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Abstract

The location-domination number is conjectured to be at most half of the order for twin-
free graphs with no isolated vertices. We prove that this conjecture holds and is tight for
subcubic graphs. We also show that the same upper bound holds for subcubic graphs with
open twins of degree 3 and closed twins of any degree, but not for subcubic graphs with open
twins of degree 1 or 2. These results then imply that the same upper bound holds for all
cubic graphs (with or without twins) except K4 and K3,3.
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1 Introduction

In this article, we consider a well-known conjecture for locating-dominating sets on twin-free graphs
for subcubic graphs. In particular, we prove the conjecture for subcubic graphs by giving a result
stronger than the suggested conjecture. Furthermore, we answer positively to two open problems
posed by Foucaud and Henning in [9].

Let G = (V (G), E(G)) denote a graph with vertex set V (G) and edge set E(G). Let us
denote by NG(v) and NG[v] (or N(v) and N [v] if G is clear from context) the open and closed
neighbourhoods, respectively, of a vertex v in a graphG. We further denote by IG(S; v) = NG[v]∩S
(or I(v) if S and G are clear from context) the I-set of v in G with respect to the set S ⊆ V (G).
A set of vertices S ⊆ V (G) is dominating if each vertex of G has a non-empty I-set, that is, if the
vertices are in S or have an adjacent vertex in S. Moreover, a set S separates vertices u and v
if I(u) 6= I(v). Similarly, we say that the set S separates vertices in a set V ⊆ V (G) if the I-set
of each vertex in V is unique. Finally, a set S is locating-dominating in G (LD-set for short) if
S is dominating in G and for each pair of distinct vertices u, v ∈ V (G) \ S we have I(u) 6= I(v).
The location-domination number of a graph G, γLD(G), denotes the size of a smallest locating-
dominating set in G. The concept of location-domination was originally introduced by Slater and
Rall in [17, 18]. See the electronical bibliography [16] to find over 500 papers on topics related to
location-domination.

The degree of a vertex v in a graph G, degG(v), denotes the number of vertices in N(v). A
graph is r-regular if each vertex has the same degree r. Furthermore, a 3-regular graph is called
cubic graph and a graph in which every vertex has degree of at most 3 is called subcubic. Two
vertices u, v are said to be open twins if N(u) = N(v) and closed twins if N [u] = N [v]. A graph G
is open twin-free if it has no pairs of open twins and is called closed twin-free if it has no pairs of
closed twins in it. Moreover, G is called twin-free if it is both open twin-free and closed twin-free.
We denote by n(G), or by n if the graph is clear from context, the number of vertices in G (i.e.
the order of G). Similarly, the number of edges is denoted by m(G) or simply by m.
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The following conjecture that we study in this paper was originally proposed in [13, Conjecture
2] and was first considered in the formulation of Conjecture 1 in [9, Conjecture 2].

Conjecture 1 ([9, 13]). Every twin-free graph G of order n without isolated vertices satisfies
γLD(G) ≤ n

2
.

Both restrictions in Conjecture 1 are required since every isolated vertex is required to be in a
dominating set, the complete graph Kn (with closed twins) has γLD(Kn) = n − 1 and the star
K1,n−1 (with open twins) has γLD(K1,n−1) = n− 1.

Conjecture 1 has been studied in at least [3, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13]. Variations on directed graphs
have been studied in [1, 4, 12] and for locating-total-dominating sets in [5, 10, 11]. See [8] for a
short introduction to the conjecture. Besides introducing the conjecture, Garijo et al. [13] gave
a general upper bound ⌊2n/3⌋+ 1 for location-domination number in twin-free graphs. Recently,
Bousquet et al. [3] improved this general upper bound to γLD(G) ≤ ⌈5n/8⌉. Besides proving
general upper bounds, a lot of the research on this conjecture has concentrated on proving it for
some graph classes. In particular, Garijo et al. [13] proved the following useful theorem.

Theorem 2 ([13]). Let G be a connected twin-free graph without 4-cycles on n ≥ 2 vertices. We
have

γLD(G) ≤
n

2
.

Furthermore, Garijo et al. [13] proved the conjecture for graphs with independence number at
least ⌈n/2⌉ (in particular this class includes bipartite graphs) and graphs with clique number at
least ⌈n/2⌉ + 1. In [11], Foucaud et al. proved the conjecture for split and co-bipartite graphs,
in [6], Chakraborty et al. proved the conjecture for block graphs and, in [10], Foucaud and
Henning proved the conjecture for line graphs. The conjecture has also been proven for maximal
outerplanar graphs in [7] by Claverol et al. and for cubic graphs in [9] by Foucaud and Henning.
In this article, we concentrate on subcubic graphs.

Besides upper bounds, also lower bounds of locating-dominating sets have been considered in
the literature. In [19, Theorem 2], Slater has given a lower bound for the location-domination
number of r-regular graphs. In particular, the result states that γLD(G) ≥ n

3
for cubic graphs.

However, the proof also holds for subcubic graphs in general.
In the following, we introduce some further notations. A leaf is a vertex of degree one and a

support vertex is a vertex adjacent to a leaf. For a vertex v ∈ V (G) we denote the graph formed
from G by removing v and each edge incident with v by G− v. Similarly, for an edge e ∈ E(G) we
denote by G − e the graph obtained from G by removing edge e. For a set D of vertices and/or
edges of G, we denote by G−D the graph obtained by from G by removing each vertex and edge
in D. A graph is triangle-free if each induced cycle in the graph has at least four vertices.

A set of vertices S is total dominating in G if each vertex in V (G) is adjacent to another
vertex in S. Furthermore, a set is locating-total dominating if it is locating-dominating and total
dominating.

1.1 Our results

Our results consider Conjecture 1 and its expansions for subcubic graphs. Besides proving the
conjecture for subcubic graphs, we also answer the following open problems posed by Foucaud and
Henning in [9]:

Problem 3 ([9]). Determine whether Conjecture 1 can be proven for subcubic graphs.

Problem 4 ([9]). Determine whether Conjecture 1 can be proven for connected cubic graphs in
general (allowing twins) with the exception of a finite set of forbidden graphs.

As Foucaud and Henning have noted, Problem 4 is a weaker form of a conjecture from [14]
by Henning and Löwenstein and open problem by Henning and Rad from [15] stating that for
a connected cubic graph G the locating-total dominating number is at most half the number of
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vertices of G. In particular, this bound does not hold for subcubic graphs which might require two-
thirds of vertices [5] (see Figure 1). Moreover, as there has not been progress on this problem for
over a decade, hopefully our results for locating-dominating sets can help in solving this stronger
conjecture.

Figure 1: Example of a subcubic graph which shows that the n
2
-upper bound for the locating total-

dominating number of a twin-free graph on n vertices is not true. The shaded vertices constitute
a minimum LTD-set.

Coming back to our results, in Proposition 10, we show that a twin-free subcubic graph G
has γLD(G) ≤ n

2
. This answers positively to Problem 3. Then, we continue to Theorem 11

where we expand Proposition 10 by allowing subcubic graphs to include closed twins. Finally, in
Theorem 12, we expand the result also for subcubic graphs allowing open twins of degree 3 with
the exceptions for exactly complete graph K4 and complete bipartite graph K3,3. This answers
positively to Problem 4. Observe that we actually give a result stronger than the Problems 4
and 3 asked. We state that the n

2
bound holds for connected subcubic graphs without open twins

of degrees 1 or 2 on at least four vertices with the exceptions of K4 and K3,3.
We also show in Proposition 14 that forbidding open twins of degrees 1 and 2 is necessary.

Furthermore, in Proposition 15, we show that Problem 4 cannot be expanded for r-regular graphs,
for r ≥ 4, with twins. We also give an infinite family of twin-free subcubic graphs for which the
conjecture is tight in Proposition 16. Note that Foucaud and Henning had asked in [9, Problem 1]
for characterizing each twin-free cubic graph which attain the n

2
-bound. We have manually checked

every twin-free 10-vertex cubic graph and found that there were no tight examples. Furthermore,
we are aware of only one 6-vertex and one 8-vertex twin-free cubic graph (presented in [9]) which
attains this upper bound. From this perspective, the proof for subcubic graphs seems more
challenging than the one for cubic graphs.

1.2 Structure of the paper

The paper is structured as follows: In Subsection 1.3, we introduce some useful lemmas which
are used throughout this paper. Then, in Section 2, we prove Conjecture 1 for subcubic graphs
allowing closed twins. In Section 3, we prove the conjecture for subcubic twins allowing open twins
of degree 3. We continue in Section 4, by giving some constructions which show tightness of our
results and show that they cannot be further generalized. Finally, we conclude in Section 5.

1.3 Lemmas

Lemmas 5 and 6 have previously been considered for trees in [2] and [4]. The proofs for these
generalizations follow similarly as the original ones but we offer them for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 5. Let G be a connected graph on at least three vertices. Then G admits an optimal
locating-dominating set S such that every support vertex of G is in S.

Proof. Suppose on the contrary that there exists a graph G such that no optimal locating-
dominating set contains every support vertex of G. Furthermore, let S be an optimal locating-
dominating set of G such that it contains the largest number of support vertices among all optimal
locating-dominating sets of G. Furthermore, let s be a support vertex of G not in S and let
u1, u2, . . . , uk be all the leaves adjacent to s. Since S is a dominating set, we have ui ∈ S for all
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i ∈ [k]. We show that, contrary to the maximality of S, the set S′ = (S \ {u1})∪{s} is a locating-
dominating set of G. Indeed, the set S \ {u1} separates all pairs of vertices in V (G)\ (S ∪{s, u1}).
Furthermore, since S is a dominating set of G and s /∈ S, any neighbour v other than u1 of s has
(NG[v] \ {s}) ∩ S 6= ∅. This implies that the vertex u1 is the only vertex in V (G) \ S′ with I-set
{s} in S′. Therefore, set S′ is locating-dominating, a contradiction.

Lemma 6. Let G be a connected graph on at least three vertices without open twins of degree 1.
Then G admits an optimal locating-dominating set S such that there are no leaves of G in S.

Proof. Suppose on the contrary that there exists a graph G without open twins of degree 1
such that every optimal locating-dominating set contains a leaf of G. Consider optimal locating-
dominating set S such that it contains the least number of leaves among all optimal locating-
dominating sets of G which contains every support vertex of G. Notice that S exists by Lemma 5.
Hence, there exist adjacent vertices s, u ∈ S such that s is a support vertex and u is a leaf. Since
S is optimal, the set S \ {u} is not locating-dominating. Therefore, by the optimality of S, there
exists a unique vertex v 6∈ S such that I(v) = {s}. Since G has no twins of degree 1, the vertex
v is not a leaf. However, now the set S′ = (S ∪ {v}) \ {u} is a locating-dominating set of G.
Since S′ is optimal, contains all support vertices and fewer leaves of G than S, it contradicts the
minimality of S. Therefore, the claim follows.

Lemma 7. Let G be a subcubic twin-free and triangle-free graph. If vertices u and v are in the
same four cycle C4, then all of their common neighbours are in the same cycle C4.

