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Abstract

An edge e of a matching covered graph G is removable if G − e is also matching

covered. The notion of removable edge arises in connection with ear decompositions of

matching covered graphs introduced by Lovász and Plummer. A nonbipartite matching

covered graph G is a brick if it is free of nontrivial tight cuts. Carvalho, Lucchesi, and

Murty proved that every brick other than K4 and C6 has at least ∆−2 removable edges.

A brick G is near-bipartite if it has a pair of edges {e1, e2} such that G − {e1, e2} is a

bipartite matching covered graph. In this paper, we show that in a near-bipartite brick

G with at least six vertices, every vertex of G, except at most six vertices of degree three

contained in two disjoint triangles, is incident with at most two nonremovable edges;

consequently, G has at least |V (G)|−6
2 removable edges. Moreover, all graphs attaining

this lower bound are characterized.

Keywords near-bipartite graph; brick; removable edge; perfect matching

1 Introduction

Graphs considered in this paper may have multiple edges, but no loops. We follow [1] for

undefined notation and terminology. A connected graph G is k-extendable if each set of k

independent edges extends to a perfect matching of G. An edge e of a graph G is admissible if

G has a perfect matching that contains e, and nonadmissible otherwise. A connected nontrivial

graph is matching covered if each of its edges is admissible. Matching covered graphs are also

called 1-extendable [11]. For X ⊆ V (G), by ∂(X) we mean the edge cut of G, which is the

set of edges of G with one end in x and the other in X, where X = V (G)\X; by G/X → x

or simply G/X we mean the graph obtained by contracting X to a single vertex x, the graph

G/X → x or simply G/X is defined analogously.
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Let G be a matching covered graph. An edge cut C = ∂(X) of G is tight if |M ∩ C| = 1

for each perfect matching M of G and is separating if G/X and G/X are matching covered.

A matching covered graph that is free of nontrivial tight cuts is a brace if it is bipartite, and a

brick if it is nonbipartite. Edmonds et al. [5] showed that a graph G is a brick if and only if G

is 3-connected and for any two distinct vertices x and y of G, G−x−y has a perfect matching.

A brick is solid if it is free of nontrivial separating cuts. We denote the number of vertices

of G by n. An edge e of G is removable if G − e is also matching covered. A pair of edges

{e1, e2} is a removable doubleton of G if neither e1 nor e2 is removable in G but G−{e1, e2} is

matching covered. The notion of removable edge arises in connection with ear decompositions

of matching covered graphs introduced by Lovász and Plummer. The existence of removable

edges, especially of special types, plays an important role in the generation of some bricks, see

[9, 10]. Lovász [12] first showed the existence of removable edges of bricks other than K4 and

C6. Carvalho, Lucchesi and Murty [2, 4] proved that every brick other than K4 and C6 has

at least ∆ − 2 removable edges; in every solid brick G with six or more vertices, each vertex

is incident with at most two nonremovable edges, consequently, G has at least n
2
removable

edges. Zhai, Lucchesi and Guo [17] showed that every matching covered graph G has at

least m(G) removable classes (including removable edges and removable doubletons), where

m(G) denotes the minimum number of perfect matchings needed to cover all edges of G. For

bipartite matching covered graphs, He et al. [7] gave a characterization of graphs each of

whose edges is removable.

Figure 1: The four near-bipartite tri-ladders

A nonbipartite matching covered graph G is near-bipartite if it has a pair of edges {e1, e2}
such that G − {e1, e2} is a bipartite matching covered graph; such a pair {e1, e2} is referred

to as a removable doubleton of G. The graphs K4 and C6 are the only simple near-bipartite

bricks on four and six vertices, respectively, each of which has three removable doubletons but

no removable edges. The significance of near-bipartite graphs arises from the theory of ear

decompositions. Fischer and Little characterized Pfaffian near-bipartite graphs in [6]. Kothari

[9], and Kothari and Carvalho [10] investigated generation procedures for near-bipartite bricks

and simple near-bipartite bricks, respectively. Inspiring by the structure with respect to

nonremovable edges in solid bricks, we consider near-bipartite bricks in this paper. The main

results are stated as follows.
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Theorem 1.1. Let G be a near-bipartite brick other than K4. Then every vertex of G, except

at most six vertices of degree three contained in two disjoint triangles, is incident with at most

two nonremovable edges.

Theorem 1.2. Every near-bipartite brick G other than K4 has at least n−6
2

removable edges,

and near-bipartite tri-ladders (see Section 4) are the only graphs attaining the lower bound.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present some basic results. In Section

3 and 4, we give proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, respectively.

2 Preliminaries

We begin with some notations. Let G be a graph with the vertex set V (G) and the edge set

E(G). By V (e) we mean the set of the two ends of the edge e. For X ⊆ V (G), by NG(X),

or simply N(X), we mean the set of vertices that are not in X but have neighbours in X; by

G[X] we mean the subgraph of G induced by X. For X, Y ⊆ V (G), by EG[X, Y ], or simply

E[X, Y ], we mean the set of edges of G with one end in X and the other end in Y . If Y = X,

we use E(X) instead of E[X,X]. Then the edge cut ∂(X) = E[X,X]. An edge cut ∂(X) is a

k-cut if |∂(X)| = k; is trivial if either |X| = 1 or |X| = 1, and nontrivial otherwise.

2.1 Basic results

Tutte [16] proved that a graph G has a perfect matching if and only if o(G−S) ≤ |S| for every
S ⊆ V (G), where o(G − S) denotes the number of odd components of G − S. A nonempty

subset S of V (G) is a barrier of G that has a perfect matching if o(G−S) = |S|. A graph G is

factor-critical if, for each vertex v of G, G− v has a perfect matching. Using Tutte’s theorem,

Lemma 2.1 may be easily derived (see [4]).

Lemma 2.1. Let G be a graph with a perfect matching. Then

(i) if G is a brick, then every barrier of G is trivial,

(ii) an edge e of G is admissible if and only if G has no barriers containing V (e), and

(iii) for each maximal barrier B of G, all components of G−B are factor-critical.

Lemma 2.2 ([4]). Let G be a brick, and let f1 and f2 be two adjacent edges of G. If, for

i = 1, 2, Si is a barrier of G− fi, then |S1 ∩ S2| ≤ 1.

Lemma 2.3. Let G be a graph with a perfect matching, let S and S ′ be two subsets of V (G)

such that N(S) ⊆ S ′, S ∩ S ′ = ∅ and |S ′| ≤ |S|+ 1. If S is an independent set of G, then S ′

is a barrier of G.
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Proof. Since N(S) ⊆ S ′, S ∩ S ′ = ∅ and S is an independent set, we have o(G − S ′) ≥ |S|.
Furthermore, since G has a perfect matching, by Tutte’s theorem and the assumption that

|S ′| ≤ |S|+ 1, we have

|S ′| − 1 ≤ |S| ≤ o(G− S ′) ≤ |S ′|,

Thus o(G − S ′) = |S ′| or |S ′| − 1. Since |V (G)| is even, o(G − S ′) and |S ′| have the same

parity. Thus o(G− S ′) = |S ′| and then S ′ is a barrier of G.

Note that it is possible that S ′ = N(S) in Lemma 2.3, i.e., if S is an independent set of a

graph G with a perfect matching and |N(S)| ≤ |S|+ 1, then N(S) is a barrier of G.

Lemma 2.4 ([11]). Let H[U,W ] be a bipartite graph with four or more vertices, where |U | =
|W |. Then H is matching covered if and only if |N(S)| ≥ |S| + 1 for every nonempty proper

subset S of U .

Lemma 2.5 ([13]). Let H[U,W ] be a bipartite matching covered graph, and u a vertex of G

of degree d, where u ∈ U and d ≥ 3. If uw1, uw2, . . . , uwr, 0 < r ≤ d, are nonremovable edges

of H incident with u, then there exist partitions (U0, U1, . . . , Ur) of U and (W0,W1, . . . ,Wr)

of W such that u ∈ U0 and, for i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , r}, (a) |Ui| = |Wi|, (b) wi ∈ Wi and (c)

N(Wi) = Ui ∪ {u}; in particular, uwi is the only edge in E[U0,Wi].

From Lemma 2.5, we can obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 2.6. Let H be a bipartite matching covered graph, and u a vertex of H with degree

three or more. If f1 and f2 are two edges incident with u that lie in a 4-cycle, then at least

one of f1 and f2 is removable.

2.2 Two types of nonremovable edges

For the rest of Section 2 and Section 3, we assume that

(i) G is a near-bipartite brick with a removable doubleton {e1, e2}, and
(ii) (U,W ) is the bipartition of H such that e1 connects two vertices of U and e2 connects

two vertices of W , where H = G− {e1, e2}.

Note that both U andW are stable set ofH, e1 is the only edge in EG(U) and e2 is the only edge

in EG(W ). Unless otherwise specified, we use N(X), E(X), and E[X, Y ] for NG(X), EG(X),

and EG[X, Y ], respectively, where X, Y ⊆ V (G). Then E(U) = {e1} and E(W ) = {e2}.

Lemma 2.7. Let S be a subset of U (or W ) that contains at most one end of e1 (or e2). If

N(S) ⊆ S ′ and |S ′| ≥ 2, then |S ′| ≥ |S|+ 2.

Proof. If S = ∅, the assertion is trivial. Now suppose that S ̸= ∅. Since H is a bipartite

matching covered graph, Lemma 2.4 implies that |NH(S)| ≥ |S|+1. If S contains exactly one

end of e1, then |N(S)| = |NH(S)| + 1 ≥ |S| + 2. If S contains no ends of e1, then |N(S)| =
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|NH(S)| ≥ |S| + 1. When |N(S)| = |S| + 1, Lemma 2.3 implies that N(S) is a nontrivial

barrier of G. Since G is a brick, Lemma 2.1(i) implies that G has no nontrivial barriers, a

contradiction. Thus |N(S)| ≥ |S|+ 2. Since N(S) ⊆ S ′, we have |S ′| ≥ |N(S)| ≥ |S|+ 2.

Since {e1, e2} is a removable doubleton of G, none of e1 and e2 is removable in G. Let e be

a nonremovable edge of G such that e /∈ {e1, e2}. We say that e is of type I if e is removable

in H, and of type II otherwise.

