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Abstract

We study the edge-coloring problem in simple n-vertexm-edge graphs with maximum degree ∆.
This is one of the most classical and fundamental graph-algorithmic problems. Vizing’s celebrated
theorem provides (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring in O(m · n) deterministic time. This running time was
improved to O (m ·min {∆ · log n,√n}) [Arj82, GNK+85, Sin19], and very recently to randomized

Õ
(

m · n1/3
)

[BCC+24]. It is also well-known that 3
⌈

∆
2

⌉

-edge-coloring can be computed in O(m ·
log∆) time deterministically [KS87]. Duan et al. [DHZ19] devised a randomized (1 + ε)∆-edge-

coloring algorithm with running time O
(

m · log6 n
ε2

)

. For the case of ∆ =
(

log n
ε4

)Ω(ε−1
·log ε−1)

,

Bhattacharya et al. [BCPS24] devised a randomized (1+ε)·∆-edge-coloring algorithm with running

time O
(

m·log ε−1

ε2

)

. It was however open if there exists a deterministic near-linear time algorithm

for this basic problem. We devise a simple deterministic (1 + ε)∆-edge-coloring algorithm with
running time O

(

m · logn
ε

)

. A randomized variant of our algorithm has running time O(m · (ε−18+
log(ε ·∆))).

We also study edge-coloring of graphs with arboricity at most α. Christiansen et al. [CRV23]
recently devised a near-linear time algorithm for (∆ + 2α − 2)-edge-coloring. Bhattacharya et
al. [BCPS23b] devised a randomized (∆+1)-edge-coloring algorithm with running time Õ(min{m ·√
n,m ·∆}· α

∆
). Very recently Kowalik [Kow24] came up with a deterministic (∆+1)-edge-coloring

algorithm with running time O
(

m · α7 · log n
)

. However, for large values of α, the algorithms
of [BCPS23b, Kow24] require super-linear time. We devise a deterministic (∆+ εα)-edge-coloring
algorithm, for a parameter ε > 0, with running time O

(

m·log n
ε7

)

. A randomized version of our

algorithm requires O
(

m·log n
ε

)

expected time. Hence we show that the surplus in the number
of colors can be reduced from 2α of [CRV23] to εα for an arbitrarily small ε, while still using
near-linear time.

Our algorithm is based on a novel two-way degree-splitting, which we devise in this paper. We
believe that this technique is of independent interest.

1 Introduction

1.1 General Graphs

Given an undirected n-vertex m-edge graph, G = (V,E), a function ϕ : E → [k], for a positive integer
k, is called a proper k-edge-coloring of G if for any pair of incident distinct edges e 6= e′, we have
ϕ(e) 6= ϕ(e′). The smallest value of k for which a proper k-edge-coloring of G exists is called the chro-
matic index of G, and is denoted by χ′(G). Edge-coloring is a basic graph-theoretic primitive, and it is
a staple in any course on Graph Theory. See, e.g., the monographs [Bol98], [JT11], and the references
therein. It was also extensively studied from algorithmic perspective [Gab76, GK82, Arj82, GNK+85,
CH82, KS87, Sch98, COS01, Alo03, Sin19, DHZ19, BD23]. There are also numerous applications of
edge-coloring in networking and scheduling [WHH+97, EJ01, AMSZ03, KN03, CY07, GDP08]. Ob-
viously, χ′(G) ≥ ∆, where ∆ = ∆(G) is the maximum degree. A celebrated result by Vizing [Viz64]
is that for any simple graph G, we have χ′(G) ≤ ∆ + 1. The proof of Vizing is constructive, and
gives rise to a deterministic (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring algorithm with running time O(m · n) [MG92]. (See
also [Bol12], page 94.) This was improved to O(m · min{∆ · logn,

√
n · logn}) by Arjomandi [Arj82]
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and Gabow et al. [GNK+85], and further refined to O(m · min{∆ · logn,
√
n}) by Sinnamon [Sin19].

Bernshteyn and Dhawan [BD23] recently devised a randomized algorithm for the problem with run-
ning time O(n · ∆18), and Assadi [Ass24] devised a randomized algorithm for this task that requires
O
(

n2 · logn
)

time. While these algorithms are efficient when ∆ is reasonably small, this is no longer
the case for larger values of ∆. This led researchers to study algorithms that use more colors, but run
in near-linear time1. There are a number of simple deterministic (2∆ − 1)-edge-coloring algorithms
known that require O(m · log ∆) time [BCHN18, Sin19]. It is also not hard to achieve a 3

⌈

∆
2

⌉

-edge-

coloring within the same time [KS87, COS01, DHZ19]. The bound 3
⌈

∆
2

⌉

is quite close to Shannon’s

bound of
⌊

3∆
2

⌋

[Sha49] for edge-coloring multigraphs. However, it is typically insufficient for simple
graphs, which are the focus of this paper.
Duan et al. [DHZ19] devised the first near-linear time randomized (1 + ε)∆-edge-coloring algorithm,

for any arbitrarily small constant ε > 0. Specifically, assuming ∆ = Ω
(

logn

ε

)

, their algorithm re-

quires O
(

m · log6 n

ε2

)

time. For ∆ = O
(

logn

ε

)

one can achieve a deterministic near-linear time

via the algorithm of Gabow et al. [GNK+85], which requires O(m · ∆ · logn) = O
(

m · log2 n

ε

)

time. Bhattacharya et al. [BCPS24] further improved their bound for the case ∆ ≥ ∆∗, where

∆∗ =
(

logn
ε4

)Θ(ε−1·log ε−1)
. Specifically, their randomized algorithm computes (1 + ε)∆-edge-coloring

in this case in time O
(

m·log 1
ε

ε2

)

. This leaves open the question of whether there exists a deterministic

near-linear time algorithm for (1 + ε)∆-edge-coloring problem, and also, whether the relatively high
exponents of logn and of 1

ε
in the running time of [DHZ19] can be improved.

We answer these questions in the affirmative. First, we devise a simple deterministic (1 + ε)∆-edge-

coloring algorithm with running time O
(

m · log n
ε

)

. Second, a randomized variant of our algorithm

employs the same number of colors, and requires O
(

m · ε−18 + m · log(ε ·∆)
)

time. See Table 1 for a
concise summary of existing and new edge-coloring algorithms.

Reference # Colors Running Time Deterministic or Randomized

[BCHN18],[Sin19] 2∆− 1 O(m · log ∆) Deterministic

[COS01]+Upfal’s reduction [KS87] 3
⌈

∆
2

⌉

O(m · log ∆) Deterministic

[DHZ19]+[GNK+85] (1 + ε)∆ O
(

m · log6 n

ε2

)

Randomized

[BCPS24] (1 + ε)∆ O
(

m · log ε−1

ε2

)

Randomized(∗)

New (1 + ε)∆ O
(

m · log n
ε

)

Deterministic

New (1 + ε)∆ O
(

m · ε−18 + m · log(ε ·∆)
)

Randomized

Table 1: A concise summary of existing and new edge-coloring algorithms for general simple graphs
that employs (1 + ε)∆ colors or more.

(*) The result of [BCPS23b] is applicable only for ∆ =
(

log n

ε4

)Ω(ε−1 log ε−1)
.

We note also that it is NP-hard to distinguish between graphs G with χ′(G) = ∆ and χ′(G) =
∆ + 1 [Hol81]. Our result can therefore be viewed as a deterministic near-linear time FPTAS for the
edge-coloring problem.

1.2 Graphs with Bounded Arboricity

Edge-coloring graphs with bounded arboricity is being intensively studied in recent years [BCPS23a,

BCPS23b, CRV23, Kow24]. Given a graph G = (V,E), its arboricity α = α(G) = max S⊆V,

|S|≥2

⌈

|E(S)|
|V (S)|−1

⌉

.

The family of graphs with bounded arboricity is quite a rich graph-family: in particular, it contains
graphs with bounded genus, graphs that exclude any fixed minor, and graphs with bounded tree-width.
Bhattacharya et al. [BCPS23b] devised a randomized algorithm that computes a (∆+1)-edge-coloring

1By ”near-linear time” we mean here Õ(m), where Õ(f(m)) = O (f(m) · poly(log(f(m)))).
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in Õ
(

min{m√n,m ·∆} · α∆
)

time, improving the bounds of [GNK+85, Sin19] wherever α = o(∆).
Christiansen et al. [CRV23] devised a deterministic (∆ + 2α− 2)-edge-coloring algorithm with running
time O(m · log ∆). (Their algorithm can, in fact, be viewed as an adaptation of distributed (∆+O(α))-
edge-coloring algorithm due to Barenboim et al. [BEM17] to sequential setting, in which each H-set
of the H-decomposition is just a single vertex.) Recently, Kowalik [Kow24] devised a deterministic
(∆+1)-edge-coloring algorithm with running time O(m·α7 ·log n). Also, under a very mild condition on
∆ and α (∆ ≥ 4α is stronger than the condition in [Kow24]), Kowalik [Kow24] devised a deterministic
∆-edge-coloring algorithm with the same running time, and a randomized ∆-edge-coloring algorithm
with running time O(m·α3 ·logn). (Some condition on ∆ and α is necessary for χ′(G) = ∆; see [Kow24]
for more details, and for an excellent survey of further relevant literature.)

We note, however, that for large values of α, the algorithms of [BCPS23b] and [Kow24] require
super-linear time. On the other hand, the algorithm of [CRV23] uses near-linear time, but employs
∆ + 2α − 2 colors, i.e., the surplus in the number of colors (with respect to the desired bound of
∆ or ∆ + 1) is ≈ 2α. We show that this surplus can be significantly decreased, while still using
deterministic near-linear time. Specifically, for any parameter ε > 0, our deterministic (∆ + εα)-

edge-coloring algorithm requires O
(

m·logn
ε7

)

time. Moreover, a randomized variant of this algorithm

requires expected O
(

m·logn

ε

)

time. See Table 2 for a concise summary of the most relevant existing

and new edge-coloring algorithms for graphs with bounded arboricity.