Proof. Assume first that u and v are adjacent. If both of them are adjacent to w, then vertices
u, v, w form a triangle, a contradiction. Hence, we assume that there is a four-cycle u,w, v, z with
edges uw,wv, vz, zu. Observe that if a vertex b 6∈ {u,w, v, z} is adjacent to both u and v, then
N(u) = N(v) = {w, z, b} since we consider a subcubic graph. This is a contradiction with G being
twin-free. Hence, the claim follows.

Lemma 8. Let G be a subcubic twin-free graph. No two triangles in G share a common edge.

Proof. Let vertices u, v, w form a triangle in G. If this triangle shares an edge with another triangle,
then without loss of generality two of the vertices, say, v and w have a common neighbour z. Hence,
we have N [v] = N [w] = {u, v, w, z}. This is a contradiction with G being a twin-free. Thus, the
claim follows.

With Lemmas 7 and 8, we obtain following corollary.

Corollary 9. Let G be a subcubic twin-free graph. If vertices v1, v2, v3, v4 form a four cycle C4,
then that four cycle is an induced subgraph of G.

2 Subcubic graphs

Proposition 10. Let G be a twin-free subcubic graph on n vertices without isolated vertices. We
have

γLD(G) ≤
n

2
.

Proof. Let G be a twin-free subcubic graph on n vertices without isolated vertices. Hence, n ≥ 4.
If n = 4, then G is a path P4 on four vertices. We have γLD(P4) = 2. Thus, the claim holds for
all subcubic twin-free graphs without isolated vertices on four vertices. Let us next assume on the
contrary that G is a graph with the smallest number of vertices and among those graphs one with
the smallest number of edges for which the claimed upper bound does not hold. Notice that G is
connected. Indeed, if there are multiple components, then the claimed upper bound does not hold
on at least one of them and we could have chosen G as that component. However, this contradicts
the minimality of G.

We first divide the proof based on whether G has triangles.
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Case 1: G is triangle-free.

By Theorem 2, we may assume that G contains a four cycle. Let us call the vertices in this four
cycle by a, b, c and d so that there are edges ab, bc, cd and da. By Corollary 9 there are no edges
ac nor bd. Furthermore, by Lemma 7, the only common neighbours of vertices a, b, c and d are in
the set {a, b, c, d}. Since G is open-twin-free, we may immediately observe that there are at most
two vertices of degree 2 in a four cycle in G.

◮ Case 1.1: There are exactly two vertices of degree 2 in the four cycle.

Observe that when there are two vertices of degree 2 in the four cycle, they are adjacent. Let us
call these vertices, without loss of generality, a and b and denote Ga,b = G−a−b. Notice that Ga,b

is connected and subcubic. We further call the other neighbour of b as c and the remaining vertex
of this four cycle as d. Let us next divide our considerations based on whether Ga,b is twin-free.

◮◮ Case 1.1.1: Ga,b is twin-free.

Let Sa,b be an optimal locating-dominating set in Ga,b. By the minimality of G, we have |Sa,b| ≤
n
2
− 1. Assume first that c or d is in Sa,b. We may further assume, without loss of generality that

d ∈ Sa,b. Consider next S = Sa,b ∪ {a} in G. We have a ∈ IG(S, b) and b is the only vertex in
V (G) \ S adjacent to a. Thus, IG(S, b) is unique in V (G) \ S. Furthermore, each other vertex in
V (G) \ S is dominated and pairwise separated from other vertices by the same vertices in Sa,b as
in Ga,b. Thus, we may assume that neither of c nor d is in Sa,b.

Since Sa,b is a locating-dominating set, vertices c and d are dominated by some other vertices
in Sa,b which are not adjacent to a or b in G. Hence, we may again consider set S = Sa,b ∪ {a} in
G. Again, b is the only vertex with IG(S, b) = {a} while all other vertices in V (G)\S are pairwise
separated and dominated by the same vertices in Sa,b as in Ga,b. Thus, when a four cycle contains
two vertices of degree 2 in G and Ga,b is twin-free, we have γLD(G) ≤ n

2
. ◭◭

◮◮ Case 1.1.2: Ga,b contains twins.

Notice that since G is twin-free, at least one of the twins is c or d. First of all, if c and d are twins,
then either G is a cycle on four vertices or it contains a triangle. This contradicts the twin- or
triangle-freeness of G. Furthermore, if both vertices c and d are twins with c′ and d′, respectively,
then c′ and d′ have degree 2 and d′ is adjacent to c, and c′ is adjacent to d. Thus, G contains
exactly six vertices and the set S = {a, d, c′} is a locating-dominating set of G containing exactly
half of the vertices in G.

Let us assume next, without loss of generality, that exactly c is a twin with vertex c′. Let
us denote the other neighbour of c with e and the third neighbour of e by f (see Figure 2a).
We have N(c′) = {d, e} and NG(e) = {c, c′, f}. Notice that the degree of e is exactly 3 since
G is subcubic and e is not a twin of d. Assume first that f is a leaf. In this case, G contains
exactly seven vertices and the set S = {b, d, e} is a locating-dominating set containing less than
half of the vertices in G. Thus, we may assume that f is not a leaf. Consider next the graph
G′ = Ga,b − c − d = G − a − b − c − d. We notice that e is a support vertex and c′ is a leaf in
this graph. Moreover, since f is not a leaf and since G is twin-free, the graph G′ is twin-free. By
Lemmas 6 and 5, we may assume that S′ is an optimal locating-dominating set of G′ such that
it contains all support vertices but no leaves in G′ (in particular, e ∈ S′ and c′ /∈ S′). Moreover,
by the minimality of G, we have |S′| ≤ n

2
− 2. Consider next the set S = S′ ∪ {b, d}. We

have I(a) = {d, b}, I(c) = {b, d, e} and I(c′) = {d, e}. Moreover, all other vertices in V (G) \ S
are dominated and pairwise separated by the same vertices in S′ as in G. Hence, S is locating-
dominating in G with the claimed cardinality. ◭◭

Thus, if G contains two vertices of degree 2 in the same four cycle, then the result holds. ◭

From now on we may assume that there is at most one vertex of degree 2 in a four cycle in G.

◮ Case 1.2: There is exactly one vertex of degree 2 in the four cycle.

Let us say, without loss of generality, that the vertex of degree 2 is a. Let us denote the third
neighbour outside of the set {a, b, c, d} of b by b′, of c by c′ and of d by d′ (see Figure 2b).
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a
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b′ c′

d′

(b)
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b
c

d

b′

c′

d′

(c)

Figure 2: Illustrations for (a) Case 1.1.2, (b) Case 1.2.3 and (c) Case 1.2.3.2. The dotted lines
indicate edges being removed. Dashed edges are edges, that may or may not exist. Dashed outlines
indicate vertices being removed.

◮◮ Case 1.2.1: Both b′ and d′ are leaves.

Let us denote G′ = G− a− d− d′. Observe that G′ is twin-free since G is twin-free, b is a support
vertex and c is the only non-leaf adjacent to b. Let S′ be an optimal locating-dominating set in G′

which contains b but does not contain b′ (such a set exists by Lemmas 5 and 6). By the minimality
of G, we have |S′| ≤ n

2
− 1. Notice that to separate b′ and c we have {c, c′} ∩ S′ 6= ∅. Hence, the

set S = S′ ∪ {d} is a locating-dominating set in G. Indeed, we have I(d′) = {d}, I(a) = {d, b},
I(b′) = {b} and |I(c)| ≥ 3 (if c /∈ S). Moreover, we have |S| ≤ n

2
. ◭◭

◮◮ Case 1.2.2: Exactly one of b′ and d′ is a leaf.

Let us assume, without loss of generality, that b′ is a leaf while d′ is a non-leaf. In this case,
we consider the graph Gab,cd = G − ab − cd. Notice that this graph is twin-free since G is twin-
free, d′ is a non-leaf and c is the only non-leaf adjacent to b while b′ is the only leaf adjacent to
b. Furthermore, let Sab,cd be an optimal locating-dominating set in Gab,cd such that it does not
contain any leaves and contains all support vertices. It exists by Lemmas 5 and 6. Moreover,
by the minimality of G we have |Sab,cd| ≤

n
2
. In particular, we have b, d ∈ Sab,cd. Furthermore,

since IGab,cd
(Sab,cd, c) 6= IGab,cd

(Sab,cd, b
′), we have c ∈ Sab,cd or c′ ∈ Sab,cd. Let us next consider

set Sab,cd in G. Notice that IG(Sab,cd, a) = {b, d}, IG(Sab,cd, b
′) = {b}, |IG(Sab,cd, c)| ≥ 3 (if

c /∈ Sab,cd) and b separates the vertices d′ and c. Thus, Sab,cd is a locating-dominating set of
claimed cardinality in G. ◭◭

From now on we assume that when a four cycle has exactly one degree 2 vertex, neither
neighbour of the degree two vertex is a support vertex.

◮◮ Case 1.2.3: Neither b′ nor d′ is a leaf.

Let us next consider graph Gab,bc = G−ab−bc (see Figure 2b). We further divide the proof based
on three possibilities: Either Gab,bc is twin-free, or vertex b is a twin with some other vertex or
vertex c is a twin with some other vertex. There cannot exist any other twins in Gab,bc. Indeed,
G is twin-free, d is the support vertex adjacent to a and the leaf a is not a twin since d′ is not a
leaf.

◮◮◮ Case 1.2.3.1: Gab,bc is twin-free.

Let Sab,bc be an optimal locating-dominating set which does not contain any leaves and contains
all the support vertices in Gab,bc. The set Sab,bc exists by Lemmas 6 and 5. Furthermore, by the
minimality of G it has cardinality of at most n

2
. Observe that d ∈ Sab,bc and b′ ∈ Sab,bc. Observe

further that if c ∈ Sab,bc and c′ 6∈ Sab,bc, then S′

ab,bc = (Sab,bc \ {c}) ∪ {c′} is also a locating-
dominating set in Gab,bc. Indeed, c is the only vertex with I(S′

ab,bc, c) = {d, c′} since I(a) = {d}
and |I(Sab,bc, d

′)| ≥ 2 so if c′ ∈ N(d′), then |I(S′

ab,bc, d
′)| ≥ 3 and d′ is separated from all other

vertices.
We claim that Sab,bc or S′

ab,bc is a locating-dominating set of claimed cardinality in G. Let us
first consider the set Sab,bc. Since IG(Sab,bc, a) = {d}, the only I-set which might change when
we consider G instead of Gab,cd is I(b). We have IG(Sab,bc, b) = {b′} or IG(Sab,bc, b) = {b′, c}. If
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IG(Sab,bc, b) = {b′}, then no I-set is modified when we change the perspective from Gab,bc to G and
in this case set Sab,bc is a locating-dominating set in G. On the other hand, if IG(Sab,bc, b) = {b′, c},
then it is possible that IG(Sab,bc, b) = IG(Sab,bc, c

′). If this is not the case, then Sab,bc is a locating-
dominating set in G. However, if I(b) = I(c′), then c′ 6∈ Sab,bc and we may consider the set S′

ab,bc.
Notice that this change does not modify I(a). Moreover, we have IG(S

′

ab,bc, b) = {b′}. Since S′

ab,bc

is a locating-dominating set in Gab,bc and no I-sets are modified when we transfer to G, the set
S′

ab,bc is a locating-dominating set also in G. Moreover, both Sab,bc and S′

ab,bc satisfy the claimed
upper bound on the cardinality. ◭◭◭

◮◮◮ Case 1.2.3.2: c is a twin in Gab,bc.