Lemma 2.8. If e is an edge of type I, then

(i) ([2]) there exist partitions (A1, A2) of U and (B1, B2) of W such that |B1| = |A1| + 1,

|A2| = |B2|+ 1, {e1} = E(A2), {e2} = E(B1) and {e} = E[A1, B2], and

(ii) B1 and A2 are barriers of G− e.

Proof. (ii) If e is of type I, by (i), NG−e(A1) ⊆ B1. Since |B1| = |A1|+ 1, Lemma 2.3 implies

that B1 is a barrier of G− e. Similarly, A2 is also a barrier of G− e.

Now assume that e is of type II, by the definition, e is nonremovable in both G and H. So

both G−e and H−e have nonadmissible edges. Note that if h is a nonadmissible edge of H−e

and is admissible in G−e, then the perfect matching of G−e containing h contains e1 and e2.

Therefore, there exists an edge e∗ that is nonadmissible in both H − e and G− e. Otherwise,

G− e is matching covered, a contradiction. By Lemma 2.1(ii), G− e has a barrier containing

V (e∗). Let B be a maximal such barrier. Lemma 2.1(iii) implies that each component of

G − e − B is factor-critical. In particular, each bipartite component is trivial, so G − e − B

has at most two nontrivial components, one contains e1 and the other contains e2.

Let U2 and W1 be the sets of the vertices in trivial components of G − e − B that lie in

U and W , respectively. Then U2 and W1 are independent set of G. Let u and w be the two

ends of e such that u ∈ U and w ∈ W . Since e∗ is admissible in G, e connects two distinct

components of G−e−B, i.e., u and w lie in distinct components of G−e−B. Let U1 = B∩U

and W2 = B ∩W . Then u /∈ U1, w /∈ W2,

e∗ ∈ E[U1,W2], NH−e(W1) ⊆ U1 and NH−e(U2) ⊆ W2. (1)

Let ω be the number of nontrivial components of G− e−B. Then ω ≤ 2 and

|B| = |U1|+ |W2| = |W1|+ |U2|+ ω. (2)

Assume that G1 and G2 are the two nontrivial components of G− e−B. When ω = 0, both

G1 and G2 are null. When ω = 1, for convenience, we assume that G1 is null if |U1| = |W1|
and G2 is null otherwise. Let Ui+2 = V (Gi) ∩ U and Wi+2 = V (Gi) ∩ W , i = 1, 2. Then

(U1, U2, U3, U4) is a partition of U and (W1,W2,W3,W4) is a partition of W . Note that

NH−e(Ui) ⊆ W2 ∪Wi and NH−e(Wi) ⊆ U1 ∪ Ui for i = 3, 4. (3)

Observation 2.9. When ω = 0, U3 = W3 = U4 = W4 = ∅; when ω = 1, U3 = W3 = ∅ if

|U1| = |W1| and U4 = W4 = ∅ otherwise.
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2.3 Properties

Proposition 2.10. U1 ̸= ∅, W2 ̸= ∅, |U1| ≥ |W1| and |W2| ≥ |U2|.

Proof. Since e∗ ∈ E[U1,W2], we have U1 ̸= ∅ and W2 ̸= ∅. To show |U1| ≥ |W1| and |W2| ≥
|U2|, it suffices to consider the case W1 ̸= ∅ and U2 ̸= ∅. Note that e is incident with at most

one vertex of W1 and U2, respectively. Since H is a bipartite matching covered graph, Lemma

2.4 and (1) implies that |U1|+ 1 ≥ |NH(W1)| ≥ |W1|+ 1 and |W2|+ 1 ≥ |NH(U2)| ≥ |U2|+ 1,

so |U1| ≥ |W1| and |W2| ≥ |U2|.

Proposition 2.11. If ω = 0, then (i) W1 ̸= ∅ and U2 ̸= ∅; (ii) |U1| = |W1| and |U2| = |W2|;
(iii) {e} = E[W1, U2], {e1} = E[U1, U2] and {e2} = E[W1,W2].

Proof. Since ω = 0, we have u ∈ U2 and w ∈ W1, so U2 ̸= ∅ and W1 ̸= ∅. Since e is the only

edge connecting two distinct components of G− e−B, {e} = E[U2,W1] and V (ei)∩B ̸= ∅ for

i = 1, 2. By (2), |U1|+ |W2| = |W1|+ |U2|. By Proposition 2.10, |U1| = |W1| and |U2| = |W2|.
Then U1 ̸= ∅. If W1 contains no ends of e2, then N(W1) ⊆ U1 ∪ {u}. By Lemma 2.7,

|U1| ≥ |W1|+ 1, a contradiction. Thus {e2} = E[W1,W2]. Similarly, {e1} = E[U1, U2].

Proposition 2.12. Assume that ω = 1. Then

(i) |U1| = |W1|+ 1 and |U2| = |W2|, or |U1| = |W1| and |W2| = |U2|+ 1;

(ii) if |U1| ≠ |W1|, then U2 ̸= ∅, {e1} = E[U1, U2], {e2} = E(W3), |W3| = |U3| + 1, and

{e} = E[U2,W1] if W1 ̸= ∅ and {e} = E[U2,W3] otherwise;

(iii) if |U1| = |W1|, then W1 ̸= ∅, {e1} = E(U4), {e2} = E[W1,W2], |U4| = |W4| + 1, and

{e} = E[W1, U2] if U2 ̸= ∅ and {e} = E[W1, U4] otherwise.

Proof. By (2), |U1|+ |W2| = |W1|+ |U2|+ 1. (i) follows from Proposition 2.10.

(ii) If |U1| ̸= |W1|, by Observation 2.9 and (i), U4 = W4 = ∅ and |U2| = |W2|. By

Proposition 2.10, W2 ̸= ∅, so U2 ̸= ∅. If at most one edge in {e, e1} has an end in U2,

say e, then N(U2) ⊆ W2 ∪ {w}. By Lemma 2.7, |W2| ≥ |U2| + 1, a contradiction. Thus

each edge of {e, e1} has exactly one end in U2. This implies that {e} = E[U2,W1 ∪W3] and

{e1} = E[U1, U2], so {e2} = E(W3). Recall that G1 is factor-critical. Then |W3| = |U3|+ 1. If

{e} = E[U2,W3], then N(W1) ⊆ U1. Since |U1| = |W1| + 1, Lemma 2.3 implies that U1 is a

barrier of G. By Lemma 2.1(i), U1 is a singleton and W1 = ∅. (ii) holds.
If |U1| = |W1|, then |U2| ≠ |W2|. Analogously, (iii) holds.

Recall that when ω = 2, e1 and e2 lie in two nontrivial components ofG−e−B, respectively.

Assume, without loss of generality, that e1 ∈ E(G2) and e2 ∈ E(G1). Recall that {e1} = E(U)

and {e2} = E(W ). Then

{e1} = E(U4) and {e2} = E(W3). (4)

Proposition 2.13. Assume that ω = 2. Then

(i) |Ui| = |Wi|+ 1 for i = 1, 4 and |Wi| = |Ui|+ 1 for i = 2, 3;
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(ii) when U2 ̸= ∅, {e} = E[U2,W1] if W1 ̸= ∅ and {e} = E[U2,W3] otherwise;

(iii) when U2 = ∅, {e} = E[U4,W1] if W1 ̸= ∅ and {e} = E[U4,W3] otherwise.

Proof. (i) By (1), N(W1) ⊆ U1 ∪ {u}. By Proposition 2.10, U1 ̸= ∅. By Lemma 2.7, |U1| ≥
|W1|+1. Similarly, |W2| ≥ |U2|+1. By (2), |U1|+ |W2| = |W1|+ |U2|+2, so |U1| = |W1|+1 and

|W2| = |U2|+1. Recall that both G1 and G2 are factor-critical. By (4), we have |U4| = |W4|+1

and |W3| = |U3|+ 1.

To show (ii) and (iii), we first claim that V (e)∩(U3∪W4) = ∅. Let B′ = U1∪W2∪U3∪W4.

In fact, if V (e)∩ (U3 ∪W4) ̸= ∅, then B′ is an independent set of H. By (i), |B′| = |B′|. Since
NH(B′) ⊆ B′, by Lemma 2.3, B′ is a barrier of H. By (1), e∗ ∈ E[U1,W2], so e∗ ∈ E(B′).

Lemma 2.1(ii) implies that e∗ is nonadmissible in H, a contradiction. The claim holds.

(ii) When U2 ̸= ∅, by (i), |W2| = |U2| + 1 ≥ 2. If u /∈ U2, then N(U2) ⊆ W2. By Lemma

2.3, W2 is a nontrivial barrier of G, a contradiction. Thus u ∈ U2. Likewise, if W1 ̸= ∅, then
|U1| ≥ 2 and w ∈ W1. Thus {e} = E[U2,W1]. If W1 = ∅, then w ∈ W3 ∪W4. By the above

claim, w ∈ W3, so {e} = E[U2,W3].

(iii) When U2 = ∅, by the above claim again, u ∈ U4. If W1 = ∅, then {e} = E[U4,W3].

If W1 ̸= ∅, by the same reason as the case U2 ̸= ∅, then w ∈ W1, so {e} = E[U4,W1]. (iii)

holds.

Corollary 2.14. (i) If U2 ̸= ∅, then u ∈ U2; otherwise, u ∈ U4 and |W2| = 1.

(ii) If W1 ̸= ∅, then w ∈ W1; otherwise, w ∈ W3.

(iii) If U4 ̸= ∅, then {e1} = E(U4); otherwise, {e1} = E[U1, U2].

(iv) If W3 ̸= ∅, then |U1| = |W1| + 1 and {e2} = E(W3); otherwise, |U1| = |W1|, {e2} =

E[W1,W2] and U3 = ∅.
(v) |U2 ∪ U4| = |W2 ∪W4|.

Proof. Since e = uv with u ∈ U and w ∈ W , (i) and (ii) follow from Proposition 2.11-2.13.

(iii), (iv) and (v) follow from (4), Observation 2.9, and Proposition 2.11-2.13.

Lemma 2.15. For any u∗ ∈ V (G), we have

(i) u∗ is incident with at most one nonremovable edge of type I;

(ii) u∗ is incident with at most two nonremovable edges of type II.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that u∗ ∈ U .

(i) Suppose to the contrary that u∗ is incident with two nonremovable edges of type I, say

u∗w1 and u∗w2. By Lemma 2.8, there is a barrier Si of G− u∗wi that contains V (e1), i = 1, 2.

Thus |S1 ∩ S2| ≥ 2, contradicting Lemma 2.2. (i) holds.