Reference # Colors Running Time Deterministic or Randomized

[Kow24] ∆ O(m · α7 logn) Deterministic(∗∗)

[Kow24] ∆ O(m · α3 logn) Randomized(∗∗)

[BCPS23b] ∆ + 1 Õ(min{m√n,m ·∆} · α∆ ) Randomized
[Kow24] ∆ + 1 O

(

m · α7 · logn
)

Deterministic
[CRV23],[BEM17] ∆ + 2α− 2 O (m · log ∆) Deterministic

New ∆ + εα O
(

m · log n

ε7

)

Deterministic

New ∆ + εα O
(

m · log n
ε

)

Randomized

Table 2: A concise summary of most relevant existing and new results on edge-coloring graphs with
arboricity at most α.
(**) The result holds if ∆ ≥ 4α. See [Kow24] for more details, and for additional results about this
problem.

1.3 Technical Overview

Many known (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring algorithms [Gab76, Arj82, GNK+85, Sin19] are based on degree-
splitting. A degree-splitting (E1, E2) of a graph G = (V,E) is a partition of the edge set E of G into
blue (E1) and red (E2) edges, in such a way that for every vertex v ∈ V , the number of blue edges
incident to it is almost equal to the number of red edges that are incident to it. Such degree-splittings
can be efficiently computed in near-linear time. The algorithms of [Arj82, GNK+85, Sin19] compute
such a degree-splitting, recurse on E1 and E2, and then fix the resulting coloring, so that it will use
just ∆ + 1 colors.

Our first observation is that if one just omits the fixing step, the algorithm still produces (1 + ε)∆-
edge-coloring, and does so in near-linear time.

For graphs with bounded arboricity, the algorithm of [CRV23] (based on [BEM17]) orders the
vertices v1, v2, ..., vn in the degeneracy-order, i.e., so that for every vertex vi, i ∈ {1, 2, ..., n}, the
number of neighbors of vj with j > i that it has is at most d, where d is the degeneracy of G. (The
degeneracy d of G is the minimum number such that one can order vertices as above, where the number
of higher-index neighbors is at most d. It is well-known that d ≤ 2α−1.) The algorithm then processes
the vertices one after another, starting with vn and ending with v1. For every vertex vi it colors its
incident edges (vi, vj), j > i, using the palette 1, 2, ...,∆ + d− 1 ≤ ∆ + 2α− 2.

To devise (∆ + εα)-edge-coloring in near-linear time, we develop a two-way degree-splitting. Specif-
ically, consider a graph G = (V,E) with an orientation µ on all edges. We show that one can efficiently
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partition its edge set into blue and red edges (E1, E2), so that for every vertex v, not only the total
numbers of blue and red edges incident on v are almost equal, but also the numbers of outgoing (under
µ) blue and red edges incident on v are almost equal as well. (This is, therefore, obviously the case
for incoming edges too.)

Given an efficient procedure for computing a two-way degree-splitting, one can compute a (∆+εα)-
edge-coloring by a similar recursion to the one that we use for (1 + ε)∆-edge-coloring. We start with
computing a forests-decomposition of the input graph into 2α forests, and it induces an orientation
µ with maximum outdegree at most 2α [BE08]. (In fact, one can use here a more recent forests-
decomposition of [BF20] into (1 + ε)α forests, for an arbitrarily small ε > 0.) We then compute the
two-way degree-splitting (E1, E2), with respect to the orientation µ, recurse on both parts, and continue
the recursion up to the stage where the input subgraphs have small arboricities. On these subgraphs
we invoke a (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring algorithm for graphs of small arboricity [BCPS23b, Kow24]. The
running time of these algorithms grows with the arboricity of their input subgraphs, but the latter is
guaranteed to be small. As a result, the total running time of invoking these algorithms on each of
the (edge-disjoint) small-arboricity subgraphs produced by our algorithm is near-linear in the number
of edges |E| of the original input graph G = (V,E). The depth of the recursion is roughly logα, and
thus the overall time required to compute all the two-way degree-splittings throughout the recursion
is also near-linear in |E|. Moreover, note that in the algorithms of [Arj82, GNK+85, Sin19] and in our
(1 + ε)∆-edge-coloring algorithm, the recursion depth is roughly log ∆, and as a result, the surplus in
the number of employed colors (ε∆) is linear in ∆. On the other hand, when we use two-way degree-
splitting, the recursion depth is just ≈ logα, and as a result the number of extra colors employed by
our algorithm is just εα. We remark that unlike the algorithms of [GNK+85, Sin19], our algorithms
(both the one that employs an ordinary degree-splitting and the one that employs the novel two-way
degree-splitting) do the computationally-expensive edge-recoloring step (sometimes it is also called
”fixing step”) only on the bottom level level of the recursion.

The heart of our algorithm is, therefore, the computation of the two-way degree-splitting. Here
we build upon classical works of Israeli and Shiloach [IS86] and Liang et al. [LSH96] on ordinary
degree-splitting. (We remark that Gabow et al. [Gab76, GNK+85], Arjomandi [Arj82] and Karloff
and Shmoys [KS87] also studied ordinary (one-way) degree-splittings. Those, however, are based
on Eulerian cycles, while our method is closer to that of [IS86, LSH96].) The algorithm of [IS86]
(for parallel maximal matching) repeatedly extracts maximal paths from the input graph, and colors
them alternately by red and blue. (Intuitively, a path is maximal if it cannot be extended.) We
introduce the notion of alternating-directions (or AD) paths, as paths (v0, e1, v1, e2, v2, ..., ek, vk), in
which (essentially) all pairs of consecutive edges ei, ei+1 are oriented (under a given edge-orientation
µ) in opposite directions. See Figure 3 for an illustration.

Our algorithm has a similar structure to that of [IS86], as it repeatedly extracts maximal AD paths
and colors them alternately. Some discrepancy (between the number of red and blue edges incident
on a given vertex v) is induced only by endpoints of these paths. However, their maximality implies
that no vertex can serve as an endpoint of too many such paths.

We believe that the two-way degree-splittings and AD paths that we introduce in this paper are of
independent interest, and will be found useful for efficient computation of edge-coloring and maximal
matchings in graphs of bounded arboricity in various computational settings. In particular, we consider
the dynamic edge-coloring problem to be a likely candidate to benefit from this new technique.

1.4 Related Work

Algorithms for ∆-edge-coloring bipartite graphs were provided in [Gab76, CH82, GK82, Sch98, COS01,
Alo03]. The problem of efficient edge-coloring of multigraphs was studied in [HNS86, NK90, SS05].
Efficient algorithms for edge-coloring planar graphs were devised in [CN90, CK08]. Edge-coloring
of pseudo-random graphs (i.e., graphs with a bounded second-largest eigenvalue of their adjacency
matrix) was studied in [FFJ20]. The edge-coloring problem was also extensively studied in the context
of distributed algorithms [BE11, BE13, EPS14, BEM17, BBKO22, GHK+20, BKO20, Ber22], parallel
algorithms [KS87, CY89, Lia95, LSH96, GP97] and online algorithms [BMM12, BGW21, KLS+22,
BNMN92].

Ordinary (one-way) degree-splittings in distributed model were studied in [HKP01, BEM17, GKMU18].
The work of Barenboim et al. [BEM17] is probably the closest in spirit to our work, as it considers
distributed edge-coloring graphs with arboricity α using ∆ + O(α) and more colors. While their
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basic algorithm (that builds (∆ + O(α))-edge-coloring) does not employ degree-splitting, they also

devised a sequence of (distributed) algorithms that use ∆ +O
(√

∆α
)

, ∆ +O
(

∆
2
3α

1
2

)

,... colors, and

these algorithms implicitly employ two-way degree-splittings. These splittings are based on defective
edge-colorings (see [BE11, BE13]), and result in large discrepancies. As a result, to the best of our
understanding, they cannot be used for edge-coloring with surplus smaller than 2α−O(1).

1.5 Structure of the Paper

Section 3 contains our degree-dependent edge-coloring algorithm. It can be viewed as a warm-up to
our main arboricity-dependent algorithm, provided in Section 4. As a first part, in Section 4.1, we
present the oriented degree-splitting problem, and provide an algorithm for computing a two-way (or
oriented) degree-splitting. We use this algorithm in Section 4.2, where we describe the main arboricity-
dependent edge-coloring. In Appendix A we provide a well-known algorithm for computing a forests
decomposition orientation, that is used in the arboricity-dependent edge-coloring algorithm. Some
proofs from Section 3 can be found in Appendix B.

2 Preliminaries

Let G = (V,E) be a graph. For a vertex v ∈ V , denote the degree of v in G by degG(v).
We denote |V | = n, |E| = m and the maximum degree of G by ∆(G) = maxv∈V deg(v) (or ∆, for
short).
For a directed graph, we denote by indeg(v) the incoming degree of a vertex v ∈ V , that is, indeg(v) =
|{〈u, v〉 ∈ E}|. We also denote by outdeg(v) the outgoing degree of a vertex v ∈ V , that is, outdeg(v) =
|{〈v, u〉 ∈ E}|.
Definition 1 (Eulerian graph). A graph G = (V,E) is called Eulerian graph if and only if all its
vertices have even degrees.

Definition 2 (Adjacent edges). Given a graph G = (V,E), we say that two edges e, e′ ∈ E are
adjacent, or neighbors of each other, if e 6= f and they share an endpoint.