Notice that since c is adjacent to exactly d and c′ in Gab,bc and N(d) = {a, c, d′}, the vertex
c is a twin with d′. Notice that since c, c′, d′, d is a four cycle and d′ has degree 2 in G, we
have deg(c′) = 3 and c′ is not a support vertex (see Figure 2c). Let us next consider the graph
Gc,d = G − c − d. Since G is twin-free and neither c′ nor b is a support vertex in G, the graph
Gc,d is twin-free. Hence, there exists an optimal locating-dominating set Sc,d containing no leaves
and every support vertex in Gc,d by Lemmas 6 and 5 with cardinality |Sc,d| ≤

n
2
− 1. Notice that

b, c′ ∈ Sc,d. Let us consider the set S = Sc,d ∪ {d}. We have IG(S, a) = {b, d}, IG(S, c) = {b, d, c′}
and IG(S, d

′) = {c′, d}. All other I-sets remain unmodified and since Sc,d is a locating-dominating
set in Gc,d, the set S is locating-dominating in G. ◭◭◭

◮◮◮ Case 1.2.3.3: b is a twin in Gab,bc.

Notice that since b is a leaf in Gab,bc, there is a leaf adjacent to b′ in G. Let us call this leaf b′′

(see Figure 3a).
Assume first that there is an edge from b′ to c′. In this case, we consider the graph Gb′,b′′ =

G − b′ − b′′. This graph is twin-free since deg(d) = deg(c) = 3 and hence, neither b nor c′

may become a twin with a removal of their neighbour. Hence, there exists an optimal locating-
dominating set Sb′,b′′ containing no leaves and every support vertex in Gb′,b′′ by Lemmas 6 and 5
with cardinality |Sb′,b′′ | ≤

n
2
− 1. Furthermore, the set S = Sb′,b′′ ∪ {b′′} is a locating-dominating

set of cardinality at most n
2
in G. Indeed, each I-set of a vertex in V (Gb′,b′′) remains unmodified

while b′′ ∈ I(S, b′) and no other vertex is adjacent to b′′. Thus, we may assume that edge b′c′ does
not exist.

We may now consider the graph Gbb′ = G−bb′. Observe that either Gbb′ is twin-free or vertices
b′ and b′′ form a two-vertex component P2. Since γ

LD(P2) = 1, there exists a locating-dominating
set Sbb′ in Gbb′ which has cardinality at most n

2
and contains all support vertices and no leaves

in Gbb′ by Lemmas 6 and 5 (if b′ and b′′ form a P2 component we consider b′ as a support vertex
and b′′ as a leaf). In particular, we have b′ ∈ Sbb′ . Hence, when we consider Sbb′ in G, the only
I-set which changes between G and Gbb′ is I(b). Hence, we only need to confirm that I(b) is
unique when b 6∈ Sbb′ . First of all, observe that |IG(b)| ≥ 2. If a ∈ IG(b), then IG(b) is unique
since the edge db′ does not exist by Lemma 7. Thus, we may assume that c ∈ IG(b). Hence, if
IG(b) = IG(x), then x ∈ N(c) and x = d or x = c′. However, by Lemma 7, we have d 6∈ N(b′).
Thus, x = c′. However, by our assumption, the edge c′b′ does not exist. Therefore, IG(b) is unique
and Sbb′ is a locating-dominating set in G with the claimed cardinality. ◭◭◭

◭◭

◭

Therefore, we may assume from now on that the four cycle contains no vertices of degree 2.

◮ Case 1.3: Every vertex in a four cycle has degree 3.

We denote the neighbours of a, b, c and d that are outside of the four cycle by a′, b′, c′ and d′,
respectively. Recall that due to Lemma 7 the vertices a′, b′, c′ and d′ are distinct. We divide the
proof into cases based on which of the possible edges between a′, b′, c′ and d′ are present.

◮◮ Case 1.3.1: The edges a′b′, b′c′, c′d′ and d′a′ are present in G.

The entire graph G is now determined. Indeed, we have G = P2�C4 and the conjectured bound
holds, since G is a cubic graph (see [9]). ◭◭
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Figure 3: Illustrations for (a) Case 1.2.3.3, (b) Case 1.3.2 and (c) Case 1.3.3. The dotted edges
indicate edges being removed. Dashed edges are edges, that may or may not exist. Dashed outlines
indicate vertices being removed.

Therefore, we may assume that at least one of the edges in the subcase above is not present.
Without loss of generality, we assume that the edge a′b′ is not present. The proof is then divided
into cases based on whether the incident edges b′c′ and a′d′ are present in G.

◮◮ Case 1.3.2: The edge a′b′ is not present but the edges b′c′ and a′d′ are present in G.

If none of the vertices a′, b′, c′ and d′ are support vertices, then the graph G′ = G−ab−bc−cd−da
is clearly twin-free (see Figure 3b). The vertices a, b, c and d are leaves, and the vertices a′, b′, c′

and d′ are support vertices in G′. By the minimality of the number of edges of G (or by the fact
that G′ is now C4-free), there exists a locating-dominating set S′ of G′ such that |S′| ≤ n

2
. Due

to Lemmas 5 and 6, we may assume that a′, b′, c′, d′ ∈ S′ and a, b, c, d /∈ S′. The I-sets given by
S′ are identical in G′ and G, and thus S′ is a locating-dominating set of G with |S′| ≤ n

2
.

Assume then that at least one of a′, b′, c′ and d′, say a′, is a support vertex. (Notice that if
c′ or d′ is a support vertex, then the edge c′d′ is not present, and these cases are symmetrical to
a′ being a support vertex.) Let a′′ be the leaf attached to a′ (see Figure 3b). Consider the graph
Ga′,a′′ = G− a′ − a′′. The only vertices that might have twins in Ga′,a′′ are a and d′. The vertex
a does not have a twin, since NGa′,a′′

(a) = {b, d} and the only other vertex adjacent to both b and
d is c, but c′ is a neighbour of c that is not adjacent to a. If d′ has a twin, then that twin must
be a, c or d. The vertex a has no twins, b is adjacent to c but not d′, and c is adjacent to d but
not d′. Thus, the vertex d′ has no twins either. Therefore, the graph Ga′,a′′ is twin-free. By the
minimality of G, there exists a locating-dominating set Sa′,a′′ of Ga′,a′′ with cardinality at most
n
2
− 1. Now the set S = Sa ∪ {a′} is a locating-dominating set of G since a′′ is the only vertex

with an I-set containing only a′. Since |S| ≤ n
2
, the claim holds. ◭◭

◮◮ Case 1.3.3: The edges a′b′ and b′c′ are not present in G.

Consider the graph Gab,bc = G−ab− bc. The vertex b is a leaf, and b′ is a support vertex in Gab,bc

(see Figure 3c).

◮◮◮ Case 1.3.3.1: Gab,bc is twin-free.

There exists a locating-dominating set Sab,bc of Gab,bc such that b′ ∈ Sab,bc and b /∈ Sab,bc (by
Lemmas 5 and 6), and |Sab,bc| ≤

n
2
. Since b /∈ Sab,bc, I(b) is the only I-set given by Sab,bc that

can be different in G when compared to Gab,bc. Indeed, if a, c /∈ Sab,bc, then all I-sets in G are
identical to the I-sets in Gab,bc. If a ∈ Sab,bc or c ∈ Sab,bc, then IG(b) contains a or c, but the rest
of the I-sets are identical to those of Gab,bc. The only vertices whose I-sets could be the same as
IG(b) are a

′, c′ and d, but b′ ∈ IG(b) and b′ is not adjacent to a′, c′ or d (due to the edges a′b′ and
b′c′ not being present and Lemma 7). Thus, IG(b) is unique and Sab,bc is a locating-dominating
set of G with |Sab,bc| ≤

n
2
. ◭◭◭

◮◮◮ Case 1.3.3.2: Gab,bc is not twin-free.

Now at least one of a, b and c has a twin. Suppose that a has a twin. Since NGab,bc
(a) = {a′, d},

d′ and c are the only possible twins of a. If d′ is a twin with a, then aa′d′da is a cycle in G and
the degree of d′ is two in G. This contradicts our assumption that all vertices in a four cycle have
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degree 3 in G. If c is twins with a, then a′ = c′, but this is impossible due to Lemma 7. Thus,
neither a nor c (by symmetry) have twins in Gab,bc. Therefore, b has a twin in Gab,bc. Now either
b and b′ form a P2 component in Gab,bc or b

′ has a leaf b′′ in G. These cases are handled somewhat
similarly as Case 1.2.3.3.

Assume that b and b′ form a P2-component in Gab,bc. The graph Gb,b′ = G − b − b′ is twin-
free, and thus there exists a locating-dominating set Sb,b′ such that |Sb,b′ | ≤ n

2
− 1. The set

S = Sb,b′ ∪ {b} is clearly a locating-dominating set of G, and we have |S| ≤ n
2
.

Assume then that b′ has a leaf b′′ in G. Consider the graph Gbb′ = G − bb′. Again, Gbb′ is
either twin-free or b′ and b′′ form a P2-component in Gbb′ . As in the previous case, if b′ and b′′

form a P2-component in Gbb′ , we can easily construct a locating-dominating set S of G such that
|S| ≤ n

2
by considering a locating-dominating set of G− b′ − b′′. So assume that Gbb′ is twin-free.

There exists a locating-dominating set Sbb′ of Gbb′ such that |Sbb′ | ≤
n
2
and b′ ∈ Sbb′ . We claim

that the set Sbb′ is also a locating-dominating set of G. The only I-set that might differ between
the two graphs is I(b) (assuming b /∈ Sbb′). Since Sbb′ is a locating-dominating set of Gbb′ , we have
a ∈ Sbb′ or c ∈ Sbb′ . Now, if IG(b) is the same as the I-set of some other vertex, then that vertex
must be a′, d or c′. However, we also have b′ ∈ IG(b) and b′ is not adjacent to a′, d or c′. Thus,
IG(b) is unique, and the set Sbb′ is a locating-dominating set of G with |Sbb′ | ≤

n
2
. ◭◭◭

◭◭

◭

Therefore, γLD(G) ≤ n
2
holds for all triangle-free twin-free subcubic graphs with no isolated

vertices. We then assume that G is not triangle-free.

Case 2: G has triangles as induced subgraphs.

Let us assume T = G[a, b, c] to be a triangle in G induced by the vertices a, b and c. If any
two vertices of T are of degree 2 in G, then it implies that the said vertices are twins in G, a
contradiction to our assumptions. Hence, we assume from here on that at most one vertex of T is
of degree 2 in G.

◮ Case 2.1: T has a vertex of degree 2 in G.

Without loss of generality, let us assume that degG(a) = 2. This implies that the vertices b and
c have neighbours, say b′ and c′, respectively, in G outside of T (see Figure 4a). Observe that
b′ 6= c′, or else, the pair b and c would be twins in G, a contradiction to our assumption. Let
Gab = G− ab.