(ii) Suppose to the contrary that u∗ is incident with three nonremovable edges of type II,

say u∗w1, u
∗w2 and u∗w3. Then u∗wi (1 ≤ i ≤ 3) is nonremovable in both G and H. By

Lemma 2.5, there exist partitions (U ′
0, U

′
1, U

′
2, U

′
3) of U and (W ′

0,W
′
1,W

′
2,W

′
3) of W , such that

u∗ ∈ U ′
0, and for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}: (a) |U ′

i | = |W ′
i |, (b) wi ∈ W ′

i , and (c) NH(W
′
i ) = U ′

i ∪ {u∗}; in
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particular, u∗wi is the only edge between U ′
0 and W ′

i . Note that at least one of W ′
1,W

′
2 and

W ′
3 contain no ends of e2, say W ′

3. Then N(W ′
3) = U ′

3 ∪ {u∗}. By Lemma 2.3, U ′
3 ∪ {u∗} is a

nontrivial barrier of G, a contradiction. (ii) holds.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

We first present a lemma, the proof of which will be given later.

Lemma 3.1. Let u ∈ U\V (e1), and uy and uw be two nonremovable edges in G such that uy

is of type I and uw is of type II. Let w′ be a neighbour of u other than y and w. Then either

uw′ is removable in G, or uw′ is of type II, e2 = ww′ and d(u) = d(w) = d(w′) = 3.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Assume u is a vertex in U\V (e1) that is incident with more than

two nonremovable edges of G. Then, by Lemma 2.15, u is incident with exactly one edge of

type I and two edges of type II. We adopt the notational conventions stated in Lemma 3.1.

Then uy is of type I, and uw and uw′ are of type II. By Lemma 3.1, we have e2 = ww′ and

d(u) = d(w) = d(w′) = 3. Therefore, u lies in the triangle containing e2 and each vertex in

this triangle is of degree three.

If there exist two vertices u1 and u2 in U\V (e1) such that u1 and u2 are incident with

more than two nonremovable edges of G, then we get two triangles T1 and T2 that contain

u1 and u2, respectively, and have the edge e2 in common. By Lemma 2.6, for i = 1, 2, ui is

incident with a removable edge of H in Ti that is of type I in G, contradicting the fact that it

is of type II. Thus U\V (e1) contains at most one vertex that is incident with more than two

nonremovable edges of G.

The same result is also true for vertices in W\V (e2). So the theorem follows. □

Now we turn to the proof of Lemma 3.1. By Corollary 2.14 (i) and (ii), u ∈ U2 ∪ U4,

w ∈ W1 ∪ W3 and {uw} = E[U2 ∪ U4,W1 ∪ W3]. Thus {y, w′} ⊂ W2 ∪ W4. Since uy is of

type I, Lemma 2.8 implies that there exists partitions (A1, A2) of U and (B1, B2) of W such

that |B1| = |A1| + 1, |A2| = |B2| + 1, {e1} = E(A2), {e2} = E(B1) and {uy} = E[A1, B2].

Furthermore, B1 and A2 are barriers of G− uy. Note that

u ∈ A1 ∩ (U2 ∪ U4), w ∈ B1 ∩ (W1 ∪W3), y ∈ B2 ∩ (W2 ∪W4), w
′ ∈ B1 ∩ (W2 ∪W4), (5)

N(A1 \ {u}) ⊆ B1 and N(B2 \ {y}) ⊆ A2. (6)

Combining (3) and Corollary 2.14(iii), we have

N((Ui ∩ A1)\{u}) ⊆ (Wi ∪W2) ∩B1, i = 3, 4. (7)

3.1 Properties

Lemma 3.2. If E[w′, U1 ∪ U3] ̸= ∅, then uw′ is removable in G.
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Proof. Suppose to the contrary that uw′ is nonremovable in G. Since uy is of type I, Lemma

2.15(i) implies that uw′ is of type II, so uw′ is nonremovable in H. Then, there exists an

edge f of H − uw′ such that each perfect matching of H containing f contains uw′. Let M

be a perfect matching of H containing both f and uw′. Let M1 be a perfect matching of H

containing uy. Then uw is neither in M nor in M1. Recall that {uw} = E[U2 ∪ U4,W1 ∪W3]

and {y, w′} ⊆ W2∪W4. By Corollary 2.14(v), |U2∪U4| = |W2∪W4|. LetX = U2∪U4∪W2∪W4.

Then M ∩∂(X) = ∅ and M1∩∂(X) = ∅. Since f ∈ M , f ∈ E(X) or f ∈ E(X). If f ∈ E(X),

then (M∩E(X))∪(M1∩E(X)) is a perfect matching ofH that contains f but does not contain

uw′, a contradiction. So f ∈ E(X). Recall that E[w′, U1 ∪ U3] ̸= ∅. Let z′ be a neighbour

of w′ in U1 ∪ U3 and M2 a perfect matching of H that contains w′z′. Then uw ∈ M2, so

M2 ∩ ∂(X) = {w′z′, uw}. It follows that ((M ∩ E(X))\{uw′}) ∪ (M2 ∩ (E(X) ∪ ∂(X))) is a

perfect matching of H that contains f but does not contain uw′, a contradiction. The assertion

follows.

Proposition 3.3. (i) |W2 ∩ B1| ≤ 1, |U1 ∩ A2| ≤ 1 and W1 ⊆ B1; (ii) If {e1} = E[U1, U2],

then |U1 ∩ A2| = 1; (iii) If U2 ̸= ∅, then W2 ∩B1 = {w′}, U2 ∩ A1 = {u} and d(u) = 3.

Proof. (i) Recall that U1 ∪W2 is a barrier of G− uw, and B1 and A2 are barriers of G− uy.

By Lemma 2.2, |W2 ∩ B1| ≤ 1 and |U1 ∩ A2| ≤ 1. By (5), w /∈ B2 and y /∈ W1. Recall that

{e2} = E(B1). By (1) and (6), N(W1 ∩B2) ⊆ U1 ∩A2. Since G is 3-connected, W1 ∩B2 = ∅,
so W1 ⊆ B1. Therefore, (i) holds.

(ii) The result follows from (i) and the fact that {e1} = E(A2) ∩ E[U1, U2].

(iii) If U2 ̸= ∅, by (5) and Corollary 2.14(i), u ∈ U2 ∩ A1. By (1) and (5), the neighbour

w′ of u lies in W2 ∩ B1. As |W2 ∩ B1| ≤ 1, we have W2 ∩ B1 = {w′}, so N(u) = {y, w, w′},
i.e., d(u) = 3. By (1) and (6), N((U2 ∩ A1)\{u}) ⊆ W2 ∩ B1. Since G is 3-connected,

(U2 ∩ A1)\{u}) = ∅, so U2 ∩ A1 = {u}. Therefore, (iii) holds.

Proposition 3.4. Assume that U2 = ∅ and uw′ is nonremovable in G. Then w′ ∈ W4 ∩ B1,

|W4 ∩B1| ≥ |U4 ∩ A1|, and |(W2 ∪W3) ∩B1| ≥ |U3 ∩ A1|+ 2 if W3 ̸= ∅.

Proof. By Lemma 3.2, E[w′, U1 ∪ U3] = ∅. By (1), E[W2, U1] ̸= ∅. By Corollary 2.14(i),

|W2| = 1, so w′ /∈ W2. By (5), w′ ∈ W4 ∩ B1. By Corollary 2.14(iv), if W3 ̸= ∅, then

{e2} = E(W3). Recall that {e2} = E(B1). Then |W3 ∩B1| ≥ 2. By (7) and Corollary 2.14(i),

N(U3 ∩ A1) ⊆ (W3 ∪ W2) ∩ B1 and N((U4 ∩ A1)\{u}) ⊆ (W4 ∪ W2) ∩ B1. By Lemma 2.7,

|(W2∪W3)∩B1| ≥ |U3∩A1|+2 if W3 ̸= ∅, and |W4∩B1| ≥ |U4∩A1| if W2 ⊆ B1. If W2 ⊆ B2,

when (U4 ∩ A1)\{u} ≠ ∅, Lemma 2.4 implies that |W4 ∩ B1| ≥ |U4 ∩ A1|, which is also true

when U4 ∩ A1 = {u}. The assertion follows.

By Proposition 3.3(i), we proceed to consider the following two cases.
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3.2 The case |U1 ∩ A2| = 1

Lemma 3.5. Assume that |U1 ∩ A2| = 1.
(i) If U2 = ∅ or W3 ̸= ∅, then uw′ is removable in G.

(ii) If U2 ̸= ∅ and W3 = ∅, then uw′ is removable in G, or uw′ is of type II, e2 = ww′ and

d(u) = d(w) = 3.

Proof. Since |U1 ∩ A2| = 1, |U1 ∩ A1| = |U1| − 1. By Proposition 3.3(i), W1 = W1 ∩ B1. By

Proposition 2.11-2.13, |W1| ≤ |U1| ≤ |W1| + 1, so |W1| − 1 ≤ |U1 ∩ A1| ≤ |W1 ∩ B1|. In

particular, if |W1| = |U1|, then |W1 ∩B1| = |U1 ∩ A1|+ 1. We now show the following claim.

Claim. If U2 ̸= ∅ and uw′ is nonremovable in G, then |W2 ∩ B1| = |U2 ∩ A1| = 1,

|W4 ∩B1| ≥ |U4 ∩ A1|, and |W3 ∩B1| ≥ |U3 ∩ A1|+ 2 if W3 ̸= ∅.
Since U2 ̸= ∅, by Proposition 3.3(iii), U2 ∩ A1 = {u} and W2 ∩ B1 = {w′}. Then u /∈

U3 ∪ U4. By Lemma 3.2, E[W2 ∩ B1, U1 ∪ U3] = ∅. By (7), N(U3 ∩ A1) ⊆ W3 ∩ B1 and

N(U4 ∩ A1) ⊆ (W4 ∩ B1) ∪ {w′}. By Lemma 2.4, |W4 ∩ B1| ≥ |U4 ∩ A1|. If W3 ̸= ∅, by
Corollary 2.14(iv), {e2} = E(W3). Recall that {e2} = E(B1). Then |W3 ∩ B1| ≥ 2. By

Lemma 2.7, |W3 ∩B1| ≥ |U3 ∩ A1|+ 2. Claim holds.