Definition 3 (Proper edge-coloring). A proper k-edge-coloring of a graph G = (V,E) is a map ϕ :
E → {1, 2, ..., k}, such that ϕ(e) 6= ϕ(e′) for every pair of adjacent edges e, e′.

We will assume without loss of generality that there are no isolated vertices in the graph, i.e,
m ≥ n

2 . Otherwise, we can omit the isolated vertices in the graph in each level of recursion.

3 Efficient (1 + ε)∆-Edge-Coloring

In this section we present our edge-coloring algorithm, and analyse it.
Before describing the algorithm, we first state two results for (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring in deterministic
and randomized settings, which we use in blackbox manner.

Theorem 1 ((∆ + 1)-edge-coloring). (1) [GNK+85] There is a deterministic algorithm that given a
graph G with n vertices, m edges, and maximum degree ∆, outputs a proper (∆+1)-edge-coloring
of G in O(m ·∆ · logn) time.

(2) [BD23] There is a randomized algorithm that given a graph G with n vertices and maximum
degree ∆, outputs a proper (∆+1)-edge-coloring of G in O

(

∆18 · n
)

time with probability at least
1− 1

∆n .

3.1 The Algorithm

In order to compute the edge-coloring in our algorithms we use a degree-splitting method. We start
by presenting the Degree-Splitting problem.

The Degree-Splitting Problem. The undirected degree-splitting problem seeks a partitioning
of the graph edges E into two parts so that the partition looks almost balanced around each vertex.
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Concretely, we need to color each edge red or blue such that for each node, the difference between the
number of red and blue edges incident on it is at most some small discrepancy threshold value κ. In
other words, we want an assignment q : E → {1,−1} such that for each node v ∈ V , we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

e∈Ev

q(e)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ κ,

where Ev denotes the set of edges incident on v.

Before we describe our edge-coloring algorithm, we present an algorithm that computes a degree-
splitting with discrepancy at most 2 that we will use in our main edge-coloring algorithm. The
algorithm is a special case of a result due to Beck and Fiala [BF81], who showed that any hypergraph
of rank t (each hyperedge has at most t vertices) admits an edge-coloring in two colors with discrepancy
at most 2t−2. The degree-splitting algorithm is also used in previous works [IS86, GHK+20] in PRAM
and distributed settings. The idea of the algorithm for the case of simple graphs (t = 2) is as follows:
For now we will assume that the input graph has an even number of edges. For a connected input
graph G = (V,E) with an even number of edges, we add a dummy node to G, and connect it to all
the odd degree vertices of the graph to obtain a graph G′. In this way all the degrees of G′ are even,
and it is possible to compute an Eulerian cycle in this graph efficiently. Observe that this cycle is of
even length. So we can color the edges of this cycle in two alternating colors and then by deleting
the dummy node and its incident edges we will receive the desired coloring of the edges of G with
discrepancy at most 1. In the case that the input graph has an odd number of edges, we will analyze
this algorithm more carefully and achieve a coloring of the edges of G with discrepancy at most 2.

The description of this algorithm is given in Theorem 2. See also Figure 1 for an illustration of the
degree-splitting procedure. Its proof is quite standard. For completeness we provide it in Appendix B.

Theorem 2 (Procedure Degree-Splitting). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with m edges. A degree-
splitting of G with discrepancy κ = 2 can be computed in O(m) time. Moreover, there is almost the
same amount of blue and red edges. Namely, there are

⌊

m
2

⌋

edges that are colored using one of the

colors, and
⌈

m
2

⌉

edges that are colored using the second color.

For i ∈ {−1, 1}, denote by degi(v) the number of edges incident on v that are colored i in the
degree-splitting. As | deg−1(v)− deg1(v)| ≤ 2 for any v ∈ V , it follows that

deg(v)

2
− 1 ≤ degi(v) ≤ deg(v)

2
+ 1 (1)

for every i ∈ {−1, 1}.

Using this degree-splitting algorithm we now describe our (1 + ε)∆-edge-coloring algorithm. The
algorithm receives as an input a graph G = (V,E), and a non-negative integer parameter h. It first
computes a degree-splitting of the input graph G = (V,E), then defines two subgraphs G1 and G2 of
G, each on the same vertex set V , and the set of edges of each of them is defined by the edges that are
colored with the same color in the degree-splitting algorithm from the first step. Then, we compute
recursively colorings of each of the subgraphs of G, and merge these colorings using disjoint palettes.
The parameter h determines the depth of the recursion. At the base case of the algorithm (h = 0) it
computes a proper (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring using one of the algorithms from Theorem 1.
The pseudo-code of Procedure Edge-Coloring is provided in Algorithm 1. See also Figure 2 for an
illustration of Procedure Edge-Coloring.

3.2 Analysis of the Algorithm

In this section we analyse Procedure Edge-Coloring.
We will show that the coloring computed by Procedure Edge-Coloring is a proper edge-coloring.
We will bound the number of colors that ϕ, defined in Procedure Edge-Coloring, uses. We will also
bound the running time of this algorithm in the deterministic and randomized settings, and present a
simple trade-off between the number of colors that the algorithm uses and its running time.
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connecting all the odd
degree vertices to a

dummy node x

inducing the coloring back
to the graph G

computing an Eulerian
cycle in G′ and coloring

its edges alternately

G G
′

G
′G

x

x

Figure 1: Procedure Degree-Splitting

Algorithm 1 Procedure Edge-Coloring (G = (V,E), h)

1: if h = 0 then

2: compute a (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring ϕ of G using an algorithm based on Theorem 1
3: else

4: G1 = (V,E1), G2 = (V,E2) ← Degree-Splitting(G)
5: compute a coloring ϕ1 of G1 using Procedure Edge-Coloring(G1, h− 1)
6: compute a coloring ϕ2 of G2 using Procedure Edge-Coloring(G2, h− 1)

7: define coloring ϕ of G by ϕ(e) =

{

ϕ1(e), e ∈ E1

|ϕ1|+ ϕ2(e), e ∈ E2

⊲ |ϕ1| is the size of the palette of the coloring ϕ1

8: end if

9: return ϕ

G

G1 G2

G

G1 G2

G

••• ••• G1 G2

G

••• •••

• • •• • •

partitioning the graph
using Procedure

Degree-Splitting

recursively coloring the
subgraphs G1 and G2

merging the coloring
using disjoint palettes

Figure 2: Procedure Edge-Coloring
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We begin by presenting some notations that we will use for the analysis. Let G = (V,E) be an
input for Procedure Edge-Coloring. We will use the notation G(i) for a graph that is computed
after i levels of recursion. We denote its number of vertices by n(i), its number of edges by m(i) and
its maximum degree by ∆(i) (for example G(0) = G, n(0) = n, m(0) = m, and ∆(0) = ∆).

One of the main parameters that affects the performance of our algorithm is the maximum degree
of the input graph. Therefore, we will start the analysis by bounding the maximum degree of the input
graph in every level of the recursion.

Claim 1 (Maximum degree of recursive graphs). Let G = (V,E) graph with maximum degree ∆ and
h ≤ log ∆ be an input for Procedure Edge-Coloring, and let 0 ≤ i ≤ h. The maximum degree ∆(i)

of a graph G(i) that was computed after i levels of recursion satisfies ∆
2i − 2 ≤ ∆(i) ≤ ∆

2i + 2.

Proof. We prove the claim by induction on i:
For i = 0, we have G(0) = G, and indeed the maximum degree of G satisfies ∆− 2 ≤ ∆ ≤ ∆ + 2.
For i > 0, let ∆(i) be the maximum degree of a graph G(i) on which the procedure is invoked on the
i’th level of the recursion and let ∆(i−1) be the maximum degree of the graph G(i−1), which we splitted
in the previous level of recursion in order to create the graph G(i). By the induction hypothesis and
by Equation (1) we have

∆(i) ≤ ∆(i−1)

2
+ 1 ≤

∆
2i−1 + 2

2
+ 1 =

∆

2i
+ 2,

and

∆(i) ≥ ∆(i−1)

2
− 1 ≥

∆
2i−1 − 2

2
− 1 =

∆

2i
− 2.

We now bound the size of a subgraph G(i) computed after i levels of recursion.

Claim 2 (Recursive graphs’ number of edges). Let G = (V,E) graph with maximum degree ∆ and
h ≤ log ∆ be an input for Procedure Edge-Coloring, and let 0 ≤ i ≤ h. The number of edges m(i)

of a graph G(i) that was computed after i levels of recursion satisfies m(i) ≥ m
2i − 2.

Proof. We prove the claim by induction on i:
For i = 0, we have G(0) = G, and indeed the maximum degree of G satisfies m− 2 ≤ m.
For i > 0, let m(i) be the the number of edges of a graph G(i) on which the procedure is invoked on the
i’th level of the recursion and let m(i−1) be the number of edges of the graph G(i−1), which we splitted
in the previous level of recursion in order to create the graph G(i). By the induction hypothesis and
by Theorem 2 we have

m(i) ≥
⌊

m(i−1)

2

⌋

≥ m(i−1)

2
− 1 ≥

m
2i−1 − 2

2
− 1 =

m

2i
− 2.

We next show that the coloring produced by Procedure Edge-Coloring is a proper edge-coloring,
and we also bound the number of colors it uses. For this end we will assume that the edge-coloring
computed in line 2 of Algorithm 1 (base case) is a proper (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring. The proof of Lemma
1 can be found in Appendix B.

Lemma 1 (Proper edge-coloring). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with maximum degree ∆. Assuming
that line 2 of Algorithm 1 produces a proper (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring, Procedure Edge-Coloring with
parameter h ≤ log ∆ computes a proper

(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring of G.