◮◮ Case 2.1.1: Gab is twin-free.

By our assumption on the minimality of the graph G, there exists an LD-set Sab of Gab such that
|Sab| ≤

n
2
. Moreover, by Lemmas 5 and 6, since c is a support vertex and a is a leaf in Gab, we

can assume that c ∈ Sab and a /∈ Sab. We then show that the set Sab is also an LD-set of G. If
b /∈ Sab, then IG(x) = IGab

(x) for each x ∈ V (G) \ Sab, and thus Sab is an LD-set of G.
Let us, therefore, assume next that b ∈ Sab. Now, if Sab is not an LD-set of G, it would imply

that there exists a vertex x of G other than a and not in Sab such that the pair a, x is separated
in Gab but not in G. Since IG(a) = {b, c}, we must have IG(x) = {b, c} which makes the vertices
b and c twins in G, a contradiction to our assumption. Hence, Sab is an LD-set of G also in the
case that a /∈ Sab and b ∈ Sab.

Thus, overall, Sab is an LD-set of G with |Sab| ≤
n
2
and thus, the result follows in the case

that the graph Gab is twin-free. ◭◭

Now, by symmetry, we may assume that, if the graph Gac = G− ac is also twin-free, then the
result holds as well.

◮◮ Case 2.1.2: Both Gab and Gac have twins.

Let us first look at the graph Gab. The twins in Gab must either be a pair a, x or a pair b, y, where
x and y are vertices of G different from a and b, respectively.
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Figure 4: Illustrations for (a) Case 2.1, (b) Case 2.2 and (c) Case 2.2.2. The dotted edges indicate
edges being removed. Dashed edges are edges, that may or may not exist. Dashed outlines indicate
vertices being removed.

◮◮◮ Case 2.1.2.1: a, x are twins in Gab for some x ∈ V (G) \ {a}.
In this case, since ac ∈ E(G), we must have x ∈ NG(c) \ {a} = {b, c′}. If x = b, that is, if a and
b are twins in Gab, it implies a contradiction since degGab

(a) = 1 6= 2 = degGab
(b). Therefore,

x 6= b. In other words, we have x = c′, that is, a and c′ are twins in Gab. Therefore, we must also
have degG(c

′) = degGab
(c′) = degGab

(a) = 1. We now look at the graph Gac = G − ac. By our
assumption on Case 2.1.2, the graph Gac also has twins. However, Gac cannot have twins of the
form c, z for some vertex z 6= c of G, since the neighbour c′ of c is of degree 1 in Gac. Therefore,
by analogy to the previous case when a and c′ were twins in Gab, the vertices a and b′ must be
twins in Gac. Again, by the same analogy, we infer that degG(b

′) = 1. Therefore, the graph G is
determined and it can be checked that the set S = {b, c} is an LD-set of G with |S| < 1

2
× 5 = n

2
.

Hence, the result follows. ◭◭◭

Again, by symmetry, we may assume that the result also holds in the case where a is a twin in
graph Gac. Thus, we assume from here on that in graphs Gab or Gac the vertex a does not belong
to a pair of twins.

◮◮◮ Case 2.1.2.2: b, y are twins in Gab for some vertex y ∈ V (G) \ {a, b}.
In this case, since bc ∈ E(G), we must have y ∈ NG(c) \ {a, b} = {c′}. Therefore, we must have
y = c′ with b′c′ ∈ E(G). Moreover, degG(c

′) = degGab
(c′) = degGab

(b) = 2. We again look at
the graph Gac which, by assumption on Case 2.1.2, has twins other than the pair a, b′. Therefore,
by symmetry to the graph Gab, b

′ and c must be twins in Gac with degG(b
′) = 2. Therefore, the

graph G is again determined and it can be checked that the set S = {b, c} is an LD-set of G with
|S| = 2 < 1

2
× 5 = n

2
. Hence, the result holds in this case. ◭◭◭

Hence, the result follows in the case that both Gab and Gac have twins. ◭◭

In conclusion, therefore, the claim holds when T has a vertex of degree 2 in G. ◭

◮ Case 2.2: Each vertex of T is of degree 3 in G.

By assumption, we have degG(a) = degG(b) = degG(c) = 3. Let NG(a) \ {b, c} = a′, NG(b) \
{a, c} = b′ and NG(c) \ {a, b} = c′. Notice that each of a′, b′ and c′ must be distinct, or else, G
would have twins, a contradiction to our assumption. If a′b′, a′c′, b′c′ ∈ E(G), then the graph is
a cubic graph in which the vertex subset S = {a, b, c} can be checked to be an LD-set of order
|S| = 3 = 1

2
× 6 = n

2
. Hence, in this case, the result holds. Let us, therefore, assume without loss

of generality that a′b′ /∈ E(G) (see Figure 4b). We now consider the graph Gab = G− ab.

◮◮ Case 2.2.1: Gab is twin-free.

By the minimality of G, let us assume that Sab is an LD-set of Gab such that |Sab| ≤
n
2
. We show

that the set Sab is also an LD-set of G. Now, if either a, b ∈ Sab or a, b /∈ Sab, then the set Sab

is also an LD-set of G and we are done. Indeed, in these cases we have IG(Sab;x) = IGab
(Sab;x)

for each x 6∈ Sab. Hence, by symmetry and therefore without loss of generality, let us assume that
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a ∈ Sab and b /∈ Sab. Let us next suppose on the contrary that Sab is not an LD-set of G. Then,
the only way that can happen is if there exists a vertex y of G other than b and not in Sab such that
the pair b, y is separated in Gab but not in G. In particular, we must have y ∈ NGab

(a) = {a′, c}.
Let us first assume that y = a′, that is, the pair a′, b is not separated by Sab in G. We must

have |{b′, c}∩Sab| ≥ 1 in order for Sab to dominate b. Now, if b′ ∈ Sab, it implies that a′b′ ∈ E(G)
contrary to our assumption. Therefore, b′ /∈ Sab. This implies that c ∈ Sab. This further implies
that a′c ∈ E(G), thus making the pair a, c twins in G, a contradiction to our assumption. Hence,
we conclude that y 6= a′. Let us therefore assume now that y = c, that is the pair b, c is not
separated by Sab in G. Therefore, in particular, we have c /∈ Sab. Therefore, in order for Sab to
dominate b, we must have b′ ∈ Sab which implies that b′c ∈ E(G). This further implies that the
vertices b and c are twins in G, a contradiction to our assumption. Therefore, y 6= c either. In
other words, this proves that Sab is indeed an LD-set of G.

Hence, in the case that the graph Gab is twin-free, we find an LD-set Sab of G such that
|Sab| ≤

n
2
and thus, the result holds. ◭◭

◮◮ Case 2.2.2: Gab has twins.

In this case, a twin pair in Gab is either of the form a, x or of the form b, y, where x and y are
vertices of G different from a and b, respectively. By symmetry, let us consider a pair a, x to be
twins in Gab. Now, since ac ∈ E(G), we must have x ∈ NG(c) \ {a} = {b, c′}. If x = b, that is,
if a and b are twins in Gab, then they are twins in G as well, a contradiction to our assumption.
Therefore, x 6= b and so, we have x = c′, that is, a and c′ are twins in Gab. This implies that
a′c′ ∈ E(G) (see Figure 4c). Moreover, degG(c

′) = degGab
(c′) = degGab

(a) = 2. We next consider
the graph Gc,c′ = G− c− c′.

Observe first that Gc,c′ is connected sinceNG(c
′) = {a′, c} andNG(c) = {a, b, c′}. Furthermore,

graph Gc,c′ is also twin-free. Indeed, if x ∈ V (Gc,c′) is a twin with some vertex y ∈ V (Gc,c′), then
we may assume, without loss of generality, that x ∈ {a, b, a′}. We have NGc,c′

(a) = {b, a′}. Thus,
if x = a, then y = b′ and the edge a′b′ ∈ E(G), a contradiction. By symmetry, we have that x 6= b
and y 6∈ {a, b} and hence, x = a′. However, now y ∈ NGc,c′

(a). Thus, y = b, a contradiction.
Therefore, graph Gc,c′ is twin-free and, by the minimality of G, it admits an LD-set Sc,c′ of size
at most n

2
− 1.

Observe that for set Sc,c′ to dominate a in Gc,c′ , we have {a, b, a′} ∩ Sc,c′ 6= ∅. First assume
that a′ ∈ Sc,c′.

◮◮◮ Case 2.2.2.1: a′ ∈ Sc,c′.

We consider set S = Sc,c′ ∪{c′}. In particular, set S is dominating in G and it separates all vertex
pairs x, y ∈ V (Gc,c′) \ Sc,c′ using the vertices in Sc,c′. Furthermore, vertex c is the only vertex in
V (G) \ Sc,c′ adjacent to c′ ∈ S. Thus, S separates all vertices in V (G) \ S and it is an LD-set in
graph G with cardinality at most n

2
. ◭◭◭

Assume next that a or b is in Sc,c′.

◮◮◮ Case 2.2.2.2: a ∈ Sc,c′ or b ∈ Sc,c′.

We consider set S = Sc,c′ ∪ {c}. Clearly, S is dominating in G. Furthermore, as in the previous
case, set S separates all vertices x, y ∈ V (Gc,c′) \ Sc,c′ using the vertices in Sc,c′ . Finally, vertex
c′ is adjacent to c but neither of the vertices a nor b. Thus, also c′ is separated from all other
vertices in V (G) \ S. Hence, S separates all vertices in V (G) \ S and it is an LD-set in graph G
with cardinality at most n

2
. ◭◭◭

Therefore, graph G admits an LD-set of claimed cardinality in the case that Gab has twins.

◭◭

Thus, in the case that all three vertices of T are of degree 3 in G, the result follows. ◭

Therefore, the theorem holds if the graph G has triangles as induced subgraphs.

Finally, Cases 1 and 2 together prove the theorem.
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Theorem 11. Let G be a connected open-twin-free subcubic graph on n vertices without isolated
vertices other than K3 or K4. We have

γLD(G) ≤
n

2
.

Proof. Let us assume on the contrary, that there exists an open-twin-free subcubic graph G on
n vertices without isolated vertices other than K3 or K4 for which we have γLD(G) > n

2
. Fur-

thermore, let us assume that G has the fewest number of closed twins among these graphs. By
Proposition 10, there is at least one pair of closed twins in G. Notice that since G is not K4, we
cannot have a triple of pairwise closed twins. Moreover, notice that closed twins have degree 2 or
3.

Let us first assume that there exist closed twins u, v of degree 2 in G and that they are
adjacent to vertex w. Notice that now deg(w) = 3. Consider graph G′ = G− vw. In this graph,
vertex v is a leaf, there are no open twins and the number of closed twins is smaller than in
G. Hence, γLD(G′) ≤ n

2
. Let us denote by S′ an optimal locating-dominating set in G′. By

Lemma 5, we may assume that u ∈ S′ and by Lemma 6, we may assume that v 6∈ S′. Moreover,
since IG′(w) 6= IG′(v) = {u}, we have some vertex z ∈ IG′(w). However, now S′ is a locating-
dominating set in G. Indeed, we either have z 6= w and IG(v) = {u} while IG(w) = {z, u}. If on
the other hand z = w, then v is separated from all other vertices in V (G) \ S′ since v is the only
vertex in V (G) \ S′ which is adjacent to u.