(i) Suppose to the contrary that uw′ is nonremovable in G. We will show |B1| ≥ |A1|+ 2,

contradicting the fact that |B1| = |A1|+ 1. Recall that |W1 ∩ B1| ≥ |U1 ∩ A1|. If U2 ̸= ∅ and

W3 ̸= ∅, by the above claim, we have |B1| =
∑4

i=1 |Wi ∩ B1| ≥
∑4

i=1 |Ui ∩ A1|+ 2 = |A1|+ 2.

If U2 = ∅, by Proposition 3.4, |W4 ∩B1| ≥ |U4 ∩ A1|, and |(W2 ∪W3) ∩B1| ≥ |U3 ∩ A1|+ 2 if

W3 ̸= ∅. Then |B1| ≥ |A1| + 2. If W3 = ∅, by Corollary 2.14(iv), U3 = ∅, {e2} = E[W1,W2]

and |U1| = |W1|. Then |W1 ∩ B1| = |U1 ∩ A1| + 1. Recall that {e2} = E(B1). By Corollary

2.14(i), |W2| = 1, so W2 ⊆ B1, i.e., |W2 ∩B1| = 1. Consequently, |B1| ≥ |A1|+ 2. (i) holds.

(ii) Since U2 ̸= ∅ and W3 = ∅, by Corollary 2.14, u ∈ U2, {e2} = E[W1,W2], |U1| = |W1|,
U3 = ∅ and w ∈ W1. By Proposition 3.3(iii), d(u) = 3 and W2 ∩ B1 = {w′}, so w′ ∈ V (e2).

Assume that uw′ is nonremovable in G. By Lemma 2.15, uw′ is of type II. Suppose to the

contrary that e2 ̸= ww′. Then W1 contains at least two vertices, w and one end of e2, i.e.,

|W1| ≥ 2. Since |U1| = |W1|, we have |W1 ∩ B1| = |U1 ∩ A1| + 1. Since |B1| = |A1| + 1, by

the above claim, we have |W4 ∩ B1| = |U4 ∩ A1|. Recall that {e1} = E(A2). Since u /∈ U4,

by (7), N(U4 ∩ A1) ⊆ (W4 ∩ B1) ∪ {w′}. By Lemma 2.7, W4 ∩ B1 = ∅. By Lemma 3.2,

E[W2 ∩B1, U1 ∪ U3] = ∅, so N(U1 ∩ A1) ⊆ W1 ∩B1 = W1. By Lemma 2.3, W1 is a nontrivial

barrier of G. This contradiction implies that e2 = ww′. By (1), N(W1\{w}) ⊆ U1. Since

|U1| = |W1\{w}|+1, Lemma 2.3 implies that U1 is a barrier of G. By Lemma 2.1(i), |U1| = 1,

so W1 = {w}. Then w has exactly three neighbours u, w′ and the vertex in U1, i.e., d(w) = 3.

(ii) holds.

3.3 The case U1 ∩ A2 = ∅

If U1 ∩ A2 = ∅, then U1 ⊆ A1, i.e., U1 ∩ A1 = U1. Recall that W1 ∩ B1 = W1. By Corollary

2.14(i), u /∈ U1 and, by (6), N(U1) ⊆ N(A1 \ {u}) ⊆ B1.
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Lemma 3.6. If U1 ∩ A2 = ∅ and U2 ̸= ∅, then uw′ is removable in G.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that uw′ is nonremovable in G. Since U2 ̸= ∅, by Proposition

3.3(iii), W2∩B1 = {w′}. By (1), E[U1,W2] ̸= ∅. Since N(U1) ⊆ B1, we have E[U1,W2∩B1] ̸=
∅, i.e., E[U1, w

′] ̸= ∅, contradicting Lemma 3.2.

To deal with the case U1 ∩ A2 = ∅ and U2 = ∅, we need to consider the properties with

respect to uw′. If uw′ is of type II, assume that (U ′
1, U

′
2, U

′
3, U

′
4) and (W ′

1,W
′
2,W

′
3,W

′
4) are

partitions of U and W , respectively, with respect to uw′ defined as those with respect to uw

in Section 2. Then all the properties with respect to uw are also true with respect to uw′. If

U2 = ∅, by Proposition 2.11(i), ω ≥ 1. We say the edge uw is of type 1 if ω = 1, and of type 2

if ω = 2. Analogously, we may define the type of the edge uw′ when U ′
1 ∩A2 = ∅ and U ′

2 = ∅.

Lemma 3.7. Assume that U1 ∩ A2 = ∅, U2 = ∅ and uw′ is nonremovable in G. Then uw′ is

neither of type 1 nor of type 2.

The proof of Lemma 3.8 requires Lemma 3.7, whose proof is presented in the next subsec-

tion.

Lemma 3.8. If U1 ∩ A2 = ∅ and U2 = ∅, then uw′ is removable in G.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that uw′ is nonremovable in G. By Proposition 3.4, w′ ∈ W4.

Recall that N(u) = {w,w′, y}, uy is of type I and uw is of type II. By Lemma 2.15(i), uw′

is of type II. So |U ′
1 ∩ A2| ≤ 1. By Lemma 3.7, uw′ is neither of type 1 nor of type 2. Then

|U ′
1 ∩ A2| = 1 or U ′

2 ̸= ∅. By Corollary 2.14(iv), {e2} = E(W3) ∪ E[W1,W2]. Since w′ ∈ W4,

w′ /∈ V (e2), so e2 ̸= ww′. If |U ′
1 ∩ A2| = 1, Lemma 3.5 implies that uw is removable in G, a

contradiction. If U ′
1 ∩A2 = ∅ and U ′

2 ̸= ∅, Lemma 3.6 implies that uw is removable in G, also

a contradiction.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. By Lemmas 3.5, 3.6 and 3.8, we only need to show d(w′) = 3 when

uw′ is of type II. In this case, noticing uw is of type II, with w′ playing the role of w, we have

d(w′) = 3 by Lemmas 3.5, 3.6 and 3.8 again. □

3.4 Proof of Lemma 3.7

In this subsection, we show Lemma 3.7 by contradiction. Suppose that uw′ is of type 1 or type

2. Then uw′ is of type II, U ′
1∩A2 = ∅, U ′

2 = ∅ and |W ′
2| = 1. We may let W ′

2 = {w′
2}. We also

have (a) {e1} = E(U ′
4), (b) if W

′
1 ̸= ∅, then {uw′} = E[U ′

4,W
′
1]; otherwise, {uw′} = E[U ′

4,W
′
3],

and (c) if W ′
3 ̸= ∅, then {e2} = E(W ′

3); otherwise, {e2} = E[W ′
1,W

′
2]. Recall that uw is of type

II. Since U1 ∩A2 = ∅ and U2 = ∅, uw is also of type 1 or type 2, so |W2| = 1. Let W2 = {w2}.
Note that u ∈ U4 ∩U ′

4 ∩A1 and {e1} = E(U4)∩E(U ′
4). The following properties with respect

to uw are also true with respect to uw′.
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Proposition 3.9. |U4 ∩ A1| = |W4 ∩B1|, A2 ⊆ U4 and B2 ⊆ W4.

Proof. Recall that W1 ⊆ B1, U1 ⊆ A1, U2 = ∅ and N(U1) ⊆ B1. By (1), E[U1, w2] ̸= ∅, so
w2 ∈ B1, i.e., |W2 ∩ B1| = 1. By Proposition 3.4, |W4 ∩ B1| ≥ |U4 ∩ A1|, and |(W2 ∪ W3) ∩
B1| ≥ |U3 ∩ A1| + 2 if W3 ̸= ∅. If uw is of type 1, by Proposition 2.12(ii), |W1| = |U1|, so
|W1 ∩ B1| = |U1 ∩ A1|. By Observation 2.9, U3 = W3 = ∅, so A2 ⊆ U4 and B2 ⊆ W4. Since

|B1| = |A1| + 1, we have |W4 ∩ B1| = |U4 ∩ A1|. If uw is of type 2, by (4) and Proposition

2.13, W3 ̸= ∅ and |W1| = |U1| − 1, so |W1 ∩ B1| = |U1 ∩ A1| − 1. Since |B1| = |A1| + 1, we

have |W4 ∩ B1| = |U4 ∩ A1| and |W3 ∩ B1| = |U3 ∩ A1| + 1. Note that |W3| = |U3| + 1. Then

|W3 ∩B2| = |U3 ∩A2|. Recall that w ∈ B1, y ∈ B2 ∩ (W2 ∪W4) and N(U1) ⊆ B1. By (3) and

(6), N(W3 ∩ B2) ⊆ U3 ∩ A2. By Lemma 2.4, W3 ∩ B2 = ∅, so U3 ∩ A2 = ∅, i.e., W3 ⊆ B1 and

U3 ⊆ A1. Thus A2 ⊆ U4 and B2 ⊆ W4.

Recall that {w2} ∪ U1 and {w′
2} ∪ U ′

1 are barriers of G − uw and G − uw′, respectively.

Lemma 2.2 implies that

|({w2} ∪ U1) ∩ ({w′
2} ∪ U ′

1)| ≤ 1. (8)

Since u ∈ U4 and {e1} = E(U4), by (3),

N(U3 ∩ U ′
j) ⊆ (W3 ∪ {w2}) ∩ (W ′

j ∪ {w′
2}), where j = 3, 4. (9)

Proposition 3.10. (i) W1 ∩ W ′
1 = ∅; and (ii) if w2 ∈ W ′

1 ∪ W ′
3 and w′

2 ∈ W1 ∪ W3, then

|W4 ∩W ′
4 ∩B1| ≥ |U4 ∩ U ′

4 ∩ A1|+ 1.

Proof. By Proposition 3.4, w′ ∈ W4 and w ∈ W ′
4.

(i) By (8), |U1 ∩U ′
1| ≤ 1. Note that w,w′ /∈ W1 ∩W ′

1. By (1), NG−e2(W1 ∩W ′
1) ⊆ U1 ∩U ′

1.

As G is 3-connected, (i) follows.

(ii) Note that w2 ̸= w′ and w′
2 ̸= w. Since w2 ∈ W ′

1∪W ′
3 and w′

2 ∈ W1∪W3, by (1) and (3),

w2 and w′
2 have no neighbours in U4 ∩ U ′

4. Recall that u ∈ U4 ∩ U ′
4 ∩ A1. By Proposition 3.9,

A2 ⊆ (U4∩U ′
4)\{u}. By (3), N(A2) ⊆ N((U4∩U ′

4)\{u}) ⊆ W4∩W ′
4. By (6), N(B2\{y}) ⊆ A2.