We now use this analysis to derive results for deterministic and randomized settings.
In our deterministic algorithm, we use the algorithm from Theorem 1(1) in line 2 of Procedure Edge-

Coloring. This algorithm deterministically produces a proper (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring. Hence by
Lemma 1 we conclude the following corollary:
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Corollary 1 (Proper edge-coloring - deterministic setting). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with maximum
degree ∆. The deterministic variant of Procedure Edge-Coloring with parameter h ≤ log ∆ computes
a proper

(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring of G in the deterministic setting.

For the randomized setting, we now describe the algorithm that we use in line 2 of Procedure Edge-
Coloring. In recursive invocations of the algorithm, we apply degree-splittings and continue to the
next level without the isolated vertices created by the degree-splitting. As a result, the number n′ of
vertices in a graph on which the algorithm is invoked recursively may become very small. On the other
hand, the failure probability of the randomized algorithm due to [BD23] that we use at the bottom
level of the recursion, decreases exponentially with n′. If n′ is too small, this failure probability may
be quite large. To address this issue, at the base case of the algorithm (bottom level of the recursion)
we will distinguish between two cases:

- If the graph G(h) has ”many” vertices, namely, if the graph has more than τ = (c + 1) · log n
vertices for some constant c, then we will use the randomized algorithm from Theorem 1(2).

- Otherwise, when the graph has a ”small” number of vertices, we can compute the edge-coloring
deterministically more efficiently, i.e., we will use the deterministic algorithm from Theorem 1(1),
that will require only O(m(h) ·∆(h) · logn(h)) = O(m(h) ·∆(h) · log logn) time.

We now evaluate the probability that the randomized algorithm succeeds and produces the desired
edge-coloring. The proof of Claim 3 can be found in Appendix B.

Claim 3 (Proper edge-coloring - randomized setting). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with n vertices and
maximum degree ∆, and let c > 0 be a constant that determines the threshold value τ = (c + 1) · logn.
The randomized variant of Procedure Edge-Coloring with parameter h ≤ log ∆ − 2 computes a
proper

(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring of G with probability at least 1− 1
nc .

We next proceed to analyse the running time of the algorithm in deterministic and randomized
settings.

Recall that we assumed that there are no isolated vertices in the graph, i.e., m ≥ n
2 . Hence by

Theorem 1(2) the randomized algorithm requires O(∆18 · n) = O(∆18 · m) time. With this bound,
the deterministic and randomized algorithms from Theorem 1 both require m · F (∆, n) time for some
function F (·, ·), monotone in both parameters. The proof of Lemma 2 is deferred to Appendix B.

Lemma 2 (A bound on the deterministic and randomized time). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with n
vertices, m edges, and maximum degree ∆. If line 2 of the algorithm requires m ·F (∆, n) deterministic
(respectively, expected) time, then Procedure Edge-Coloring with parameter h ≤ log ∆ requires
O
(

m · F
(

∆
2h

+ 2, n(h)
)

+ m · h
)

deterministic (resp., expected) time.

We are now ready to summarize the main properties of Procedure Edge-Coloring in the deter-
ministic and randomized settings.
By Theorem 1(1), Corollary 1 and Lemma 2, we get the following properties of the deterministic
algorithm:

Corollary 2 (Properties of deterministic algorithm). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with n vertices,
m edges, and maximum degree ∆. The deterministic variant of Procedure Edge-Coloring with

parameter h ≤ log ∆ computes a proper
(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring of G in O
(

m·∆·logn

2h

)

time.

For the randomized algorithm, let c > 0 be an arbitrary constant that determines the threshold
τ = (c + 1) · logn, and let t = m

(c+1)2·log2 n+2
. Recall that we apply the randomized algorithm from

Theorem 1(2) on the graph G(h) (with n(h) vertices, m(h) edges, and maximum degree ∆(h)) in line
2 of Procedure Edge-Coloring when n(h) ≥ τ (and otherwise we apply the deterministic algorithm
from Theorem 1(1)). Observe that if ∆ ≤ t, then by Claim 2, in every subgraph G(h), computed

after h levels of recursion, there are at least m(h) ≥ m
2h
− 2 edges. Hence, since n(h) ≥

√
m(h), and

h ≤ log ∆ ≤ log t, we get:

n(h) ≥
√

m(h) ≥
√

m

2h
− 2 ≥

√

m

t
− 2 ≥

√

(c + 1)2 · log2 n = (c + 1) · logn = τ.
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Hence, if ∆ ≤ t, we always apply the randomized algorithm from Theorem 1(2) in the base case of
the algorithm, and the time required for line 2 of Procedure Edge-Coloring on the graph G(h) is

O
(

m(h) ·
(

∆(h)
)18
)

.

Otherwise, when ∆ > t, observe that for h ≥ log
(

∆ · log logn
4·logn

)

, we have

h ≥ log

(

∆ · log logn

4 · logn

)

> log

(

t · log logn

4 · logn

)

= log

(

m · log logn
(

(c + 1)2 · log2 n + 2
)

· 4 · logn

)

= Ω(logn),

and since, ∆·log logn

2h
≤ 4 · logn, we get that ∆·log logn

2h
= O(h).

Hence, if ∆ > t and h ≥ log
(

∆ · log logn
4·logn

)

, by Claim 1, the time required for line 2 of Procedure

Edge-Coloring on the graph G(h) is

O

(

m(h) ·
(

∆(h)
)18

+ m(h) ·∆(h) · logn(h)

)

= O

(

m(h) ·
(

∆(h)
)18

+
m(h) ·∆ · log logn

2h

)

= O

(

m(h) ·
(

∆(h)
)18

+ m(h) · h
)

.

Therefore, by Theorem 1(2), Claim 3 and Lemma 2, we get the following properties:

Corollary 3 (Properties of randomized algorithm). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with n vertices, m edges,
and maximum degree ∆, and let c > 0 be the constant that determines the threshold τ = (c+ 1) · logn.

The randomized variant of Procedure Edge-Coloring with parameter log
(

∆ · log logn
4·logn

)

≤ h ≤ log ∆−
2 computes a proper

(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring of G in O
(

m ·
(

∆
2h

)18
+ m · h

)

time with probability at

least 1− 1
nc .

To get simpler and more useful trade-offs, we set h ≈ log (ε ·∆). Note that if ε ≤ log logn

4·logn
,

then the running time of the randomized algorithm is at least Ω
(

m · ε−18
)

= Ω
(

m
ε
· log17 n

log17(logn)

)

,

which is larger than the running time O
(

m·logn

ε

)

of our deterministic algorithm. Hence we use

the randomized algorithm only for larger values of ε, i.e., for ε ≥ log logn
4·logn

. In this range we have

h ≈ log(ε ·∆) ≥ log
(

∆ · log logn

4·logn

)

.

Theorem 3 (Trade-off). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with n vertices, m edges, and maximum degree
∆.

(1) (Deterministic trade− off) Let 1
∆ ≤ ε < 1. The deterministic variant of Procedure Edge-

Coloring with parameter h = max
{⌊

log
(

ε·∆
3

)⌋

, 0
}

computes a proper (1 + ε)∆-edge-coloring

of G in O
(

m·logn
ε

)

time.

(2) (Randomized trade− off) Let max
{

log logn

logn
, 1
∆

}

≤ ε < 1, and let c > 0 be an arbitrary constant

that determines the threshold τ = (c + 1) · log n. The randomized variant of Procedure Edge-

Coloring with parameter h = max
{⌊

log
(

ε·∆
4

)⌋

, 0
}

computes a proper (1 + ε)∆-edge-coloring

of G in O
(

m · ε−18 + m · log(ε ·∆)
)

time with probability at least 1− 1
nc .

Observe that for any constant value of ε > 0, the running time of the randomized variant of the
algorithm is O(m · log ∆). As long as ∆ = no(1), it is smaller than the running time O(m · log n) of the
deterministic variant of the algorithm.

4 Arboricity-Dependent Edge-Coloring

In this section we focus on the edge-coloring problem in graphs with bounded arboricity. The arboricity

of a graph G = (V,E) is defined by α(G) = maxS⊆V,|S|≥2

{⌈

|E(G[S])|
|S|−1

⌉}

, where G[S] is the subgraph

10



of G induced by the vertices in S. Intuitively, we can think of a graph with small arboricity as a graph
that is ”sparse everywhere”. It is well-known [NW61] that for a graph G = (V,E) with arboricity α,
its edge set can be partitioned into α forests. Such a partition of the edges into forests is called a
forests-decomposition of the graph. The problem of computing a forest-decomposition of the graph into
k forests reduces to the problem of computing an orientation of the edge set, such that the outdegree
of each vertex is bounded by k. (Given such an orientation one can compute a forest-decomposition
by partitioning the outgoing edges incident on each vertex among the k forests.) It is well-known (see
e.g., [BE08]) that a forest-decomposition into 2α forests, which also induces an acyclic orientation with
outdegree at most 2α can be computed in linear time.

The full description of the algorithm that computes such an orientation is provided in Appendix A
for the sake of completeness.

Theorem 4 (Procedure Forests-Decomposition Orientation properties). Let G = (V,E) be
an n-vertex, m-edge graph with arboricity α. Procedure Forests-Decomposition Orientation

computes a forests-decomposition orientation with degree at most 2α in O(n + m) time.

4.1 The Oriented Degree-Splitting Problem

In this subsection we present an algorithm for computing a two-way (or oriented) degree-splitting of
a graph equipped with an orientation µ of all edges. We use this algorithm in our main arboricity-
dependent edge-coloring algorithm. We first present the (general) oriented degree-splitting problem.