Let us next assume that u and v are closed twins of degree 3 in G. Let us denote N [u] =
N [v] = {u, v, w, w′}. Notice that if there is an edge between w and w′, then G is the complete
graph K4. Moreover, if they are adjacent to the same vertex z 6= u, v, then w and w′ are open
twins. The same is true if w and w′ have degree 2. Hence, we may assume that z ∈ N(w)\N(w′).
Assume next that deg(w′) = 2. First notice that if z is a leaf, then G has five vertices and set
{w, v} is locating-dominating in G. Hence, we may assume that z is not a leaf. Consider graph
Gv,w′ = G− v−w′. Since Gv,w′ has fewer closed twins than G, there exists a locating-dominating
set Sv,w′ of size at most n

2
−1 which has w ∈ Sv,w′ and u 6∈ Sv,w′ by Lemmas 5 and 6. Furthermore,

now set S = Sv,w′ ∪ {v} is locating-dominating in G. Indeed, w separates vertices u and w′ while
v separates w from all other vertices of G. Hence, deg(w′) = 3.

Assume next that z ∈ N(w) \N(w′) and z′ ∈ N(w′) \N(w). Consider graph G′ = G− uw −
uw′ − vw. In this graph u is a leaf and v is its support vertex. Now also w and z are a leaf and
a support vertex, respectively, or w and z form a P2 component. Moreover, there is a possibility
that we created a pair of open twins if z is a support vertex in G.

Assume first that w and z form a P2 component in G′. Now G′

w,z = G′ − w − z contains
fewer closed twins than G. Thus, there exists an optimal locating-dominating set S′ of G′

w,z that
contains v and |S′| ≤ n

2
− 1. Now, S = S′ ∪ {z} is a locating-dominating set of G′ that contains

both v and z such that |S| ≤ n
2
. Moreover, the vertex w′ is dominated by at least two vertices.

When we consider the set S in G, the only possible vertices in V (G) \ S which might not be
separated are u, w and w′. However, w is only of these vertices adjacent to z and w′ is dominated
by at least two vertices. Hence, either w′ ∈ S or z′ ∈ S. In both cases, set S is locating-dominating
in G.

Assume then that z is a support vertex in G′ but not in G. The number of closed twins in G′

is smaller than in G. Thus, we have an optimal locating-dominating set S in G′ which contains
vertices z and v such that |S| ≤ n

2
. By the same arguments as in the case above concerning the

P2-component, S is locating-dominating also in G.
Let us next assume that z is a support vertex and ℓz is the adjacent leaf in G. In this case, we

consider subgraph G′′ = G−uw−vw′. Notice that G′′ does not contain any open twins and it has
a smaller number of closed twins than G. Hence, it admits an optimal locating-dominating set S′

with |S′| ≤ n
2
. By Lemma 5 we may assume that z ∈ S′ and by Lemma 6 that ℓz 6∈ S′. Hence,

we have w ∈ S′ or v ∈ S′ for separating ℓz and w. If w ∈ S′, then also set Sw = (S′ \ {w}) ∪ {v}
is a locating-dominating set in G′′. Moreover, Sw is a locating-dominating set in G. Indeed, the
only vertices in G which might not be separated are w,w′ and u. However, w is the only one of
these vertices adjacent to z. If w′ and u are not separated in G, then w′, u /∈ Sw. However, w

′ is
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Figure 5: A list of pairwise non-isomorphic subcubic graphs. The vertices û and v̂ are open twins
of degree 3 in each graph.

dominated by Sw in G′′, and thus z′ ∈ Sw and it separates w′ and u also in G. Therefore, Sw is
a locating-dominating set of cardinality |Sw| ≤

n
2
in G. Now, the claim follows.

3 Subcubic graphs with open twins of degree 3

Let G be any graph, F be a connected graph and U be a vertex subset of F . Then a subgraph H
of G is called an (F ;U)-subgraph of G if the following hold.

1. There exists an isomorphism j : V (F ) → V (H).

2. NG[j(u)] ⊆ V (H) and j(u)j(v) ∈ E(H) for all u ∈ U and j(v) ∈ NG(j(u)).

We note that an (F ;U)-subgraphH ofG could also be considered as a subgraph ofG isomorphic
to F such that the closed neighbourhood in G of any vertex j(u) for u ∈ U together with the
edges in G incident with j(u) are also contained in the subgraph H .

If U = {u1, u2, . . . , uk} and H is an (F ;U)-subgraph of G, then we may also refer to H as
an (F ;u1, u2, . . . , uk)-subgraph of G. We now define a list of pairwise non-isomorphic graphs as
follows. In the proof of Theorem 12, we show that a connected subcubic graph G with open twins
of degree 3 and at least 7 edges has F0 and at least one of graphs Fi, i ∈ [1, 6], as its subgraph.

• Graph F0: V (F0) = {û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ} and E(F0) = {ûx̂, ûŷ, ûẑ, v̂x̂, v̂ŷ, v̂ẑ}. See Figure 5a. The
vertices û and v̂ are open twins of degree 3 in F0. Any graph that has a pair of open twins
of degree 3 has an (F0; û, v̂)-subgraph.

• Graph F1: V (F1) = {û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ, ŵ, ŵ′} and E(F1) = {ûx̂, ûŷ, ûẑ, v̂x̂, v̂ŷ, v̂ẑ, ŷŵ, ẑŵ, ŵŵ′}.
See Figure 5b. The pairs û, v̂ and ŷ, ẑ are open twins of degree 3 in F2.

• Graph F2: V (F2) = {û, v̂, x̂, x̂′, ŷ, ŷ′, ẑ} and E(F2) = {ûx̂, ûŷ, ûẑ, v̂x̂, v̂ŷ, v̂ẑ, ŷŷ′, ẑẑ′}. See
Figure 5c.

• Graph F3: V (F3) = {û, v̂, x̂, x̂′, ŷ, ẑ} and E(F3) = {ûx̂, ûŷ, ûẑ, v̂x̂, v̂ŷ, v̂ẑ, ŷẑ, x̂x̂′}. See Fig-
ure 5d. The pair û, v̂ is open twins of degree 3 in F2 and the pair ŷ, ẑ is closed twins of
degree 3 in F2.
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• Graph F4: V (F4) = {û, v̂, ŵ, ŵ′, x̂, x̂′, ŷ, ẑ} and E(F4) = {ûx̂, ûŷ, ûẑ, v̂x̂, v̂ŷ, v̂ẑ, ŵŷ, ŵẑ, ŵŵ′,
x̂x̂′}. See Figure 5e.

• Graph F5: V (F5) = {û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, x̂′, ŷ, ẑ} andE(F5) = {ûx̂, ûŷ, ûẑ, v̂x̂, v̂ŷ, v̂ẑ, ŵŷ, ŵẑ, x̂x̂′, ŵx̂′}.
See Figure 5f.

• Graph F6: V (F6) = {û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, x̂′, ŷ, ŷ′, ẑ, ẑ′} and E(F6) = {ûx̂, ûŷ, ûẑ, v̂x̂, v̂ŷ, v̂ẑ, x̂x̂′, ŷŷ′,
ẑẑ′}. See Figure 5g.

Let G be a graph, i ∈ [0, 6] and let Ui be a vertex subset of Fi. Moreover, let Hi be an
(Fi;Ui)-subgraph of G under a homomorphism ji : V (Fi) → V (Hi). Then we fix a certain naming
convention for the vertices of Hi and Fi as follows. Firstly, we fix a set of 10 symbols, namely
L = {u, v, w, w′, x, x′, y, y′, z, z′}. Then, as shown in Figure 5, any vertex of Fi will be denoted
by the symbol â ∈ L for some a ∈ L. In addition, any vertex ji(â) of Hi, for some a ∈ L, will
be denoted by the symbol a (that is, by dropping the hat on the symbol â). We shall call this
the drop-hat naming convention on V (Hi). We hope that the conventions and the namings will
become clearer to the reader as we proceed further with their usages.

Theorem 12. Let G be a connected subcubic graph on m ≥ 7 edges, not isomorphic to K3,3 and
without open twins of degree 1 or 2. Then, we have

γLD(G) ≤
n

2
.

Proof. Let n = n(G) be the number of vertices and m = m(G) be the number of edges of the
graph G. Since m ≥ 7, the graph G is not isomorphic to either K3 or K4. Therefore, if G does
not contain any open twins of degree 3, then the result holds by Theorem 11. Hence, we assume
from now on that G has at least one pair of open twins of degree 3. In other words, G has an
(F0; û, v̂)-subgraph. Let G denote the set of all connected subcubic graphs without open twins of
degrees 1 or 2 and not isomorphic to K3,3. Notice that in a subcubic graph not isomorphic to
K3,3, for each vertex u that is a twin of degree 3, there exists exactly one other vertex v with the
same open neighbourhood. Let us assume that G ∈ G, γLD(G) > n

2
and among those graphs G

has the smallest number of edges m ≥ 7.
We next consider the graph F ′

3 = F3 − {x̂′} ∈ G that has one pair of open twins of degree 3,
namely û and v̂. Now, it can be verified that the set S′

3 = {v̂, ẑ} is an LD-set of F ′

3 with |S′

3| <
n
2
.

Notice that F ′

3 is the smallest graph (with respect to the number of both vertices and edges) with
open twins of degree 3 but without open twins of degree 1 or 2 other than K3,3.

Since, by assumption, G has an (F0; û, v̂)-subgraph, say H0, under an injective homomorphism
j0 : V (F0) → V (G), applying the drop-hat naming convention, the vertices j0(û), j0(v̂), j0(x̂),
j0(ŷ) and j0(ẑ) of H0 are called u, v, x, y and z. Since G does not have open twins of degree 2, at
least two of the vertices in {x, y, z} must have degree 3 in G. Therefore, without loss of generality,
let us assume that degG(y) = degG(z) = 3. Then, let x′ (if it exists), y′ and z′ be the neighbours
of x, y and z, respectively, in V (G) \ {u, v}. Notice that we may possibly have y′ = z′. Then the
following two cases arise.

Case 1: degG(x) = 2.

In this case, if y′ = z, or equivalently, z′ = y, this implies that yz ∈ E(G) and therefore, y and z
are closed twins of degree 3 in G. Since degG(x) = 2, this implies that the graph G is determined
on 5 vertices such that G ∼= F ′

3 = F3 − {x̂′}. As we have seen, γLD(G) = 2 < n
2
in this case.

Hence this possibility does not arise as it contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n
2
. However,

the following two other possibilities may arise.

1. y′ = z′ = w. In this case, if degG(w) = 2 as well, then the graph G is determined on 6
vertices such that G ∼= F1 − {ŵ′}. Now, it can be verified that the set S = {u, z, w} is an
LD-set of G with |S| = n

2
. This contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n

2
. Hence, we

must have degG(w) = 3. So, let w′ be the neighbour of w in V (G) \ {y, z}. Now, we cannot
have w′ = x, since degG(x) = 2. This implies that G has an (F1; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph.
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2. y′ 6= z′. In this case, G contains an (F2; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph.