Then N(A2 ∪ (B2\{y})) ⊆ {y}∪ (W4 ∩W ′
4 ∩B1). Since G is 3-connected, |W4 ∩W ′

4 ∩B1| ≥ 2.

By (3) and (6), N((U4 ∩ U ′
4 ∩ A1)\{u}) ⊆ W4 ∩W ′

4 ∩B1, (ii) follows from Lemma 2.7.

Proposition 3.11. Neither uw nor uw′ is of type 2.

To complete the proof of Lemma 3.7, we need Proposition 3.11, the proof of that is a main

burden. We present it later. From Proposition 3.11, we see that both uw and uw′ are of type

1. By Proposition 2.12 and Observation 2.9, {e2} = E[W1,W2]∩E[W ′
1,W

′
2] and U3 = W3 = ∅.

Then each of w2 and w′
2 is an end of e2. By Proposition 3.10(i), W1 ∩W ′

1 = ∅. If w2 = w′
2,

then the other end of e2 lies in W1 ∩W ′
1, a contradiction. Thus w2 ̸= w′

2. Then e2 = w2w
′
2, so

w′
2 ∈ W1 and w2 ∈ W ′

1. The former implies that |W1 ∩W ′
2| = 1. Proposition 3.10(ii) implies

that |U4 ∩U ′
4 ∩A1| ≤ |W4 ∩W ′

4 ∩B1| − 1. By Proposition 3.9, |U ′
4 ∩A1| = |W ′

4 ∩B1|, U1 ⊆ A1

and W1 ⊆ B1. Note that (U1, U4) is a partition of U and (W1,W2,W4) is a partition of W .
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Since w2 ∈ W ′
1, we have |U1 ∩U ′

4 ∩A1| ≥ |W1 ∩W ′
4 ∩B1|+1, so |U1 ∩U ′

4| ≥ |W1 ∩W ′
4|+1. By

Proposition 3.4, w′ ∈ W4, so w2 ̸= w′. By (1), N(w2) ⊆ U ′
1 ∪ {w′

2}. Since E[w2, U1] ̸= ∅ and

d(w2) ≥ 3, we have U1∩U ′
1 ̸= ∅, so |U1∩U ′

1| = 1. Consequently, |U1| ≥ |W1|+1, contradicting

the fact that |U1| = |W1|. So Lemma 3.7 holds.

3.5 Proof of Proposition 3.11

Assume, without loss of generality, that uw is of type 2. We first present some basic properties.

Proposition 3.12. Assume that |U1| ≥ 2. Then |U1 ∩ U ′
1| + |U1 ∩ U ′

4| = |W1 ∩W ′
4| + 1 and,

if w′
2 /∈ W1, then U1 ∩U ′

3 = W1 ∩W ′
3 = ∅; otherwise, |U1 ∩U ′

1| = 1, |U1 ∩U ′
3| = |W1 ∩W ′

3|+ 1

and w2 ∈ W ′
1 ∪W ′

3.

Proof. Since uw is of type 2, |U1| = |W1|+1, so W1 ̸= ∅. By Corollary 2.14(ii) and Proposition

3.4, w ∈ W1∩W ′
4. Note that {e2} = E(W3). By (1) and (3), N(W1∩W ′

4) ⊆ (U1∩(U ′
4∪U ′

1))∪{u}
andN(W1∩W ′

3) ⊆ U1∩(U ′
1∪U ′

3). For the former case, since d(w) ≥ 3, we have |U1∩(U ′
4∪U ′

1)| ≥
2. By Lemma 2.7, |U1∩ (U ′

4∪U ′
1)| ≥ |W1∩W ′

4|+1. For the latter, if W1∩W ′
3 ̸= ∅, Lemma 2.4

implies that |U1 ∩ (U ′
1 ∪U ′

3)| ≥ |W1 ∩W ′
3|+1. By (8), |U1 ∩U ′

1| ≤ 1, so |U1 ∩U ′
3| ≥ |W1 ∩W ′

3|,
which is also true when W1 ∩W ′

3 = ∅. Recall that W1 ∩W ′
1 = ∅ = U2 = U ′

2.

Assume that w′
2 /∈ W1. Then W1∩W ′

2 = ∅. Since |U1| = |W1|+1, we have
∑4

i=1 |U1∩U ′
i | =∑4

i=1 |W1 ∩W ′
i | + 1. Then |U1 ∩ (U ′

4 ∪ U ′
1)| = |W1 ∩W ′

4| + 1 and |U1 ∩ U ′
3| = |W1 ∩W ′

3|, the
latter implies that |U1 ∩ (U ′

1 ∪ U ′
3)| ≤ |W1 ∩ W ′

3| + 1. Since W1 ∩ W ′
3 is an independent set,

Lemma 2.3 implies that U1 ∩ (U ′
1 ∪ U ′

3) is a barrier of G. By Lemma 2.1(i), U1 ∩ (U ′
1 ∪ U ′

3) is

a singleton. As G is 3-connected, W1 ∩W ′
3 = ∅ = U1 ∩ U ′

3.

Assume that w′
2 ∈ W1. Then uw′ is of type 2, otherwise, w′

2 ∈ V (e2), so w′
2 ∈ W3, a

contradiction. So {e2} = E(W ′
3) and |W ′

3| = |U ′
3|+ 1. If E[w′

2, U
′
3] = ∅, then N(U ′

3) ⊆ W ′
3. By

Lemma 2.3, W ′
3 is a nontrivial barrier of G, a contradiction. Therefore, E[w′

2, U
′
3] ̸= ∅. Recall

that E[w′
2, U

′
1] ̸= ∅ and w′

2 ̸= w. Since w′
2 ∈ W1 and N(W1\{w}) ⊆ U1, we have N(w′

2) ⊆ U1.

So U1 ∩ U ′
1 and U1 ∩ U ′

3 are nonempty, the former implies that |U1 ∩ U ′
1| = 1. By Lemma 2.7,

|U1 ∩ (U ′
1 ∪ U ′

3)| ≥ |W1 ∩ W ′
3| + 2, so |U1 ∩ U ′

3| ≥ |W1 ∩ W ′
3| + 1. Since |U1| = |W1| + 1 and

|W1∩W ′
2| = 1, by the same reason as the case w′

2 /∈ W1, we have |U1∩(U ′
4∪U ′

1)| = |W1∩W ′
4|+1

and |U1 ∩ U ′
3| = |W1 ∩W ′

3|+ 1.

We now show that w2 ∈ W ′
1 ∪W ′

3. If not, w2 ∈ {w′
2} ∪W ′

4. By (8), w2 ̸= w′
2, so w2 ∈ W ′

4.

If |U ′
1| = 1, then W ′

1 = ∅. Combining |U1 ∩ U ′
1| = 1, we have W3 ∩ W ′

1 = U3 ∩ U ′
1 = ∅,

which is also true when |U ′
1| ≥ 2 (as above) since w2 /∈ W ′

1. Recall that w′
2 ∈ W1. By (9),

N(U3∩U ′
3) ⊆ W3∩W ′

3 and N(U3∩U ′
4) ⊆ {w2}∪ (W3∩W ′

4). Because {e2} = E(W3)∩E(W ′
3),

Lemma 2.7 implies that |W3 ∩W ′
3| ≥ |U3 ∩ U ′

3| + 2. If U3 ∩ U ′
4 ̸= ∅, Lemma 2.4 implies that

|W3 ∩W ′
4| ≥ |U3 ∩U ′

4|, which is also true when U3 ∩U ′
4 = ∅. Note that W3 ∩W ′

2 = ∅. We have

|W3| ≥ |U3|+ 2, contradicting the fact that |W3| = |U3|+ 1.
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Proposition 3.13. Assume that w′
2 ∈ W1 ∪W3. If |U1| ≥ 2 and |U1 ∩ U ′

1| = 1, or |U1| = 1

and U1 ∩ U ′
4 = ∅, then w2 ∈ W ′

4.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that w2 /∈ W ′
4. Then W2 ∩W ′

4 = ∅. Since w′
2 ∈ W1 ∪W3, we

have w2 ̸= w′
2, so w2 ∈ W ′

1∪W ′
3. By Proposition 3.10(ii), |W4∩W ′

4∩B1| ≥ |U4∩U ′
4∩A1|+1. By

(9), N(U3∩U ′
4) ⊆ W3∩(W ′

4∪{w′
2}). Lemma 2.4 implies that |W3∩W ′

4| ≥ |U3∩U ′
4|. We assert

that |W1 ∩W ′
4| = |U1 ∩U ′

4|, which follows from Proposition 3.12 if |U1| ≥ 2 and |U1 ∩U ′
1| = 1,

and from the fact that U1∩U ′
4 = ∅ andW1 = ∅ if |U1| = 1. By Proposition 3.9, U1, U3 ⊆ A1 and

W1,W3 ⊆ B1. Then |W ′
4∩B1| =

∑4
i=1 |W ′

4∩B1∩Wi| ≥
∑4

i=1 |U ′
4∩A1∩Ui|+1 = |U ′

4∩A1|+1,

contradicting the fact that |W ′
4 ∩B1| = |U ′

4 ∩ A1|.