The Oriented Degree-Splitting Problem. The oriented degree-splitting problem seeks a par-
titioning of the edge set E of a directed graph G = (V,E) into two parts so that the partition looks
almost balanced around each vertex. Concretely, we need to color each edge red or blue such that for
each vertex, the difference between the number of incoming red and blue edges incident on it and
the difference between the number of outgoing red and blue edges incident on it, are both upper-
bounded by some small discrepancy threshold parameter κ. In other words, we want an assignment
q : E → {1,−1} such that for each vertex v ∈ V , we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

e∈Ein
v

q(e)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ κ and

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

e∈Eout
v

q(e)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ κ,

where Ein
v and Eout

v denote the sets of incoming and outgoing edges incident on v, respectively. We

refer to
∣

∣

∣

∑

e∈Ein
v
q(e)

∣

∣

∣
as the incoming discrepancy of v, and to

∣

∣

∣

∑

e∈Eout
v

q(e)
∣

∣

∣
as the outgoing discrep-

ancy of v. We also say that the color red (or 1) is opposite to the color blue (or -1). We will also refer
to degree-splitting q(·) as above as to a partition (E1, E2) of the edge set E, where E1 (respectively,
E2) is the set of red (respectively, blue) edges.

We now present an algorithm that computes an oriented degree-splitting with discrepancy at most
1 that we use in our main edge-coloring algorithm. In our oriented degree-splitting algorithm we use
a modified version of paths decomposition (see [IS86, KS87, HKP01, GHK+20] for previous work on
degree-splitting). In the paths decomposition problem, we are given an undirected graph G = (V,E),
and we aim to partition its edge set E into a collection of edge-disjoint paths (not necessarily simple
ones), such that each vertex in the graph is an endpoint of at most κ such paths, for some small
threshold value κ. Such a partition is called a paths decomposition of G with degree at most κ. More
specifically, the degree of a vertex v in a paths decomposition is the number of paths such that v is one
of their two endpoints. We refer to a path P = (v0, e1, v1, ..., ek, vk) as a maximal path if all the incident
edges of v0 and vk in the graph are already in P , i.e., we cannot add more edges in both endpoints of
the path. Note that a maximal path might be a cycle. In the case where P is a cycle, i.e., v0 = vk, we
consider the vertex v0 as the endpoint of the cycle. Computing a paths decomposition with degree at
most 2 can be implemented by a simple linear-time greedy algorithm, that first constructs a maximal
path in the graph, then deletes the edges of the path, and recursively computes another maximal
path in the remaining graph. Observe that in such paths decomposition, each vertex is an endpoint
of at most one path (a vertex might be the two endpoints of a path, in the case of cycle). Paths
decomposition is a useful tool for computing a degree-splitting. This task can be done by coloring the
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P1

v

u

P2

w z

- w and z are both outgoing endpoints of P2

- v is an outgoing endpoint of P1

- u is an incoming endpoint of P1

Figure 3: Alternating-directions paths.

edges of each path using two alternating colors. This coloring defines the degree-splitting of the graph.
Below are a few crucial observations that help to prove the correctness of this process:
Let P = (v0, e1, v1, ..., ek, vk) be a path in a paths decomposition.

• Every appearance of a vertex v as an inner vertex of a path, i.e., v = vi for some i ∈ {1, 2, ..., k−1},
does not affect its discrepancy (ei and ei+1 are colored by opposite colors).

• Every appearance of a vertex as an endpoint of an odd length cycle increases its discrepancy by
2 (e1 and ek are colored with the same color).

• Every appearance of a vertex as an endpoint of an even length cycle does not affect its discrepancy
(e1 and ek are colored by opposite colors).

• Every appearance of a vertex v as an endpoint of a path that is not a cycle changes its discrepancy
by 1 (there is one edge incident to this appearance of v in this path).

We will now describe our oriented degree-splitting algorithm. As we mentioned before, this algo-
rithm is an oriented version of the undirected idea that was described above. To adapt this idea also
to oriented graphs, we make one main change. We focus on a certain type of paths, that we call
alternating-directions paths.

For convenience, we consider a directed graph as an undirected graph G = (V,E) with an orientation
µ on its edges. A path (v0, e1, v1, ..., ek, vk) in G is called an alternating-directions path, or shortly
an AD path if the orientations (according to µ) of every pair of consecutive edges of the path are
alternating, i.e., they are both oriented either towards their common vertex, or from their common
vertex. Let P = (v0, e1, v1, ..., ek, vk) be an AD path. If e1 is oriented towards v1, we refer to v0 as an
outgoing endpoint of P . Otherwise, we refer to v0 as an incoming endpoint of P . Symmetrically, If ek
is oriented towards vk−1, we refer to vk as an outgoing endpoint of P , and otherwise, we refer to vk as
an incoming endpoint of P . Note that this is possible that both endpoints of P are incoming or both
are outgoing. See Figure 3 for an example of an AD path and its endpoints.

In the alternating-directions paths decomposition problem, we are given an undirected graph
G = (V,E) equipped with an orientation µ on its edges, and we aim to partition its edge set E
into a collection of edge-disjoint AD paths (not necessarily simple ones), such that each vertex in the
graph is an incoming endpoint of at most κ such paths, and an outgoing endpoint of at most κ such
paths, for some small threshold value κ. Such a partition is called an AD paths decomposition of (G,µ)
with degree κ.

12



v0

v1

v2

e1 e2

e3

Figure 4: An odd-length cycle alternating-directions path (v0, v1, v2, v0).

Analogously to the undirected case, we refer to an alternating-directions path P = (v0, e1, v1, ..., ek,
vk) as a maximal AD path if all the incident edges of v0 that are oriented in the same direction as e1,
with respect to v0, are already in P , and all the incident edges of vk that are oriented in the same
direction as ek, with respect to vk, are already in P , i.e., we cannot add more edges at either endpoint
of the path and keep it an alternating-directions path. Note that a maximal AD path might be a cycle.
In the case where P is a cycle, i.e., v0 = vk, we refer to the vertex v0 as the endpoint of the cycle.
Note that if P is an even-length cycle, then every vertex in P can be considered as an endpoint of v,
while if P is an odd length cycle, only v0 can be considered as its endpoint, since the edges e1 and ek
are oriented in opposite directions with respect to v0 (one edge is oriented towards v0, and the other
is oriented from v0) (see Figure 4 for an example).

We are now ready to describe the oriented version of the paths decomposition problem. Given a
graph G = (V,E) with an orientation µ, we aim to partition the edge set of the graph into a collec-
tion of edge-disjoint AD paths (not necessarily simple ones), such that each vertex in the graph is an
incoming and an outgoing endpoint in a small number of such paths.

Before providing the full description of the AD paths decomposition algorithm, we present some
notation. During the algorithm we maintain a set of ”active” edges F ⊆ E. At the beginning
F = E. We iteratively compute maximal alternating-directions paths, and delete their edges from
F . We denote GF = (V,F). The full description of the algorithm is given in Procedure AD Paths

Decomposition:

Algorithm 2 Procedure AD Paths Decomposition (G = (V,E), µ)

1: D ← ∅
2: F ← E
3: while F 6= ∅ do
4: compute a maximal alternating-directions path P in GF

5: D ← D ∪ {P}
6: F ← F \ P ⊲ we delete the edges of P
7: end while

8: return D

We now analyse the algorithm. We first show that Procedure AD Paths Decomposition com-
putes an alternating-directions paths decomposition D with degree 1, i.e., each vertex is an incoming
and an outgoing endpoint of at most one path in D.

Lemma 3 (Degree bound for AD paths decomposition). Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph and
µ an orientation of its edges. Procedure AD Paths Decomposition partitions the edge set E of the
graph into a collection of edge-disjoint AD paths D such that each vertex v ∈ V is an incoming and an
outgoing endpoint of at most one path in D.

Proof. First, observe that at the beginning of each iteration of the algorithm, F consists of all the
edges that did not appear in the paths that we have already constructed. Hence, since in each iteration
of the algorithm we add to D an AD directions path in GF , then D is indeed a partition of E into
edge-disjoint AD paths. We now show that each vertex v ∈ V is an incoming endpoint of at most
one path in D (the case of outgoing endpoint is symmetric). Assume for a contradiction that there
is a vertex v ∈ V that is an incoming endpoint of at least two paths in D. Denote these paths by
P = (v, e1, v1, , ..., ek, vk) and P ′ = (v, e′1, v

′
1, ..., e

′
k, v

′
k), where P is constructed before P ′, and e1 and
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e′1 are both oriented towards v. Since e′1 ∈ P ′, then e′1 /∈ P . Hence, since we do not add edges to F ,
the edge e′1 was in F at the iteration of the algorithm on which we constructed P . Hence, P was not
a maximal alternating-directions path, which is a contradiction to the maximality of the path at that
stage.

We next analyse the running time of the algorithm.

Lemma 4 (A bound on the running time of Procedure AD Paths Decomposition). Let G = (V,E)
be an undirected graph and µ an orientation of its edges. Procedure AD Paths Decomposition

requires O(m) time.

Proof. First, observe that the construction of a maximal alternating-directions path P in GF can be
implemented in O(|P |) time. Each vertex can maintain a list of its active incoming edges and a list of
its active outgoing edges. Using these lists, a maximal alternating-directions paths can be computed
by iteratively choosing the edges of the path, starting at an arbitrary edge e ∈ F , and extending the
path from both endpoints with an active edge oriented in the appropriate direction. Hence the overall
running time of the algorithm is

∑

P∈D O(|P |) = O(m).

We summarize this result in the next theorem.

Theorem 5 (Properties of Procedure AD Paths Decomposition). Let G = (V,E) be an m-edge
undirected graph and µ an orientation of its edges. Procedure AD Paths Decomposition partitions
the edge set E of the graph into a collection of edge-disjoint alternating-directions paths D such that
each vertex v ∈ V is an incoming and an outgoing endpoint of at most one path in D. The procedure
requires O(m) time.