Case 2: degG(x) = 3.

In this case, if x′ = y′ = z′, then the graph G is isomorphic to K3,3 contradicting our assumption.
Hence, this possibility cannot arise. However, any two of x′, y′ and z′ could be equal. This implies
the following possibilities.

1. {x, y, z} ∩ {x′, y′, z′} 6= ∅. Without loss of generality, let us assume that y′ = z, or equiva-
lently, y = z′. This implies that yz ∈ E(G) and hence, the graph G has an (F3; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-
subgraph.

2. {x, y, z} ∩ {x′, y′, z′} = ∅ and |{x′, y′, z′}| = 2. Without loss of generality, let us assume
that y′ = z′ = w, say. Observe that now y and z are open twins of degree 3. Hence,
if degG(w) = 2, then by interchanging the names of the pairs w, x and by renaming x′

as w′ we end up in (F1; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph of G as in Case 1. Hence, (in the original
notation) we let degG(w) = 3 and let w′ be the neighbour of w in V (G)\{u, v}. If x′ = w, or
equivalently, w′ = x, it implies that xw ∈ E(G). In other words, contrary to our assumption,
G is isomorphic to K3,3. Hence, we must have {w, x}∩{w′, x′} = ∅. Now, if x′ 6= w′, then H
is an (F4; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph; and if x′ = w′, then H is an (F5; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph.
Hence, with this possibility, the graph G either has an (F4; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph or an
(F5; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph.

3. {x, y, z} ∩ {x′, y′, z′} = ∅ and |{x′, y′, z′}| = 3. In this case, there is an (F6; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-
subgraph in the graph G.

We prove the theorem by showing in the next claims that none of the above possibilities can
arise thus, arriving at a contradiction. First we show that Possibility 1 of Case 1 cannot arise.

� Claim 1. G has no (F1; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraphs.

Proof of Claim 1. On the contrary, let us suppose that G contains an (F1; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph,
say H1. Therefore, by applying the drop-hat naming convention on V (H1), the vertex x is of
degree 2 in G and the pairs u, v and y, z are open twins of degree 3 in G. Let D = {ux} and let
G′ = G−D. This implies that G′ ∈ G. Moreover, we have 8 ≤ m(G′) < m(G) and hence, by the
minimality of G, there exists an LD-set S′ of G′ such that |S′| ≤ n

2
. We further notice that the

vertex x is a leaf with its support vertex v in G′. Therefore, by Lemmas 5 and 6, we assume that
v ∈ S′ and x /∈ S′. Now, if u /∈ S′, then S′ is also an LD-set of G.

Let us, therefore, assume that u ∈ S′. If, on the contrary, S′ is not an LD-set of G, it would
mean that, in G, the vertex x is not separated by S′ from some other vertex p ∈ NG(u)∩NG(v) \
{S′ ∪ x′} ⊆ {y, z}. Now, since y and z are open twins in G (hence, also in G′), it implies that
S′ ∩ {y, z} 6= ∅. Without loss of generality, therefore, let us assume that y ∈ S′ and that the
vertices x, z are not separated by S′ in G. In this case, we claim that the set S = (S′ \ {u})∪{w}
is an LD-set of G. The set S is a dominating set of G since each vertex in NG[u] has a neighbour
in {v, y} ⊂ S. We therefore show that S is also a separating set of G. In particular, y separates
u from other vertices in V (G) \ S. While v separates x and z from other vertices in V (G) \ S and
w separates x and z. Since S′ is an LD-set of G′, set S is locating-dominating in G. Moreover,
|S| = |S′| ≤ n

2
contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n

2
. Hence, this proves that G cannot

contain any (F1; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph. �

Next, we show that Possibility 2 of Case 1 cannot arise.

� Claim 2. G has no (F2; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraphs.

Proof of claim 2. On the contrary, suppose that G contains an (F2; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph, say
H2. Applying the drop-hat naming convention on V (H2), the vertex x has degree 2 in G and the
vertices u, v are open twins of degree 3 in G. Now, if degG(y

′) = degG(z
′) = 1, then the graph

G is determined to be isomorphic to F2 on n = 7 vertices. It can be checked in this case that
the set S = {v, y, z} is an LD-set of G such that |S| = 3 < n

2
. This contradicts our assumption
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that γLD(G) > n
2
. Hence, we assume that at least one of y′ and z′ has degree of at least 2 in

G. In other words, m ≥ 9. Let D = {ux} and let G′ = G − D. We have G′ ∈ G. Moreover,
8 ≤ m(G′) < m and hence, by the minimality of G, there exists an LD-set S′ of G′ such that
|S′| ≤ n

2
. We further notice that the vertex x is a leaf with its support vertex v in G′. Therefore,

by Lemmas 5 and 6, we assume that v ∈ S′ and x /∈ S′. Now, if u /∈ S′, then S′ is also an LD-set
of G.

Let us assume that u ∈ S′. Now, if S′ is not an LD-set of G, then, in G, the vertex x is not
separated by S′ from some other vertex p ∈ NG(u) ∩NG(v) \ (S

′ ∪ {x}) ⊆ {y, z}. Now, in order
for S′ to separate the pair y, z in G′, we must have {y, y′} ∩ S′ 6= ∅ or {z, z′} ∩ S′ 6= ∅. Therefore,
without loss of generality, let us assume that {y, y′} ∩ S′ 6= ∅. This implies that p = z, that is,
the vertices x, z are not separated by S′ in G. In particular, therefore, we have z /∈ S′. We now
claim that the set S = (S′ \ {u}) ∪ {z} is an LD-set of G. The set S is a dominating set of G
since each vertex in NG[u] has a neighbour in {v, z} ⊂ S. Therefore, we show that S is also a
separating set of G. First of all, IG(S;u) = {z} is unique since v ∈ S and z′ is dominated by
some vertex in S′. Furthermore, v separates x from all other vertices except y. However, we had
{y, y′} ∩ S′ 6= ∅. Thus, y ∈ S or y and x are separated by S. Since S′ is locating-dominating in
G′, also all other vertices in V (G) \S are pairwise separated. Therefore, S is an LD-set of G with
|S| = |S′| ≤ n

2
. This contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n

2
. Hence, G cannot not contain

any (F2; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph. �

Observe that together Claims 1 and 2 imply that Case 1 above is not possible and in particular
degG(x) = 3. Therefore, graph G cannot have an (F0; û, v̂, x̂)-subgraph.

� Claim 3. G has no (F3; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraphs.

Proof of Claim 3. On the contrary, suppose that G has an (F3; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph, say H3.
Applying the drop-hat naming convention on V (H3), the vertices u and v are open twins of
degree 3 and y and z are closed twins of degree 3 in G.

We first show that either we can assume m ≥ 11, or else, we end up with a contradiction. Let
G∗ = G − {u, v, x, y, z}. If m ≤ 10, then m(G∗) ≤ 2. In other words, n(G∗) ≤ 3. If n(G∗) = 1,
that is, V (G∗) = {x′}, then the graph G is determined on n = 6 vertices to be isomorphic to F3.
Moreover, it can be verified that the set S = {x′, v, z} is an LD-set of G such that |S| = 3 = n

2
.

This contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n
2
. Hence, let us now assume that n(G∗) = 2 and

that V (G∗) = {x′, x′′}. Then, we must have x′x′′ ∈ E(G) and, again, the graph G is determined
on n = 7 vertices. In this case too, it can again be verified that the set S = {x′, v, z} is an LD-set
of G such that |S| = 3 < n

2
. This again contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n

2
. Hence, we

now assume that n(G∗) = 3 and that V (G∗) = {x′, x′′, x′′′}. If x′x′′′ ∈ E(G), then in order for x′′

and x′′′ to not be open twins of degree 1 (since G does not have open twins of degree 1), there
must be an edge in G∗ other than x′x′′ and x′x′′′. Therefore, m(G) ≥ 11 in this case. Thus, let
x′x′′′ /∈ E(G) which implies that x′′x′′′ ∈ E(G). Then the graph G is determined on n = 8 vertices
and it can be verified that the set S = {x′, x′′, v, z} is an LD-set of G such that |S| = 4 = n

2
. This

again contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n
2
. Hence, we may assume that m ≥ 11.

Now, let D = {ux, uz, yz} and G′ = G−D. Then, we have G′ ∈ G. Moreover, 8 ≤ m(G′) < m
and hence, by the minimality of G, there exists an LD-set S′ of G′ such that |S′| ≤ n

2
. Notice

that the vertices u and z are leaves with support vertices y and v, respectively, in the graph G′.
Therefore, by Lemmas 5 and 6, we assume that v, y ∈ S′ and that u, z /∈ S′. We now claim that
S′ is also an LD-set of G. To prove so, we only need to show that, in the graph G, the vertices
u and z are separated by S′ from all vertices in V (G) \ S′. The vertex y ∈ S′ separates u and z
from other vertices in V (G) \ S′ and vertex v ∈ S′ separates u and z from each other. Hence, S′

is an LD-set of G with |S′| ≤ n
2
. This contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n

2
and proves

that G has no (F3; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraphs. �

Following claim considers Case 2, Possibility 2.

� Claim 4. G has neither (F4; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)- nor (F5; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraphs.
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Proof of Claim 4. On the contrary, suppose that G has an (F4; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph, say H4.
Then, in the drop-hat naming convention on V (H4), the pairs u, v and y, z are open twins of
degree 3 in G. Now, if degG(w

′) = degG(x
′) = 1, then the graph G is determined on n = 8

vertices to be isomorphic to F4. In this case, it can be verified that the set S = {v, w, x, y} is an
LD-set of G with |S| = 4 = n

2
. Hence, we may assume that the degree of w′ or x′ is at least 2

in G. Therefore, we have m ≥ 11. Now, let D = {ux, uy, wy} and G′ = G −D. Then, we have
G′ ∈ G. Moreover, 8 ≤ m(G′) < m and hence, by the minimality of G, there exists an LD-set S′

of G′ such that |S′| ≤ n
2
.

We remark that the following arguments will also be used in the case of (F5; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-
subgraph, that is when w′ = x′, in the following paragraph. Notice that the vertices u and y are
leaves with support vertices z and v, respectively, in the graph G′. Hence, by Lemmas 5 and 6,
we assume that v, z ∈ S′ and that u, y /∈ S′. We now claim that S′ is also an LD-set of G. To
prove so, we only need to show that, in G, the vertices u and y are separated by S′ from all other
vertices in V (G)\S′. First of all, z separates u from each other vertex in V (G)\S′ except possibly
w. However, since S′ is locating-dominating in G′, we have {w,w′} ∩ S′ 6= ∅ and w′ separates u
and w. Similarly, v separates y from V (G) \ S′ except possibly x. However, again either x ∈ S′

or x′ separates y and x. This implies that is S′ an LD-set of G with |S′| ≤ n
2
. This contradicts

our assumption that γLD(G) > n
2
. Hence, G cannot have an (F4; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph.