If uw′ is of type 1, then w′ ∈ W ′
1, {e2} = E[w′

2,W
′
1], and let k = 1; otherwise, w′ ∈ W ′

1 or

w′ ∈ W ′
3, {e2} = E(W ′

3), and let k = 3. Since uw is of type 2, we have {e2} = E(W3). Thus,

W3 ∩W ′
k contains at least one end of e2, i.e., W3 ∩W ′

k ̸= ∅. By Proposition 3.4, w ∈ W ′
4 and

w′ ∈ W4, so w′ /∈ V (e2) and NH(W3 ∩W ′
k) ⊆ (U1 ∪ U3) ∩ (U ′

1 ∪ U ′
k). Lemma 2.4 implies that

|(U1 ∪ U3) ∩ (U ′
1 ∪ U ′

k)| ≥ |W3 ∩W ′
k|+ 1. (10)

By Lemma 3.2, E[w′, U1 ∪ U3] = ∅, so N(w′) ⊆ (U4 ∩ (U ′
1 ∪ U ′

k)) ∪ {u}. Since d(w′) ≥ 3,

|U4 ∩ (U ′
1 ∪ U ′

k)| ≥ 2. Since N((W4 ∩W ′
k)\{w′}) ⊆ (U1 ∪ U4) ∩ (U ′

1 ∪ U ′
k), Lemma 2.7 implies

that

|(U1 ∪ U4) ∩ (U ′
1 ∪ U ′

k)| ≥ |W4 ∩W ′
k|+ 1. (11)

If uw′ is of type 1, then k = 1 and |U ′
1| = |W ′

1|. By (10) and (11), |W ′
1| = |(U1∪U4)∩U ′

1|+
|(U1∪U3)∩U ′

1|−|U1∩U ′
1| ≥ |W4∩W ′

1|+ |W3∩W ′
1|−|U1∩U ′

1|+2. Since W1∩W ′
1 = ∅, we have

|W ′
1| =

∑4
i=2 |Wi∩W ′

1|, so |W2∩W ′
1|+ |U1∩U ′

1| ≥ 2. Since |U1∩U ′
1| ≤ 1, we have |U1∩U ′

1| = 1

and w2 ∈ W ′
1. If |U1| = 1, then U1∩U ′

4 = ∅. Since w′
2 ∈ V (e2), w

′
2 ∈ W3. By Proposition 3.13,

w2 ∈ W ′
4, a contradiction. Then uw′ is of type 2, so |W ′

3| = |U ′
3|+1 and k = 3. Recall that uw

is of type 2. Then {e2} = E(W3) ∩ E(W ′
3). Let Z3 = (U3 ∩ U ′

3) ∪ (W3 ∩W ′
3). Then |Z3| ≥ 2.

Since w,w′ /∈ W3 ∩W ′
3, N(W3 ∩W ′

3) ⊆ (U1 ∪ U3) ∩ (U ′
1 ∪ U ′

3). Combining (9), we have

N(Z3) ⊆ ({w2} ∩ ({w′
2} ∪W ′

3)) ∪ ({w′
2} ∩W3) ∪ (U1 ∩ (U ′

1 ∪ U ′
3)) ∪ (U ′

1 ∩ U3). (12)

If |U1| = 1 or |U ′
1| = 1, let U1 = {u1} or U ′

1 = {u′
1}, respectively.

Proposition 3.14. If |U1| ≥ 2 and w′
2 /∈ W1, or |U1| = 1, then |U ′

1| ≥ 2. Analogously, if

|U ′
1| ≥ 2 and w2 /∈ W ′

1, or |U ′
1| = 1, then |U1| ≥ 2.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that |U ′
1| = 1. Then W ′

1 = ∅ and |(U1 ∪ U3 ∪ U4) ∩ U ′
1| = 1.

First consider the case |U1| ≥ 2 and w′
2 /∈ W1. By Proposition 3.12, U1 ∩ U ′

3 = W1 ∩W ′
3 = ∅.

By (10) and (11), |U1∩U ′
1|+ |U4∩U ′

3|+ |U3∩U ′
3| ≥ |W4∩W ′

3|+ |W3∩W ′
3|+1. If |U1∩U ′

1| = 0,

since |W2 ∩W ′
3| ≤ 1, we have |U ′

3| ≥ |W ′
3|, a contradiction. If |U1 ∩ U ′

1| = 1, by (8), w′
2 ̸= w2,

so w′
2 ∈ W3 ∪W4. If w

′
2 ∈ W4, by (12) and the fact that U1 ∩ U ′

3 = ∅, then N(Z3) ⊆ {u′
1, w2},
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contradicting the fact that G is 3-connected. Thus w′
2 ∈ W3. By Proposition 3.13, w2 ∈ W ′

4,

i.e., |W2 ∩W ′
3| = 0. Therefore, |U ′

3| ≥ |W ′
3|, a contradiction.

Now assume that |U1| = 1. Then W1 = ∅. If w′
2 = w2, since G is 3-connected, by

(12), we have N(Z3) = {w2, u1, u
′
1}, u1 ∈ U ′

3 and u′
1 ∈ U3. By (10) and (11), we have

|U3 ∩U ′
3| ≥ |W3 ∩W ′

3| − 1 and |(U1 ∪U4)∩U ′
3| ≥ |W4 ∩W ′

3|+ 1. Consequently, |U ′
3| ≥ |W ′

3|, a
contradiction. So w′

2 ̸= w2. Then w′
2 ∈ W3 ∪W4. Recall that w

′
2u

′
1 ∈ E(G). If w′

2 ∈ W4, then

u′
1 ∈ U4 ∪ U1. By (12), N(Z3) ⊆ {u1, w2}, a contradiction. Then w′

2 ∈ W3, so u′
1 ∈ U1 ∪ U3.

Analogously, w2 ∈ W ′
3 and u1 ∈ U ′

1 ∪ U ′
3. Then U1 ∩ U ′

4 = ∅. By Proposition 3.13, w2 ∈ W ′
4, a

contradiction.

We are ready to complete the proof of Proposition 3.11 by distinguishing the following two

cases to get contradictions. By Proposition 3.4, w ∈ W ′
4, so w′

2 ̸= w.

Case 1. |U1| ≥ 2 and |U ′
1| ≥ 2. By Proposition 3.12, we may claim that U1 ∩ U ′

3 = ∅
if w′

2 /∈ W1 and U ′
1 ∩ U3 = ∅ if w2 /∈ W ′

1. First suppose that U1 ∩ U ′
1 = ∅. We assert that

w′
2 /∈ W1. Otherwise, N(w′

2) ⊆ N(W1\{w}) ⊆ U1. Since E[w′
2, U

′
1] ̸= ∅, N(w′

2)∩(U1∩U ′
1) ̸= ∅,

a contradiction. Analogously, w2 /∈ W ′
1. By the above claim, U1 ∩ U ′

3 = U ′
1 ∩ U3 = ∅. By

(12), N(Z3) ⊆ {w2, w
′
2}, contradicting the fact that G is 3-connected. Now suppose that

|U1 ∩U ′
1| = 1. By (8), w′

2 ̸= w2. When w′
2 ∈ W1 ∪W3, Proposition 3.13 implies that w2 ∈ W ′

4,

so w2 /∈ W ′
1. If w

′
2 /∈ W1, by (12), N(Z3) ⊆ {w′

2} ∪ (U1 ∩ U ′
1), a contradiction. Thus w′

2 ∈ W1.

By Proposition 3.12, w2 ∈ W ′
1 ∪W ′

3, a contradiction. When w′
2 ∈ W4, analogously, we deduce

that w2 ∈ W ′
1, so w′

2 ∈ W1 ∪W3, a contradiction.

Case 2. At least one of U1 and U ′
1 is a singleton. Assume, without loss of generality,

that |U ′
1| = 1. By Proposition 3.14, |U1| ≥ 2 and w′

2 ∈ W1. Proposition 3.12 implies that

w2 ∈ W ′
1 ∪W ′

3. Recall that w
′
2 ̸= w. Since N(w′

2) ⊆ N(W1\{w}) ⊆ U1 and u′
1w

′
2 ∈ E(G), we

have u′
1 ∈ U1, so |U ′

1 ∩ U1| = 1. By Proposition 3.13, w2 ∈ W ′
4, a contradiction.

4 Proof of Theorem 1.2

Let G be a graph and C = ∂(X) an edge cut of G. We call G/X and G/X the C-contractions

of G, and we say that G is a splicing of G/X and G/X (at x and x), or G is obtained by

splicing G/X and G/X (at x and x). A graph G is a tri-ladder if it is C6 or it may be

obtained from C6 by iterative splicings K4 at vertices in triangles. More precisely, there exists

a sequence of graphs (G0, G1, . . . , Gr) such that G0 = C6, G = Gr, and, for 1 ≤ i ≤ r, Gi

is a splicing of Gi−1 and K4 at vertices in triangles. Note that each Gi is a tri-ladder and

G0 (= C6) has exactly two disjoint triangles, say T and T0. For convenience, we may assume

that the vertices in T are never used to splice with K4. Let u, v and w be three vertices of

T0. Let w
′ be a vertex of K4. Suppose that G1 is a splicing of G0 and K4 at w and w′. Then

uv ∈ E(G1), and uv is referred to as a rung of Gi (1 ≤ i ≤ r). Moreover, G1 has two disjoint

triangles, one is T and the other is T1 = K4 − w′. Continuing in this way, we see that each
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Gi, 1 ≤ i ≤ r, has one more rung than Gi−1, and has two disjoint triangles, one is T and the

other is denoted by Ti. Then Gi has i rungs. For the rung e in Gi not in Gi−1, we refer to i as

the rank of e, denoted by R(e). Note that the r rungs form a matching. Deleting them from

G, the resulting graph has exactly three vertex-disjoint paths connecting vertices in T and Tr,

which are referred to as ridges of G. The four graphs depicted in Figure 1 are near-bipartite

tri-ladders whose rungs are illustrated by bold lines.

Since K4 and C6 are cubic bricks, by the following lemma, a tri-ladder is a cubic brick.

Lemma 4.1 ([3]). Any splicing of two cubic bricks is a cubic brick.

Lemma 4.2 ([3]). Any splicing of two matching covered graphs is a matching covered graph.

The following lemma is an immediate consequence of Lemma 4.2, also see [15].

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that G is a splicing of two matching covered graphs G1 and G2 at u1

and u2, where ui ∈ V (Gi), i = 1, 2. Then every removable edge in Gi that is not incident with

ui is removable in G.

For a bipartite graph with a perfect matching, by Hall’s Theorem, we can obtain a char-

acterization of nonadmissible edges of the graph. Using this characterization, the following

lemma can be easily proved.

Lemma 4.4 ([15]). Let G be a 3-connected cubic nonbipartite graph. If G has a pair of edges

e1 and e2 such that G − {e1, e2} is bipartite, then G is a near-bipartite graph with removable

doubleton {e1, e2}.

Lemma 4.5 ([2]). In a brace on six or more vertices, every edge is removable.

Lemma 4.6 ([8]). In a cubic matching covered graph, each 3-cut is a separating cut.

It is known that a cubic graph is 3-connected if and only if it is 3-edge-connected. A cubic

graph is termed essentially 4-edge-connected if it is 2-edge-connected and free of nontrivial

3-cuts. Note that every nontrivial 3-cut is a matching in a 3-connected graph. An edge cut C

of a matching covered G is good if it is separating but not tight.

Lemma 4.7 ([8]). Every essentially 4-edge-connected cubic graph is either a brick or a brace.