Finally, we show how we use an AD paths decomposition in order to construct an oriented degree-
splitting. Similarly to the undirected case, we first compute an AD paths decomposition D of the
graph using Procedure AD Paths Decomposition, and then color each path in D using two alter-
nating colors. We now show that this process produces an oriented degree-splitting of the graph with
discrepancy at most 1 in O(m) time.

Theorem 6 (Properties of the oriented degree-splitting algorithm). Let G = (V,E) be an undirected
graph and µ an orientation of its edges. Let D be an AD paths decomposition with degree at most 1.
By coloring each path in D using two alternating colors, we get an oriented degree-splitting (E1, E2)
of G with discrepancy at most 1.

Proof. We will show that the incoming discrepancy of each vertex is at most 1 (for outgoing discrepancy
the proof is symmetric). Denote D = {P1, P2, ..., Pl}, and for each j ∈ {1, 2, ..., l}, denote Pj =

(vj0, e
j
1, v

j
1, ..., e

j
kj
, vjkj

). Let v ∈ V , and denote the set of incoming edges (under µ) incident on v by

Ein
v . By Theorem 5, v is an incoming endpoint of at most one path (or cycle) Pz ∈ D. We define a set

H in
v of (at most two) edges in the following way: if vz0 = v and ez1 is oriented towards v, then ez1 ∈ H in

v .
Also, if vzkz

= v and ezkz
is oriented towards v, then ezkz

∈ H in
v too. Note that H in

v may also be an

empty set. Let F in
v = Ein

v \H in
v . We now show that half of the edges in F in

v are colored by each of the
two colors. Observe that all the oriented edges in F in

v are of the form 〈vji−1, v
j
i 〉 or 〈vji+1, v

j
i 〉, where

v = vji for j ∈ {1, 2, ..., l} and i ∈ {1, ..., kj − 1}. We refer to a pair of edges 〈vji−1, v
j
i 〉 and 〈vji+1, v

j
i 〉,

where v = vji for j ∈ {1, 2, ..., l} and i ∈ {1, ..., kj − 1}, as counterpart edges. Observe that both these
edges are in F in

v , and every edge in F in
v has a unique counterpart in F in

v . Since an edge in F in
v and

its counterpart are consecutive edges in some path of D, they received opposite colors. Hence, half of
the edges in F in

v are colored by each of the two colors. If
∣

∣H in
v

∣

∣ ≤ 1, we conclude that the incoming

discrepancy of v is at most 1. Otherwise, H in
v =

{

ez1, e
z
kz

}

, which means that Pz is an even-length
cycle. Hence ez1 and ezkz

received opposite colors, and the incoming discrepancy of v is 0. Overall, the
incoming discrepancy of v is at most 1.

In the next corollary we summarize properties of our degree-splitting algorithm.

Corollary 4. Let G = (V,E) be an m-edge undirected graph and µ an orientation of its edges. Let
D be the AD paths decomposition constructed by Procedure AD Paths Decomposition. By coloring
each path in D using two alternating colors, we get an oriented degree-splitting (E1, E2) of G with
discrepancy at most 1. The procedure requires O(m) time.
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Proof. By Theorem 5, Procedure AD Paths Decomposition computes an AD paths decomposition
with degree at most 1. Hence, by Theorem 6, by coloring each path in D using two alternating colors,
we get an oriented degree-splitting of G with discrepancy at most 1.

By Theorem 5, the computation of an AD paths decomposition requires O(m) time. The coloring
process requires O(m) time as well. Hence the computation of oriented degree-splitting requires O(m)
time.

For i ∈ {−1, 1}, denote by indegi(v) (respectively, outdegi(v)) the number of incoming (respectively,
outgoing) edges incident in v that are colored i in the degree-splitting. As |indeg−1(v)− indeg1(v)| ≤ 1
and |outdeg−1(v)− outdeg1(v)| ≤ 1, for any v ∈ V , it follows that

indeg(v)− 1

2
≤ indegi(v) ≤ indeg(v) + 1

2
(2)

and
outdeg(v)− 1

2
≤ outdegi(v) ≤ outdeg(v) + 1

2
, (3)

for every i ∈ {−1, 1}.

4.2 An Arboricity-Dependent Edge-Coloring Algorithm

In this section we present our arboricity-dependent edge-coloring algorithm.
Before describing the algorithm, we first state two known results for (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring of graphs
with bounded arboricity, due to [Kow24, BCPS23b], which we use as blackbox manner.

Theorem 7 ((∆ + 1)-edge-coloring). Let G be an n-vertex m-edge graph with maximum degree ∆ and
arboricity α.

(1) [Kow24] There is a deterministic algorithm that computes a proper (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring of G
in O(m · α7 · log n) time.

(2) [BCPS23b] There is a randomized algorithm that computes a proper (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring of G
within an expected O(m · α · logn) time.

Our arboricity-dependent edge-coloring algorithm is an oriented version of Algorithm 1 (see Section
3). Given an n-vertex m-edge undirected graph G = (V,E), with maximum degree ∆ and arboricity
α, instead of recursively applying the degree-splitting algorithm (from Section 3) on the input graph
G, we first compute a forests-decomposition orientation µ of G, and then apply an oriented version
of the edge-coloring algorithm from Section 3. Namely, we are given an input a graph G = (V,E)
with an orientation µ on its edges, and a non-negative integer parameter h. The algorithm starts by
computing an oriented degree-splitting (E1, E2) of G = (V,E) with the orientation µ (see Theorem 6).
Then it defines two subgraphs G1 and G2 of G, each on the same vertex set V . Their sets of edges
are E1 and E2, respectively, in the oriented degree-splitting algorithm from the first step. Then, it
recursively computes edge-colorings of each of the subgraphs of G, and merges these colorings using
disjoint palettes. The parameter h determines the depth of the recursion. At the base case of the
algorithm (h = 0) it computes a proper (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring (of the undirected version of the graph)
using one of the algorithms from Theorem 7.
We present the pseudocode of this algorithm in Procedures Oriented Edge-Coloring and Ar-

boricity Edge-Coloring (Algorithms 3 and 4).
We now proceed to the analysis of these algorithms.
We first present some notation that we will use for the analysis. Let G = (V,E) be an m-edge graph

with maximum (undirected) degree ∆ and arboricity α, an orientation µ of its edges, and h ≤ logα
be an input for Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring, and let 0 ≤ i ≤ h. We will use the nota-
tion G(i) for a graph that is computed after i levels of recursion. We denote its number of edges by
m(i), its maximum (undirected) degree by ∆(i), and its arboricity by α(i). For a vertex v ∈ V , we

denote by indeg(i)(v) and outdeg(i)(v) the incoming and outgoing degrees of v in such graph G(i),

respectively (for example G(0) = G, m(0) = m, ∆(0) = ∆, α(0) = α, indeg(0)(v) = indeg(v) and
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Algorithm 3 Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring (G = (V,E), µ, h)

1: if h = 0 then

2: compute a (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring ϕ of G using an algorithm from Theorem 7
3: else

4: G1 = (V,E1), G2 = (V,E2) ← Oriented Degree-Splitting(G)
5: compute a coloring ϕ1 of G1 using Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring(G1, µ, h− 1)
6: compute a coloring ϕ2 of G2 using Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring(G2, µ, h− 1)

7: define coloring ϕ of G by ϕ(e) =

{

ϕ1(e), e ∈ E1

|ϕ1|+ ϕ2(e), e ∈ E2

⊲ |ϕ1| is the size of the palette of the coloring ϕ1

8: end if

9: return ϕ

Algorithm 4 Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring (G = (V,E), h)

1: µ ← Forests-Decomposition Orientation(G)
2: return Oriented Edge-Coloring(G,µ,h)

outdeg(0)(v) = outdeg(v), for each v ∈ V ). The orientation µ induces an orientation to every subgraph
of G. We keep using the notation µ for the orientation that µ induces on these subgraphs.

Important parameters that affect the performance of our algorithm are the incoming and outgoing
degrees of each vertex v ∈ V on different levels of recursion. Therefore, we start the analysis by
bounding these degrees. The analysis is similar to that in Lemma 1.

Lemma 5 (Maximum oriented degrees of recursive graphs). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with arboricity
α, µ an orientation of its edges with out-degree at most 2α, and h ≤ logα be an input for Procedure
Oriented Edge-Coloring, and let 0 ≤ i ≤ h. For each v ∈ V , the incoming degree indeg(i)(v),

and the outgoing degree outdeg(i)(v) of v in a graph G(i) that was computed after i levels of recursion
satisfy

indeg(v)

2i
− 1 ≤ indeg(i)(v) ≤ indeg(v)

2i
+ 1

and
outdeg(v)

2i
− 1 ≤ outdeg(i)(v) ≤ outdeg(v)

2i
+ 1.

Proof. Let v ∈ V . We prove the lemma for the incoming degree of v (the proof of the outgoing degree
of v is symmetric). The proof is by induction on i:
For i = 0, we have G(0) = G, and indeed the incoming degree of v in G satisfies indeg(v) − 1 ≤
indeg(v) ≤ indeg(v) + 1.
For i > 0, let G(i) be a graph on which the procedure is invoked on the i’th level of the recursion, and
let G(i−1) be the graph which we splitted in the previous level of recursion in order to create the graph
G(i). By the induction hypothesis and by Equation (2) (and Equation (3), for outgoing degree), we
have

indeg(i)(v) ≤ indeg(i−1)(v) + 1

2
≤

indeg(v)
2i−1 + 1 + 1

2
=

indeg(v)

2i
+ 1,

and

indeg(i)(v) ≥ indeg(i−1)(v) − 1

2
≥

indeg(v)
2i−1 − 1− 1

2
=

indeg(v)

2i
− 1.