Again, on the contrary, suppose that G has an (F5; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph, say H5. Then, in
the drop-hat naming convention on V (H5), the pairs u, v and y, z are open twins of degree 3 in G.
Now, if degG(x

′) = 2, then the graph G is determined on n = 7 vertices to be isomorphic to F5. In
this case, it can be verified that the set S = {v, x′, y} is an LD-set of G with |S| = 3 < n

2
. Hence,

we may assume that degG(x
′) = 3. Therefore, we have m ≥ 11. Now, again let D = {ux, uy, wy}

and G′ = G − D. Then again, G′ ∈ G. Moreover, 8 ≤ m(G′) < m and hence, γLD(G′) ≤ n
2
.

Notice that in the preceding arguments we did not require the case w′ = x′ to be considered.
This implies that by the exact same arguments as above, it can be shown that G cannot have an
(F5; û, v̂, ŵ, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph. �

Finally, we are left only with Possibility 3 of Case 2.

� Claim 5. G has no (F6; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraphs.

Proof of Claim 5. On the contrary, suppose that G has an (F6; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph, say H6.
Then, applying the drop-hat naming convention on V (H6), the vertices u and v are open twins of
degree 3 in G. Now, if all three of x′, y′ and z′ are leaves in G, then the graph G is determined on
n = 8 vertices and it can be verified that the set S = {u, x, y, z} is an LD-set of G with |S| = n

2
.

This contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n
2
. Therefore, without loss of generality, let us

assume that degG(z
′) ≥ 2 and thatNG(z

′)\{z} = {z′′} if degG(z
′) = 2 andNG(z

′)\{z} = {z′′, z′′′}
if degG(z

′) = 3. In what follows, we simply assume that degG(z
′) = 3 and that NG(z

′) \ {z} =
{z′′, z′′′}, as the arguments remain intact even when degG(z

′) = 2 and the vertex z′′′ is absent.

Case 1: The graph G′ = G− {zz′} does not contain open twins of degree 1 or 2.

In this case, let D = {zz′} and G′ = G−D. Let F ′

z′ be the component of G′ to which the vertex
z′ belongs and let F ′

z be the component of G′ to which the vertex z belongs. Notice that we may
possibly have F ′

z′ = F ′

z. Furthermore, we have F ′

z, F
′

z′ ∈ G. Moreover, we have 8 ≤ m(F ′

z) < m
and hence, by the minimality of G, there exists an LD-set S′

z of the component F ′

z such that

|S′

z| ≤
n′

z

2
, where n′

z is the order of the component F ′

z . For the component F ′

z′ , we will denote by
S′

z′ its minimum-sized LD-set.

◮ Case 1.1: F ′

z′ 6= F ′

z.

We show that there exists an LD-set S′

z′ of the component F ′

z′ such that |S′

z′ | ≤
n′

z′

2
, where n′

z′ is
the order of the component F ′

z′ . Let us first assume that F ′

z′ does not contain any open twins of
degree 3. Here we show that F ′

z′ cannot be isomorphic to either K3 or K4. First of all, we notice
that F ′

z′ is not isomorphic to K4 since the latter is 3-regular and degF ′

z′
(z′) ≤ 2. Let us, therefore,

assume that F ′

z′
∼= K3. Thus, let V (F ′

z′) = {z′, z′′, z′′′}. Then, we take D′ = {z′z′′, z′z′′′} and
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G′′ = G − D′. Then, the vertex z′ is a leaf with support vertex z in a component, say F ′′, of
G′′ which belongs to G and with 9 ≤ m(F ′′) < m. Hence, by the minimality of G, there exists
an LD-set S′′ of G′′ such that |S′′| ≤ n

2
− 1. By Lemmas 5 and 6, we assume that z ∈ S′′ and

z′ /∈ S′′. Then, it can be verified that the set S = S′′ ∪ {z′′} is an LD-set of G with |S| ≤ n
2
.

This implies a contradiction to our assumption that γLD(G) > n
2
. Hence, F ′

z′ is not isomorphic
to K3 either. This implies, by Theorem 11, that there exists an LD-set S′

z′ of the component

F ′

z′ such that |S′

z′ | ≤
n′

z′

2
. Let us then assume that F ′

z′ has a pair of open twins of degree 3.
Since we have restricted the possible (F ;U)-subgraphs of G in previous claims, the component F ′

z′

together with vertex z and edge zz′ must contain an (F6; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph. This implies that
8 ≤ m(F ′

z′) < m and hence, by the minimality of G, there exists an LD-set S′

z′ of the component

F ′

z′ such that |S′

z′ | ≤
n′

z′

2
.

We now claim that the set S = S′

z′ ∪ S′

z is an LD-set of G. It can be verified that S is a
dominating set of G. To prove that S is also a separating set of G, we only need to show that
the vertex z is separated by S from all vertices in {z′, z′′, z′′′} \ S and the vertex z′ is separated
by S from the vertices in {u, v} \ S. However, the first of these claims is true due to the fact that
{u, v} ∩ S′

z 6= ∅ since u and v are open twins in the component F ′

z ; and second one holds by the
fact that {z′, z′′, z′′′} ∩ S′

z′ 6= ∅ in order for S′

z′ to dominate z′. Hence, S is, indeed, an LD-set of

G. Moreover, |S| = |S′

z′ |+ |S′

z| ≤
n′

z′

2
+

n′

z

2
= n

2
contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n

2
. ◭

◮ Case 1.2: F ′

z′ = F ′

z = G′.

Let S′

z′ = S′

z = S′. In this case, the set S′ is an LD-set of G if either both z, z′ ∈ S′ or both
z, z′ /∈ S′. Since u and v are open twins in G′, it implies that {u, v} ∩ S′ 6= ∅. Therefore, without
loss of generality, let us assume that v ∈ S′. Let us first assume that z ∈ S′ and z′ /∈ S′. Now, if
on the contrary, S′ is not an LD-set of G, it implies that, the vertex z′ is not separated by S from
a vertex p ∈ NG(z) \ (S′ ∪{z′}) = {u} in the graph G. Therefore, we must have {z′′, z′′′}∩S′ 6= ∅
in order for S′ to dominate the vertex z′. Without loss of generality, let us assume that z′′ ∈ S′.
Since z′ and u are not separated, we have z′′ ∈ {x, y}. Thus, z′ is adjacent to x or y, contradicting
the structure implied by (F6; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph. Thus, S separates the pair u, z′ and is thus
an LD-set of G if z ∈ S′ and z′ /∈ S′.

Let us next assume that z′ ∈ S′ and z /∈ S′. Again, let us assume on the contrary that S′ is
not an LD-set of G. Recall that v ∈ S′. This implies that S′ does not separate the vertex z and
another vertex p ∈ (NG(v) ∩NG(z

′)) \ (S′ ∪ {z}). However, since z′ is not adjacent to x or y, we
have NG(v) ∩ NG(z

′) = {z}. Hence, we cannot select p. This implies that S is an LD-set of G
also if z′ ∈ S′ and z /∈ S′. Moreover, |S′| ≤ n

2
contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n

2
. ◭

Hence, G has no (F6; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraphs in this case.

Case 2: The graph G′ = G− {zz′} has open twins of degree 1 or 2.

In this case, the vertex z′ is an open twin of degree 1 or 2 with some vertex, say z∗, such that
NG(z

′) \ {z} = NG(z
∗) ⊆ {z′′, z′′′}. Therefore, we have 1 ≤ degG(z

∗) ≤ 2. Let D = {z′z′′, z′z′′′}
and G∗ = G − D. Moreover, let F ′

z′′ be the component of G∗ to which the vertex z′′ belongs
and let F ′

z be the component of G∗ to which the vertex z (and also z′) belongs. Notice that we
may possibly have F ′

z′′ = F ′

z. Further notice that F ′

z, F
′

z′′ ∈ G. Indeed, the only candidates for
open twins of degrees 1 or 2 are z′, z′′ and z′′′. However, z′ is a leaf adjacent to z which does
not have other adjacent leaves. Moreover, z∗ is a neighbour only to the vertices z′′ and z′′′ in
F ′

z′ . This implies that neither z′′ nor z′′′ is an open twin with any vertices in V (F ′

z′′) \ {z′′, z′′′}.
Furthermore, z′′ and z′′′ cannot be open twins of degree 1 since then they would be open twins
of degree two in G. Finally, they cannot be open twins of degree 2 in G∗, since then they would
be open twins of degree 3 in G adjacent to vertex z∗ of degree 2 contradicting Claim 1 or 2. We
denote by S′

z and S′′

z′′ a minimum-sized locating-dominating set of F ′

z and F ′

z′′ , respectively.

◮ Case 2.1: F ′

z′′ 6= F ′

z.

To begin with, the component F ′

z of G∗ belongs to G. Moreover, we have 9 ≤ m(F ′

z) < m and

hence, by the minimality of G, we have |S′

z| ≤
n′

z

2
, where n′

z is the order of the component F ′

z .
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We next show that |S′

z′′ | ≤
n′

z′′

2
, where n′

z′′ is the order of the component F ′

z′′ . First of all, the
component F ′

z′′ ∈ G. Let us first assume that F ′

z′′ does not contain any open twins of degree 3.
Here we show that F ′

z′′ cannot be isomorphic to either K3 or K4. We notice that F ′

z′′ is not
isomorphic to K4 since the latter is 3-regular and degF ′

z′′
(z′′) ≤ 2. Let us, therefore, assume that

F ′

z′′
∼= K3. Thus, V (F ′

z′′ ) = {z∗, z′′, z′′′} and z′′z′′′ ∈ E(F ′

z′′ ). Then, we take D′ = {z′′z∗, z′′z′′′}
and G′′ = G−D′. Then, the graph G′′ ∈ G with 12 ≤ m(G′′) < m and hence, by the minimality
of G, there exists an LD-set S′′ of G′′ such that |S′′| ≤ n

2
. Moreover, notice that the vertices z′′

and z∗ are leaves with support vertices z′ and z′′′, respectively, in G′′. Therefore, by Lemmas 5
and 6, we assume that z′, z′′′ ∈ S′′ and z′′, z∗ /∈ S′′. Then, the set S′′ is also an LD-set of G
since z′′ is the only vertex in V (G) \ S′′ with the I-set IG(S

′′; z′′) = {z′, z′′′}. Moreover, |S′′| ≤ n
2

implies a contradiction to our assumption that γLD(G) > n
2
. Hence, F ′

z′′ is not isomorphic to K3

either. This implies, by Theorem 11, that there exists an LD-set S′

z′′ of the component F ′

z′′ such

that |S′

z′′ | ≤
n′

z′′

2
.

Let us then assume that F ′

z′′ has a pair of open twins of degree 3. Then by the previous
claims together with the fact that neither z′′, z′′′ nor z∗ can be open twins of degree 3 in G∗, the
component F ′

z′′ must contain an (F6; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraph. This implies that 8 ≤ m(F ′

z′′ ) < m
and hence, by the minimality of G, there exists an LD-set S′

z′′ of the component F ′

z′′ such that

|S′

z′′ | ≤
n′

z′′

2
.

