corollary 3.1 and Lemma 4.5, condition (d) of Theorem 4.2 is

equivalent to (a). If G � ∞(p, q, l), by Theorem 4.2 (c), since for any vertex y adjacent to

the major vertex of G, mA(G − y, λ) = 2, and mA(G − x,−1) = 2 for x ∈ X(G), we have

p ≡ q ≡ l ≡ 0 (mod 2), and p + q ≡ p + l ≡ q + l ≡ 0 (mod 4) by Lemma 4.5. Hence

p ≡ q ≡ l ≡ 0 (mod 4) or p ≡ q ≡ l ≡ 2 (mod 4). If G � θ(p, q, l), according to Theorem

4.2 (c) and Lemma 4.5, then p ≡ q ≡ 0 (mod 4) and l ≡ 1 (mod 2). �
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