Lemma 4.8. Let G be a 3-connected cubic near-bipartite graph with removable doubleton

{e1, e2}, and H = G − {e1, e2} with a bipartition (U,W ) such that V (e1) ⊆ U . Suppose that

∂(X) is a nontrivial 3-cut of G. Then |X| is odd, and G/X and G/X are 3-connected cubic

graphs. Moreover, if |X ∩ U | ≥ |X ∩W |, then the following statements hold.

(i) |X ∩ U | = |X ∩W |+ 1.
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(ii) ([9]) ∂(X) is tight in G if and only if E[X ∩W,X ∩ U ] = ∅, one of e1 and e2 has both

ends in X ∩ U or X ∩W (adjust notation so that V (e1) ⊆ X ∩ U), and e2 has at least

one end in X∩W . In addition, G/X is bipartite and G/X is a near-bipartite graph with

removable doubleton {e1, e2}.
(iii) ∂(X) is good in G if and only if V (e1) ⊆ X ∩U , V (e2) ⊆ X ∩W , |E[X ∩U,X ∩W ]| = 2

and E[X∩W,X∩U ] contains only one edge (say zw, where w ∈ X∩W ). In addition, zw

is nonremovable in G, and both G/X and G/X are near-bipartite graphs with removable

doubleton {e1, wx} and {e2, zx}, respectively.

Proof. Since G is cubic and ∂(X) is a 3-cut, G/X and G/X are cubic, and |∂(X)| and |X|
have the same parity, so |X| is odd. Since G is 3-connected, so are G/X and G/X. To show

(i) and (iii), let U ′ = X ∩U , W ′ = X ∩W , U ′′ = X ∩U , W ′′ = X ∩W , a = |U ′| and b = |W ′|.
(i) Suppose to the contrary that a ≥ b+ 2. Since G[U ′] has at most one edge e1, |∂(X)| ≥

3a− 2− 3b ≥ 4, a contradiction. (i) holds.

(iii) Suppose that ∂(X) is good in G. Let c = |E[U ′, X]|. Recall that ∂(X) is a 3-cut.

Then c ≤ 3 and |E[W ′, X]| = 3 − c. By counting the number of edges in E[U ′,W ′] in two

ways, we have 3a− 2|E(U ′)| − c = 3b− 2|E(W ′)| − (3− c). Since a = b+ 1, we have

c = |E(W ′)| − |E(U ′)|+ 3. (13)

If U ′ has at most one end of e1, then E(U ′) = ∅. Since c ≤ 3, we have c = 3, E(W ′) = ∅ and

E[W ′, X] = ∅. Thus e2 ∈ E(W ′′). By (ii), ∂(X) is tight in G, a contradiction. So e1 ∈ E(U ′).

Analogously, e2 ∈ E(W ′′), so E(W ′) = ∅. By (13), we have c = 2, so |E[U ′,W ′′]| = 2 and

E[W ′, U ′′] contains only one edge, say zw, where w ∈ W ′. Because every perfect matching of

G that contains e1 contains zw, zw is nonremovable in G. Since both G/X − {e1, wx} and

G/X −{e2, zx} are bipartite, Lemma 4.4 implies that both G/X and G/X are near-bipartite

graphs with removable double {e1, wx} and {e2, zx}, respectively.
Conversely, by Lemma 4.6, ∂(X) is a separating cut of G. From (ii), we see that ∂(X) is

not tight in G, so it is good in G. (iii) holds.

Let G be a 3-connected cubic graph. If n = 4, then G = K4. If n ≥ 6 and G has a

nontrivial 3-cut C, then each C-contraction of G is also a 3-connected cubic graph that has

strictly fewer vertices than G. If either of the C-contractions has a nontrivial 3-cut, then the

graph can be further decomposed into even smaller graphs. This procedure can be repeated

until we obtain a list of 3-connected cubic graphs each of which is free of nontrivial 3-cuts.

We refer to it as a 3-cut-decomposition of G. A 3-cut-decomposition is referred to as a K4-

decomposition if it results in a list of K4s. If a graph has a K4-decomposition, by Lemma 4.1,

it is a cubic brick and can be obtained by sequentially splicing cubic bricks.

Lemma 4.9. Let G be a cubic near-bipartite brick with at least six vertices. Then G has a

K4-decomposition if and only if G is a tri-ladder.
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Proof. Use induction on n. Note that C6 is the only graph obtained by splicing two K4s, and

it is a near-bipartite tri-ladder. Thus the result holds when n = 6. Now suppose that n ≥ 8.

If G is a tri-ladder, then G has two vertex-disjoint triangles. Let Y be the set of the vertices

of one triangle. Then ∂(Y ) is a nontrivial 3-cut of G and G/Y = K4. By Lemma 4.6 and the

fact that G is a brick, ∂(Y ) is good in G. Let G′ = G/Y . Then G′ is a tri-ladder, which is

also a cubic brick. By Lemma 4.8(iii), G′ is near-bipartite. By the induction hypothesis, G′

has a K4-decomposition, so does G.

If G has a K4-decomposition, then G has a nontrivial 3-cut, say ∂(X). Let G1 = G/X

and G2 = G/X. Then Gi, i = 1, 2, has a K4-decomposition, so it is a cubic brick. As above,

∂(X) is good. Lemma 4.8(iii) implies that both G1 and G2 are near-bipartite, and x and x

are incident with edges in removable doubletons of G1 and G2, respectively. If Gi, i = 1 or 2,

has at least six vertices, by the induction hypothesis, it is a tri-ladder. Then the contracted

vertex, x or x, lies in a triangle of Gi. If one of G1 and G2 is K4, say G1, then G2 has at least

six vertices, so it is a tri-ladder. Consequently, G is a tri-ladder, which is a splicing of G2 and

K4 at vertices in triangles. If each of G1 and G2 has at least six vertices, then both of them

are tri-ladders. Since a splicing of two tri-ladders at vertices in triangles is still a tri-ladder,

G is a tri-ladder. The result holds.

Lemma 4.10. Every near-bipartite tri-ladder has exactly n−6
2

removable edges.

Proof. Let G be a near-bipartite tri-ladder with r∗ rungs. If n = 6, then G = C6, which has

no removable edges. The result holds. Now assume that n ≥ 8. Then r∗ ≥ 1. By Theorem

1.1, G has at least n−6
2

removable edges. Note that 2r∗ = n− 6. From the following claim, G

has exactly n−6
2

removable edges. We are done.

Claim. Every edge e that is not a rung is nonremovable in G.

To show this claim, we present some notions and notations. Let T and T ∗ be the two

disjoint triangles of G with vertex set {u0, v0, w0} and {u, v, w}, respectively. Assume that u

and u0, v and v0, and w and w0 are ends of three ridges of G, which are referred to as U -ridge,

V -ridge and W -ridge, respectively. Let fi be the rung of G with rank i, 1 ≤ i ≤ r∗. We

denote by ui, vi, or wi the end of fi that lies in U -ridge, V -ridge, or W -ridge, respectively. For

convenience, we refer to the edges in T as rungs with rank zero. By uiuj-subpath we mean the

subpath of the U -ridge connecting ui and uj. We use similar terminology for subpaths in V -

ridge and W -ridge. Since G is near-bipartite, G has two edges e1 and e2 such that G−{e1, e2}
is bipartite. Thus one of e1 and e2 lies in T and the other lies in T ∗. Let H = G − {e1, e2}.
Colour the vertices in the two color classes of H white and black, respectively. We are now

ready to prove the claim. We distinguish two cases according to whether e lies in triangles or

not.

Case 1. e ∈ E(T ∪ T ∗). Suppose, without loss of generality, that e = uv. Assume that

r, s and t are the maximum rank of rungs that has no end in W -ridge, U -ridge and V -ridge,

respectively. Thus these three rungs are urvr, vsws and utwt. For i = r, s, t, let di = r∗ − i.
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Then di ≥ 0. Assume, without loss of generality, that s ≤ t. Then we consider the neighbour

of v in the V -ridge, say y. Thus y is either vr or vs. Assume, without loss of generality, that

y is white. Then v is black. If u is black, then uv is either e1 or e2, so uv is nonremovable in

G. Suppose now that u is white. Recall that r∗ ≥ 1.

First consider the case y = vr (r ≥ 0). Recall that 0 ≤ dr ≤ r∗. Let U ′ and W ′ be the

sets of all the black vertices in the uur-subpath and the wwr′-subpath, respectively, where

r′ = r+1 when 0 < dr < r∗ and r′ = 0 when dr = r∗ (i.e., r = 0). If dr = 0, let U ′ = {ur} and

W ′ = {w}. Let B′ = U ′ ∪W ′ ∪ {vr}. If r ≥ 1, since urvr ∈ E(H), ur is black. If r = 0 and dr

is even, since the U -ridge is a path of H, u0 is black. In both cases, ur ∈ B′. Let e′ = urvr. If

r = 0 and dr is odd, u0 is white but w0 is black, so w0 ∈ B′. Let e′ = w0v0. Consequently, B
′

is a barrier of G− uv, which contains V (e′). By Lemma 2.1(ii), e′ is nonadmissible in G− uv,

so uv is nonremovable in G.

We now consider the case y = vs and s ≥ 1. Then ws is black and s ̸= t. Since s ≤ t, we

have r∗ = t > s, so ds ≥ 1. Then us+1 is black. Therefore vs and all the black vertices in the

wws-subpath and the uus+1-subpath form a barrier of G− uv, which contains vs and ws. As

above, uv is nonremovable in G.

Case 2. e /∈ E(T ∪ T ∗). Then e lies in a ridge, say the V -ridge. Let vr∗+1 = v. Suppose,

without loss of generality, that e = vjvk (0 ≤ j < k ≤ r∗ + 1), vj is white, and the other end

of the rung fj lies in the U -ridge. Then fj = ujvj. If j = 0, then u0w0 is nonadmissible in

G− v0vk, so v0vk is nonremovable in G. Suppose now that j ≥ 1. Then uj is black. Let wi be

the vertex in the W -ridge with i < j and i as large as possible. Then fi+1 = ui+1vi+1.

Suppose that wi is white. When j − i is odd, ui+1 is black and vi+1 is white. Then vi is

black, because fi = wivi when i ≥ 1, and vivi+1 ∈ E(H) otherwise. Let B′ be the set of the

vertex wi and all the black vertices in the ui+1uj-subpath and the vivj-subpath. Analogously,

when j − i is even, ui+1 is white and vi+1 is black. Then ui is black, because fi = wiui when

i ≥ 1, and uiui+1 ∈ E(H) otherwise. Let B′ be the set of the vertex wi and all the black

vertices in the uiuj-subpath and the vi+1vj-subpath. In both cases, B′ is a barrier of G− vjvk

containing two ends of wivi or wiui, so vjvk is nonremovable in G.