Using this lemma, we now derive a bound on the maximum (undirected) degree ∆(i) of the sub-
graphs G(i).

Corollary 5 (A bound on the maximum (undirected) degree). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with
maximum (undirected) degree ∆ and arboricity α, µ be an orientation of its edges with out-degree at
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most 2α, and h ≤ logα be an input for Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring, and let 0 ≤ i ≤ h.
The maximum (undirected) degree ∆(i) of (the undirected version of) a graph G(i) that was computed
after i levels of recursion satisfies ∆(i) ≤ ∆

2i + 2.

Proof. The proof is straightforward from Lemma 5. For each v ∈ V , the degrees of v in G(i) and in
G satisfy degG(i)(v) = indeg(i)(v) + outdeg(i)(v), and degG(v) = indeg(v) + outdeg(v), respectively.

Hence, degG(i)(v) ≤ degG(v)
2i + 2, which means that ∆(i) ≤ ∆

2i + 2.

Another important property is that the arboricity, α(i), of the subgraphs G(i), decreases exponen-
tially as well. We prove this in the next lemma.

Lemma 6 (A bound on the arboricity). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with arboricity α and h ≤ logα
be an input for Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring, and let 0 ≤ i ≤ h. The arboricity α(i) of
a graph G(i) that was computed after i levels of recursion (of the invocation of Procedure Oriented

Edge-Coloring in line 2 of Algorithm 4) satisfies α(i) ≤ α
2i−1 + 1.

Proof. By Theorem 4, the maximum outgoing degree of the orientation µ, produced by Procedure
Forests-Decomposition Orientation in line 1 of Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring (see

Algorithm 4), is at most 2α. Hence, by Lemma 5, the outgoing degree, outdeg(i)(v) of v, in a graph
G(i) that was computed after i levels of recursion (of Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring in line
2), satisfies

outdeg(i)(v) ≤ outdeg(v)

2i
+ 1 ≤ 2α

2i
+ 1 =

α

2i−1
+ 1.

For each vertex v ∈ V , we label its outgoing edges in G(i) using the indexes
{

1, 2, ..., α
2i−1 + 1

}

. Let
(v1, v2, ..., vn) be the order that the vertices in G become inactive during the execution of Procedure
Forests-Decomposition Orientation (vertices become inactive when they leave the setA of active
vertices on line 2 of Algorithm 5). Observe that there are no edges of the form 〈vi, vj〉 for i > j. Hence
the orientation µ is acyclic. Therefore, for every index i ∈

{

1, 2, ..., α
2i−1 + 1

}

, the set of edges labeled

i is a forest. Thus, the edge set of G(i) can be split into α
2i−1 + 1 edge-disjoint forests. Hence its

arboricity α(i) satisfies α(i) ≤ α
2i−1 + 1.

We next show that the coloring produced by Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring is a proper
edge-coloring, and bound the number of colors that it uses.

Lemma 7 (Proper edge-coloring). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with maximum (undirected) degree ∆
and arboricity α, µ an orientation of its edges with out-degree at most 2α, and h ≤ logα be an input for
Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring. Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring computes a proper
(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring of G.

By Corollary 5, the maximal degree of the recursive subgraphs can be bounded by the same bounds
as in the undirected algorithm from Section 3.2 (Lemma 1). Hence the proof of Lemma 7 is identical
to that of Lemma 1, and is therefore omitted.

Next, we use this lemma to conclude that also Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring computes
a proper

(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring of G.

Corollary 6 (Proper edge-coloring). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with maximum degree ∆ and arboricity
α, and h ≤ logα be an input for Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring. Procedure Arboricity

Edge-Coloring computes a proper
(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring of G.

We next proceed to the analysis of the running time of Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring.
Observe that the running time of step 2 of Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring is of the form
m · F (α, n) for some function F . Hence by Lemma 2 (from Section 3.2, when changing the role of ∆
with α), Lemma 6, and by the linearity of the expected value, we conclude the following bound for the
(expected) running time of Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring.

Lemma 8 (Running time of Procedure Oriented-Edge-Coloring). Let G = (V,E) be an n-vertex,
m-edge graph with arboricity α, µ be an orientation of its edges with out-degree at most 2α, and
h ≤ logα be an input for Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring. If step 2 of Procedure Oriented
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Edge-Coloring (line 2 of Algorithm 3) requires O(m ·αc · logn) deterministic (respectively, expected)

time for some constant c > 0, then Procedure Oriented Edge-Coloring requires O
(

m·αc·logn

2ch

)

deterministic (resp., expected) time.

From this lemma, we now conclude that Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring (see Algorithm

4) requires O
(

m·αc·logn

2ch

)

time, for an appropriate constant c > 0, as well.

Corollary 7 (Running time of Procedure Arboricity-Edge-Coloring). Let G = (V,E) be an
n-vertex, m-edge graph with arboricity α, and h ≤ logα be an input for Procedure Arboricity

Edge-Coloring. Then Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring requires O
(

m·α7·logn

27h

)

determin-

istic time. Its randomized variant requires O
(

m·α·logn

2h

)

expected time.

Proof. By Theorem 4, step 1 of Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring requires O(n + m) de-
terministic time. For the deterministic algorithm, by Lemma 8 and Theorem 7(1), step 2 requires

O
(

m·α7·logn

27h

)

deterministic time. Hence, since h ≤ logα, Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring

requires

O

(

m · α7 · logn

27h
+ n + m

)

= O

(

m · α7 · logn

27h

)

deterministic time. For the randomized variant of algorithm, by Lemma 6, Lemma 8, and Theorem

7(2), the expected running time of step 2 is O
(

m·α·logn

2h

)

time. Hence, since h ≤ logα, the expected

running time of Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring is O
(

m·α·logn

2h + n + m
)

= O
(

m·α·logn

2h

)

time.

We are now ready to summarize the main properties of Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring.

Theorem 8 (Properties of Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring). Let G = (V,E) be an n-vertex,
m-edge graph with maximum degree ∆ and arboricity α. Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring with

parameter h ≤ logα computes a proper
(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring of G in O
(

m·α7·logn

27h

)

deterministic

time. Its randomized version requires O
(

m·α·logn

2h

)

expected time.

Note that when h = 0, the number of colors assigned by the Procedure Arboricity Edge-

Coloring is actually ∆ + 1 (and not ∆ + 3, as in the bound in Theorem 8). To get a more simple
and useful trade-off, we set h ≈ log (ε · α).

Theorem 9 (Trade-off). Let G = (V,E) be an n-vertex, m-edge graph with maximum degree ∆
and arboricity α, and let 1

α
≤ ε < 1. Procedure Arboricity Edge-Coloring with parameter

h = max
{⌊

log
(

ε·α
3

)⌋

, 0
}

computes a proper (∆+ε ·α)-edge-coloring of G in O
(

m·logn
ε7

)

deterministic

time. Its randomized version requires O
(

m·logn

ε

)

expected time.
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[Bol98] Béla Bollobás. Modern graph theory, volume 184. Springer Science & Business Media,
1998.
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A Forests-Decomposition Orientation

In this appendix we present a well known procedure for computing a forests-decomposition into 2α
forests.

Let G = (V,E) be a graph with arboricity α. We begin by presenting the idea behind Procedure
Forests-Decomposition Orientation, that computes a forests-decomposition orientation with
degree 2α. An important observation for this algorithm, is that the average degree of every induced
subgraph of G is at most 2α. Using this property, we can maintain a set ”active” vertices A, that
consists of the vertices in the graph we did not process yet. At the beginning, A = V , and iteratively we
process a vertex v ∈ A with the smallest degree in the induced subgraph G[A]. This vertex has degree
(in G[A]) at most 2α, and we orient its incident edges towards theirs other endpoint (note that the
edges that are not in G[A] are already oriented). Before we provide the pseudocode of the algorithm,
we present some notations that we use. Let A ⊆ V , and v ∈ A. We denote by degA(v) the induced
degree of v in G[A], and by NA(v) the induced neighbors of v in G[A]. We denote G[A] = (A, E[A]).
The full description of the algorithm is given in Procedure Forests-Decomposition Orientation:

Algorithm 5 Procedure Forests-Decomposition Orientation (G = (V,E))

1: A ← V
2: while A 6= ∅ do
3: let v ∈ A with smallest degA(v)
4: for each u ∈ NA(v) do

5: µ(v, u) = 〈v, u〉
6: end for

7: A ← A \ {v}
8: end while

9: return µ

We now analyse the algorithm. We first present a lemma that bounds the minimal degree in G[A].

Lemma 9 (Minimal degree). Let G = (V,E) a graph with arboricity α, and let A ⊆ V . There is a
vertex v ∈ A such that degA(v) ≤ 2α.

Proof. Assume for a contradiction that for each v ∈ V , we have degA(v) > 2α. Then we get

2 |E[A]| =
∑

v∈A

degA(v) > |A| · 2α ≥ |A| · 2 · |E[A]|
|A| − 1

> 2|E[A]|,
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which is a contradiction.

We are now ready to derive the next corollary that bounds the maximal outdegree of the constructed
orientation.

Corollary 8 (A bound on the outdegree). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with arboricity α. Procedure
Forests-Decomposition Orientation produces an orientation µ of the edge set E with maximum
outdegree at most 2α.

Proof. Let v ∈ V , and let Av be the set A at the beginning of the iteration where v is chosen in step 3.
By Lemma 9, since v is a vertex in Av with minimal degree in G[Av], we have degAv

(v) ≤ 2α. Since
all the outgoing edges of v in µ are defined only in this iteration of the main loop, and since only the
incident edges of v in G[Av] are oriented from v in this iteration, the outdegree of v in µ is at most
degAv

(v) ≤ 2α.