Suppose that wi is black. Let X be the set of all vertices in the u0uj-subpath, the v0vj-

subpath and the w0wi-subpath. Then ∂(X) is a nontrivial 3-cut, which consists of the edge

vjvk and two edges incident with uj and wi, respectively. Since G is a cubic brick, by Lemma

4.6, ∂(X) is a separating cut but not tight, so it is good in G. Recall that vj is white, and uj

and wi are black. Let xw and xb be the numbers of white and black vertices in X, respectively,

and xwb be the number of edges of G each of which connects a white vertex and a black vertex

in X. By counting in two ways, we have 3xb − 2 ≥ xwb ≥ 3xw − 1− 2, so xb ≥ xw. By Lemma

4.8(iii), vjvk is nonremovable in G. The result holds.

Next, we show that if G is a near-bipartite brick other than K4 that has exactly n−6
2

removable edges, then G is a tri-ladder. Once this is proved. Theorem 1.2 holds. To do this,
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we need the following four lemmas.

Lemma 4.11 ([8]). In an essentially 4-edge-connected cubic brick, each edge is either remov-

able or lies in a removable doubleton.

Lemma 4.12 ([14]). Suppose that E is a set of removable doubletons of an essentially 4-

edge-connected cubic brick G and |E | ≥ 2. Then G can be decomposed into balanced bipartite

vertex-induced subgraphs Gi (i = 1, 2, . . . , |E |) satisfying EG[V (Gj), V (Gk)] is a removable

doubleton of G if |j − k| ≡ 1 (mod |E |), and EG[V (Gj), V (Gk)] = ∅ otherwise.

Here, a bipartite graph G[A,B] is balanced if |A| = |B|.

Lemma 4.13 ([14]). Suppose that {e1, e′1} and {e2, e′2} are removable doubletons of a cubic

brick G. If both e1 and e2 are incident with v0, then e′1 and e′2 are adjacent, and v0u0 ∈ E(G),

where u0 is the common end of e′1 and e′2.

Lemma 4.14. Let ∂(X) be a good 3-cut of a cubic matching covered graph G. Assume that

H = G/X → x is an essentially 4-edge-connected cubic near-bipartite brick other than K4,

and {xu, yv} is a removable doubleton of H. Let (A,B) be the bipartition of H − {xu, yv}
such that x, u ∈ A. Then each vertex of B \{y, v} is incident with at least two removable edges

of G.

Proof. If {xu, yv} is the only removable doubleton of H, by Lemma 4.11, each edge of

E(H)\{xu, yv} is removable in H. By Lemma 4.3, the result holds. Now assume that H

contains s removable doubletons, where s ≥ 2.

By Lemma 4.12, H can be decomposed into balanced bipartite subgraphs H1, H2, . . . , Hs.

Let Ai = V (Hi) ∩ A and Bi = V (Hi) ∩ B, i = 1, 2 . . . , s. Let x1 = x, us = u, y1 = y,

and vs = v. Moreover, we may suppose that {uiyi+1, vixi+1}, i = 1, 2 . . . , s − 1, are s − 1

removable doubletons of H other than {x1us, y1vs}, where {ui, xi} ⊆ Ai and {yi, vi} ⊆ Bi.

Then EH [V (Hi), V (Hi+1)] = {uiyi+1, vixi+1}, i = 1, 2 . . . , s − 1. Let w1 and w2 be the two

neighbors of x1 other than us in H. Since H is a brick, H − {w1, w2} has a perfect matching,

say N1. Note that x1us ∈ N1 because dH(x1) = 3. Since ∂G(X) is a good 3-cut of G, there

exists a perfect matching of G, say M , containing each edge of ∂G(X). Let M ′ = (N1\{x1us}∪
(M \ E(G[X]). Then M ′ is also a perfect matching of G. Note that w1, w2 ∈ B1 ∪ B2 and at

most one of w1 and w2 lies in B2. We now consider the following two cases.

Case 1. w1, w2 ∈ B1. Since |A1 \ {x1}| = |B1 \ {w1, w2}| + 1 and EH [A1 \ {x1}, V (H) \
V (H1)] = {u1y2}, we have u1y2 ∈ N1 and v1x2 /∈ N1. So u1 ̸= x1. Similarly, if |s| ≥ 3,

we have utyt+1 ∈ N1 and vtxt+1 /∈ N1, t = 2, 3, . . . , s − 1. Then M ′ is a perfect matching

of G − (∪s−1
i=1{vixi+1}) and ∪s−1

i=1{uiyi+1} ⊆ M ′. Note that G/X is matching covered because

∂G(X) is a good cut of G. For i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , s − 1}, since {uiyi+1, vixi+1} is a removable

doubleton of H, H−{uiyi+1, vixi+1} is matching covered. By Lemma 4.2, G−{uiyi+1, vixi+1}
is matching covered. Recall that M ′ is a perfect matching of G − vixi+1 and uiyi+1 ∈ M ′.
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Therefore, G − vixi+1 is matching covered. Then each edge of ∪s−1
i=1{vixi+1} is removable in

G. By Lemma 4.11, each edge of E(H) \ ({x1w1, x1w2, x1us, y1vs} ∪ (∪s−1
i=1{uiyi+1, vixi+1})) is

removable in H, which is also removable in G by Lemma 4.3. This implies that each vertex

of B \ {y1, vs} is incident with at least two removable edges of G. The result holds.

Case 2. One of w1 and w2 lies in B2, say w2. Then w1 ∈ B1 and x1w2 = u1y2. So x1 = u1

and w2 = y2. Since {x1us, y1vs} and {x1w2, v1x2} are removable doubletons of H, by Lemma

4.13, we have v1 = y1 and x1y1 ∈ E(H). So w1 = y1 = v1. It follows that |V (H1)| = 2 because

EH [V (H1), V (H2)] = {x1w2, y1x2} and H is a cubic brick. If |s| = 2, by Lemma 4.11, each

edge of E(H) \ {x1w1, x1w2, x1u2, y1v2, y1x2} is removable in H, which is also removable in G

by Lemma 4.3. So the result holds. We now consider |s| ≥ 3. Since |A2| = |B2 \ {w2}| + 1

and EH [A2, V (H) \ V (H2)] = {x2y1, u2y3}, we have u2y3 ∈ N1 and v2x3 /∈ N1. Similarly, if

|s| ≥ 4, we have utyt+1 ∈ N1 and vtxt+1 /∈ N1, t = 3, 4, . . . , s − 1. By the same reason as the

above case, we can show that each edge of ∪s−1
i=2{vixi+1} is removable in G, and each edge of

E(H)\({x1w1, x1w2, x1us, y1vs, y1x2}∪(∪s−1
i=2{uiyi+1, vixi+1})) is removable in G. So the result

holds.

Lemma 4.15. If G is a near-bipartite brick other than K4 that has exactly n−6
2

removable

edges, then G is a tri-ladder.

Proof. Let {e1, e2} be a removable doubleton of G. Since G is a brick, G is 3-connected. Thus,

δ(G) ≥ 3. By Theorem 1.1, every vertex of G is incident with at most two nonremovable edges

and so at least one removable edge, except at most six vertices of degree three contained in

two disjoint triangles of G. From the proof of Theorem 1.1 (in the first part of Section 3), we

see that these two triangles contain e1 and e2, respectively. Since G has exactly n−6
2

removable

edges, every vertex of G other than the six vertices of degree three is incident with exactly

one removable edge and two nonremovable edges. Thus, G is cubic. Note that n ≥ 6. If

G has a K4-decomposition, by Lemma 4.9, G is a tri-ladder. We will show that G has a

K4-decomposition in the following.

Since G has triangles and G ̸= K4, it has nontrivial 3-cuts. Let G
∗ be any graph obtained

by a 3-cut-decomposition of G. Since G is a cubic brick, G∗ is 3-connected and cubic. Thus,

G∗ is an essentially 4-edge-connected cubic graph. Let ∂(X1) be a nontrivial 3-cut of G such

that x1 is a contraction vertex of G∗. Since G is a brick, ∂(X1) is good in G. By Lemma

4.8(iii), only one of e1 and e2 has both ends in X1. This implies that G∗ has at most two

contraction vertices. By Lemma 4.7, G∗ is a brick or a brace. For the latter case, |V (G∗)| ≥ 6

because G∗ is 3-connected and cubic. By Lemma 4.5, every edge of G∗ is removable in G∗.

Since G∗ has at most two contraction vertices, there exists a vertex v of G∗ that is incident

with at most one contraction vertex of G∗. By Lemma 4.3, v is incident with at least two

removable edges in G. This contradiction implies that G∗ is a brick.

By Lemma 4.1, each graph generated in the procedure of the 3-cut-decomposition of G

is a cubic brick. Thus all the nontrivial 3-cuts used in this procedure are good. By Lemma
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4.8(iii), G∗ is a near-bipartite brick whose contraction vertices are ends of the edges in its

removable doubletons. Then G∗ is an essentially 4-edge-connected cubic near-bipartite brick.

Recall that x1 is a contraction vertex of G∗. Let {x1x
′
1, x2x

′
2} be a removable doubleton of

G∗. Suppose that U ′ and W ′ are two color classes of G∗ − x1x
′
1 − x2x

′
2 such that x1, x

′
1 ∈ U ′.

Suppose to the contrary that G∗ ̸= K4. Then |V (G∗)| ≥ 6. If G∗ has exactly one contraction

vertex x1, by Lemma 4.14, each vertex of W ′\{x2, x
′
2} is incident with at least two removable

edges in G, a contradiction. So G∗ has exactly two contraction vertices, one is x1, by Lemma

4.8(iii), the other is x2 or x′
2, say x2. Let G′ = G/X1 and let X2 be a subset of V (G) such

that G∗ = G′/X2. Then ∂(X1) and ∂(X2) are good 3-cut in G and G′, respectively, and G′

is a cubic near-bipartite brick. By Lemma 4.14, each vertex of U ′\{x1, x
′
1} is incident with at

least two removable edges in G′, which are also removable in G by Lemma 4.3, a contradiction.

Thus G∗ = K4. The result holds.

By Theorem 1.1, Lemmas 4.10 and 4.15, Theorem 1.2 holds.
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