Finally, we present an implementation of the algorithm, and analyse its running time.

Lemma 10 (A bound on the running time). Let G = (V,E) be an n-vertex m-edge graph. Procedure
Forests-Decomposition Orientation requires O(n + m) time.

Proof. The implementation of this algorithm is done by using an array A of size n, where in each entry
i ∈ {0, 1, 2, ..., n− 1}, we store a list of the vertices with degree i in G[A]. During the algorithm, we
also maintain for each vertex its degree, degA(v), in G[A]. In addition we save a variable s, denoting
the first non-empty index of the array. The initialization of A, s and the degrees of the vertices
requires O(m) time. In each iteration of the algorithm we pick the first vertex v in A[s] (representing
a vertex with minimum degree in the subgraph G[A]), orient all the incident edges of v in G[A]. For
each neighbor u ∈ NA(v), we delete u from A[degA(u)], add it to the list in A[degA(u) − 1], and
update degA(u) = degA(u)− 1. Observe that in each iteration, the minimum degree of G[A] is either
decreases by 1, or increases. Hence all the updates of the variable s require O(m + n) time. Overall,
this algorithm requires O(n + m) time.

We summarize this result in the following theorem:

Theorem 4 (Procedure Forests-Decomposition Orientation properties). Let G = (V,E) be
an n-vertex, m-edge graph with arboricity α. Procedure Forests-Decomposition Orientation

computes a forests-decomposition orientation with degree at most 2α in O(n + m) time.

For our main arboricity-dependent edge-coloring algorithm, that we describe in Section 4.2, we first
compute the above orientation, and then continue the rest of the algorithm on the oriented version of
the graph.

B Some Proofs from Section 3

In this appendix we provide some proofs that were omitted from Section 3.

Proof of Theorem 2. Without loss of generality we assume that the graph G is connected. Otherwise,
we will apply the algorithm on each connected component separately.
Define a graph G′ = (V ′, E′), where V ′ = V ∪{x}, for a dummy node x /∈ V , and E′ = E∪{(x, v) | v ∈
V, and degG(v) is odd}. Observe that since we increased by 1 only the degree of the odd degree ver-
tices, then for any v ∈ V , its degree in G′, degG′(v), is even. In addition, since

∑

v∈V degG(v) = 2 · |E|,
the number of odd degree vertices in G must be even. Hence the degree of x (in G′) is even as well. So
we get that all the degrees in G′ are even, and we can compute an Eulerian cycle in G′ using a simple
O(m) time algorithm. Next, starting from the dummy node x (if x is isolated in G′ we will start from
an arbitrary other vertex), we will color the edges of the cycle in two alternating colors, red and blue,
except maybe the first and the last edges that we color, that might have the same color (if the cycle
is of odd length) in O(m) time. In that way, the discrepancy of each vertex in G′ is either 2 (if we
started coloring the cycle from this vertex and the cycle is of odd length), or 0 (otherwise).
After removing x (and the edges it is incident on) from G′, the discrepancy of its neighbors will become
1, and the discrepancy of the other vertices will not change. So we get a degree-splitting of G with
discrepancy at most 2 in O(m) time.
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Observe that after the coloring of G′, without loss of generality, there are
⌈

|E′|
2

⌉

edges colored red,

and
⌊

|E′|
2

⌋

edges colored blue. Hence if x is isolated in G′, we will get that there are
⌈

m
2

⌉

red edges,

and
⌊

m
2

⌋

blue edges. Otherwise, we consider two cases:

• When m is even, we delete the same amount of blue and red edges from G′ (when we remove x
and its incident edges). Hence we will get that there are

⌈

m
2

⌉

red edges, and
⌊

m
2

⌋

blue edges.

• Otherwise, if m is odd, we delete from G′ two more red edges than blue edges (when we remove
x and its incident edges). Hence we will get that there are

⌈

m
2

⌉

blue edges, and
⌊

m
2

⌋

red edges
in G.

Proof of Lemma 1. We will start by showing that the coloring ϕ is proper by induction on h:
For h = 0, by the assumption the coloring ϕ is a proper (∆ + 1)-edge-coloring.
For h > 0, let e1 6= e2 ∈ E. By the induction hypothesis, the colorings ϕ1 and ϕ2 that were defined
on lines 5 and 6 of Algorithm 1 are proper edge-colorings.
If e1, e2 ∈ E1, then ϕ(e1) = ϕ1(e1) 6= ϕ1(e2) = ϕ(e2).
If e1, e2 ∈ E2, then ϕ(e1) = |ϕ1|+ ϕ2(e1) 6= |ϕ1|+ ϕ2(e2) = ϕ(e2).
Otherwise, without loss of generality, e1 ∈ E1, e2 ∈ E2, and

ϕ(e1) = ϕ1(e1) ≤ |ϕ1| < |ϕ1|+ ϕ2(e2) = ϕ(e2).

Hence ϕ is a proper edge-coloring.
Next, we analyse the number of colors used by Procedure Edge-Coloring.
Let G(i) be a graph computed after i levels of recursion with maximum degree ∆(i). Denote by f(i)
the number of colors used by the algorithm on the graph G(i). We prove by induction on i that

f(i) ≤ 2h−i ·
(

∆

2h
+ 3

)

.

For i = h, by the assumption the algorithm uses f(h) = ∆(h) + 1 colors, and by Claim 1,

f(h) = ∆(h) + 1 ≤
(

∆

2h
+ 2

)

+ 1 =
∆

2h
+ 3.

For i < h, we merge two disjoint palettes of size f(i + 1) each. Hence, by the induction hypothesis we
have

f(i) = 2 · f(i + 1) ≤ 2 · 2h−i−1 ·
(

∆

2h
+ 3

)

= 2h−i ·
(

∆

2h
+ 3

)

.

Therefore, the number of colors employed by the algorithm on the graph G = G(0) is at most f(0) ≤
2h ·

(

∆
2h + 3

)

= ∆ + 3 · 2h.

Proof of Claim 3. First, observe that the only randomized parts of the algorithm are the executions
of the algorithm from Theorem 1(2) in the base cases of the main algorithm (when h = 0, and there
are at least (c + 1) · logn vertices in the graph). Since in each level of recursion we split the graph
into two subgraphs and continue with each of them to the next level of recursion, and because we have
h + 1 such levels, we have at most 2h base cases in which we execute the algorithm from Theorem
1(2). Hence by Lemma 1, if all of these executions succeed, then the main algorithm produces a proper
(

∆ + 3 · 2h
)

-edge-coloring. We first bound the probability that there exist at least one execution that
fails. By Theorem 1(2), the algorithm from this theorem fails with probability at most 1

(∆(h))n(h) .

Recall that we apply the algorithm from Theorem 1(2) when n(h) ≥ (c+1) · logn. Hence, by the union
bound, by Claim 1, and since h ≤ log ∆− 2, the probability that at least one of the executions fails is
at most

2h · 1
(

∆(h)
)n(h)

≤ 2h

(

∆
2h − 2

)(c+1)·logn
≤ 2h

2(c+1)·logn
≤ ∆

nc+1
≤ 1

nc
.

Therefore, the probability that the algorithm succeeds is at least 1− 1
nc .
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Proof of Lemma 2. Let G(i) be a graph with m(i) edges computed after i levels of recursion. By
Theorem 2, line 4 and line 7 (of Algorithm 1) require O

(

m(i)
)

time each. Let c0 be the constant such

that lines 4 and 7 together require c0 ·m(i) time.
Denote by T

(

i,m(i)
)

the running time that Algorithm 1 spends on its i-level recursive invocation on

the subgraph G(i). (Below n(i) is the number of vertices in G(i), m(i) is the number of edges in G(i)

and ∆(i) is its maximum degree.)
We first prove by induction on i that

T
(

i,m(i)
)

≤ m(i) · F
(

∆

2h
+ 2, n(h)

)

+ c0 · (h− i) ·m(i).

For i = h, by our assumption and by Claim 1, the algorithm requires

T
(

h,m(h)
)

= m(h) · F
(

∆(h), n(h)
)

≤ m(h) · F
(

∆

2h
+ 2, n(h)

)

.

For i < h, lines 4 and 7 require together c0 ·m(i) time. Denote by m
(i+1)
1 and m

(i+1)
2 the number of

edges in G1 and G2 (defined on line 4), respectively. Then line 5 requires T
(

i + 1,m
(i+1)
1

)

time and

line 6 requires T
(

i + 1,m
(i+1)
2

)

time. Hence

T
(

i,m(i)
)

= T
(

i + 1,m
(i+1)
1

)

+ T
(

i + 1,m
(i+1)
2

)

+ c0 ·m(i).

By the induction hypothesis, and since m
(i+1)
1 + m

(i+1)
2 = m(i), we have

T
(

i,m(i)
)

= T
(

i + 1,m
(i+1)
1

)

+ T
(

i + 1,m
(i+1)
2

)

+ c0 ·m(i) ≤

≤ m
(i+1)
1 · F

(

∆

2h
+ 2, n(h)

)

+ c0 ·m(i+1)
1 · (h− i− 1)+

+ m
(i+1)
2 · F

(

∆

2h
+ 2, n(h)

)

+ c0 ·m(i+1)
2 · (h− i− 1) + c0 ·m(i) =

= m(i) · F
(

∆

2h
+ 2, n(h)

)

+ c0 ·m(i) · (h− i)

Therefore, the algorithm requires T (0,m) = O
(

m · F
(

∆
2h

+ 2, n(h)
)

+ m · h
)

time.
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