We now claim that the set S = S′

z′′ ∪ S′

z is an LD-set of G. It can be verified that S is a
dominating set of G. We notice that z′ is a leaf with support vertex z in the component F ′

z .
Therefore, by Lemmas 5 and 6, we have z ∈ S and z′ /∈ S. Thus, to show that S is also a
separating set of G, we only need to show that the vertex z′ is separated by S from all vertices
in (NG[z

′′] ∪NG[z
′′′]) \ S. However, this is true due to the fact that z ∈ S. Hence, S is, indeed,

an LD-set of G. Moreover, |S| = |S′

z′′ | + |S′

z| ≤
n′

z′′

2
+

n′

z

2
≤ n

2
contradicts our assumption that

γLD(G) > n
2
. ◭

◮ Case 2.2: F ′

z′ = F ′

z = G∗.

Then, let S′

z′′ = S′

z = S′. By Lemmas 5 and 6, we have z ∈ S and z′ /∈ S. Hence, the set S′ is an
LD-set of G if both z′′, z′′′ /∈ S′. Therefore, without loss of generality, let us assume that z′′ ∈ S′.
Now, if on the contrary, S′ is not an LD-set of G, it implies that the vertex z′ is not separated by
S from a vertex p ∈ (NG(z

′′) ∩ NG(z)) \ {z′} = ∅ in the graph G. Since p cannot exist, S′ is an
LD-set of G with |S′| ≤ n

2
which contradicts our assumption that γLD(G) > n

2
. ◭

Therefore, G has no (F6; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraphs in this case as well.

This proves the claim that G has no (F6; û, v̂, x̂, ŷ, ẑ)-subgraphs exhausting all possibilities in
Cases 1 and 2. �

This concludes the proof.

In particular, our results imply that we may extend Conjecture 1 to all cubic graphs with the
exception of K4 and K3,3.

Corollary 13. Let G be a connected cubic graph other than K4 or K3,3. Then, γLD(G) ≤ n
2
.

4 Examples

In this section, we consider some constructions which show the tightness of our results. First we
show that we cannot further relax the twin-conditions in Theorem 12 for subcubic graphs.

Proposition 14. There exists an infinite family of connected subcubic graphs with

1. open twins of degree 1;

2. open twins of degree 2,
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which have location-domination number over half of their order.

Proof. Consider first Claim 1). LetG be a connected subcubic graph on n = 12k vertices, for k ≥ 1,
as in Figure 6. The graph consists of a path Pv on 3k vertices named v1, . . . , v3k. Furthermore, to
each vertex vi we attach a three vertex path on vertices ai, bi, ci from the middle vertex bi. Let us
construct a minimum size locating-dominating set S for G. Since each ai and ci are open twins,
we may assume without loss of generality that each ci ∈ S. Furthermore, since each ai needs to
be dominated, at least one of the vertices ai, bi ∈ S. If bi ∈ S and ai 6∈ S, then one of the vertices
vi−1, vi, vi+1 is in S to separate vi and ai. If bi 6∈ S, then we still require one of the three vertices
to dominate vi. In other words, a minimum size locating-dominating set contains a dominating
set of Pv which contains at least k vertices. Hence, we have γLD(G) = |S| ≥ k + 6k = 7n

12
. Note

that this lower bound is actually tight for this family of graphs as we obtain the value with the
shaded vertices in Figure 6 which can be verified to form a locating-dominating set.

vi−1 vi vi+1

bi−1

ci−1
ai−1

bi

ci
ai

bi+1

ci+1
ai+1

Figure 6: Example of a subcubic graph G on n = 12k vertices containing open twins of degree 1
and for which γLD(G) = 7

12
n. The shaded vertices constitute a minimum LD-set.

Consider next Claim 2). Let G be a connected subcubic graph on n = 60k vertices, for k ≥ 1,
as in Figure 7. The graph consists of a path Pv on 5k vertices named v1, . . . , v5k and to each vertex
vi, we connect an eleven vertex subgraph Gi as in Figure 7. Denote the vertex in Gi which has an
edge to vi by ui. Figure 7 contains a minimum-sized locating-dominating set in shaded vertices.
Notice that each subgraph Gi has a pair of open twins of degree 2, we need to include one of them
in any minimum-sized locating-dominating set S of G. Furthermore, by Lemma 5, we may assume
that the support vertex belongs to the set S. However, the support vertex itself is not enough to
separate the leaf and the open-twin outside of S. Hence, |S ∩ (V (Gi) \ {ui})| ≥ 6. Furthermore,
these vertices do not dominate the vertices in the path Pv which requires 2k vertices in any locating-
dominating set (see [18]). Hence, we require at least 2k vertices in the set S∩ (V (Pv)∪

⋃5k

i=1
{ui}).

Therefore, we have |S| ≥ 6 · 5k + 2k = 32k = 8n
15

> n
2
.

vi−1 vi vi+1

ui−1 ui ui+1

Figure 7: Example of a subcubic graph G on n = 60k vertices containing open twins of degree 2
and for which γLD(G) = 8

15
n. The shaded vertices constitute a minimum LD-set.

The following proposition shows that the conjecture is not true in general for r-regular graphs
with twins. In other words, the result turns out to be a special property of cubic graphs.
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Proposition 15. There exists an infinite family of connected r-regular graphs, for r > 3, with
closed twins which have location-domination number over half of their order.

Proof. Consider an r-regular graph Gr on n = (3r + 3)k vertices for r ≥ 4 as in Figure 8. In
particular, Gr contains 3k copies of (r−1)-vertex cliques (ones within the dashed line in Figure 8).
Vertices in such cliques are closed twins. We denote these cliques by Q1, . . . , Q3k. Furthermore,
each clique Qi is adjacent to two vertices, let us denote these by ai and bi so that there is an edge
aibi−1 for 2 ≤ i ≤ 3k and a1b3k.

Let us consider a minimum-sized locating-dominating set S for Gr . In particular, we have
|S ∩ Qi| ≥ r − 2 for each i. Let us denote by ci ∈ Qi the single vertex which might not be
in Qi ∩ S. We note that set S ∩ Qi does not separate vertices ai, bi, ci. Let us assume that
|(Qi ∪ {ai, bi}) ∩ S| = r − 2 for some i. We observe that then we have bi−1, ai+1 ∈ S. Hence, we
have |(Qi−1 ∪ {ai−1, bi−1}) ∪ (Qi ∪ {ai, bi}) ∪ (Qi+1 ∪ {ai+1, bi+1}) ∩ S| ≥ 3r − 4. Note that if we
had |(Qi ∪ {ai, bi}) ∩ S| ≥ r − 1 for each i, then we would have more vertices in S. Hence, we
have |S| ≥ 3r−4

3r+3
n. When r = 4 this gives γLD(G) ≥ 8

15
n > n

2
. We note that this lower bound is

attainable with the construction used in Figure 8.

a1 b1 a2 b2 a3 b3 a3k b3k
· · ·

(r − 1)-clique (r − 1)-clique (r − 1)-clique (r − 1)-clique

Figure 8: Example of an r-regular graph Gr on n = (3r+3)k vertices for which γLD(Gr) =
3r−4

3r+3
n.

Therefore, for r ≥ 4, we have γLD(Gr) ≥
8

15
n which proves that Theorem 11 is not true for graphs

of maximum degree greater than 3. The shaded vertices constitute a minimum LD-set.

The following proposition shows that Proposition 3 is tight for an infinite family of twin-free
subcubic graphs. We remark that there exists also a simpler tight construction of a path which has
a leaf attached to all of its vertices. Note that in the case of cubic graphs, no tight constructions
are known.

Proposition 16. There exists an infinite family of connected twin-free subcubic graphs which have
location-domination number equal to half of their order.

Proof. Consider the graph G on n = 8k + 2 vertices as in Figure 9. The graph consists of a path
on 4k + 1 vertices. To each path vertex pi, 1 ≤ i ≤ 4k + 1, we join a new vertex ui and an edge
from ui to ui+1 if i ≡ 2 mod 4 or i ≡ 3 mod 4. Note that in particular u1 and u4k+1 are leaves.
Consider next a minimum-sized LD-set S in G. We note that for each pair {pi, ui} where ui is
a leaf, we have {pi, ui} ∩ S 6= ∅ since ui is dominated by S. Let us next show that for each set
Lj = {pj−1, pj, pj+1, uj−1, uj , uj+1} where the vertices contain a 6-cycle, we have |Lj ∩ S| ≥ 3.
Suppose on the contrary that |Lj ∩ S| ≤ 2. Assume first that {pj−1, uj−1} ∩ S = ∅. To dominate
uj−1, we have uj ∈ S. The only single vertex that can separate both pj and uj+1 from uj−1

is pj+1. However, vertices uj and pj+1 cannot separate pj and uj+1. Hence, the assumption
{pj−1, uj−1} ∩ S = ∅ leads to |Lj ∩ S| ≥ 3, a contradiction. Hence, by symmetry, we assume that
|{pj−1, uj−1}∩S| = 1 and |{pj+1, uj+1}∩S| = 1 while |{pj , uj}∩S| = 0. Notice that to dominate
both uj and pj we have Lj ∩ S = {pj−1, uj+1} or Lj ∩ S = {pj+1, uj−1}. However, the first of
these options does not separate uj−1 and pj while the second option does not separate pj and
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uj+1. Hence, we have |Lj ∩ S| ≥ 3. This implies that γLD(G) ≥ n/2. By Proposition 3, we have
γLD(G) ≤ n/2. Therefore, γLD(G) = n/2.

pi pi+1 pi+2 pi+3

ui ui+1 ui+2 ui+3

Figure 9: Example of a subcubic graph G on n verices for which γLD(G) = n
2
. The shaded vertices

constitute a minimum LD-set.

5 Conclusion

In this article, we have proven Conjecture 1 for subcubic graphs and answered positively to Prob-
lems 3 and 4. In particular, we show that for each connected subcubic graph G, other than
K1,K4,K3,3 and without open twins of degrees 1 or 2, we have γLD(G) ≤ n

2
. We have also shown

that these restrictions on open twins are necessary and that similar relaxation of conditions in
Conjecture 1 is not possible for r-regular graphs in general.

Furthermore, we have presented an infinite family of twin-free subcubic graphs for which this
bound is tight. However, the only known tight examples for the n/2-bound over connected twin-
free cubic graphs are on six and eight vertices. Moreover, we were unable to find any such tight
example for the n/2-bound by going through all connected twin-free cubic graphs on ten vertices.
On the other hand, the 10-vertex graph in Figure 10 is an example of a cubic graph containing
both open and closed twins for which the conjectured upper bound is tight. In [9], Foucaud
and Henning asked to characterize every twin-free cubic graph which attains the n/2-bound. We
present a new open problem in the same vein:

Open Problem 17. Does there exist an infinite family of connected (twin-free) cubic graphs
which have LD-number equal to half of their order?

Considering the previous open problem is interesting for both twin-free cubic graphs and graphs
which allow twins. It would even be interesting if one could find a single connected twin-free cubic
on at least ten vertices which has LD-number equal to half of its order. If there does not exist
any such (twin-free) cubic graphs, that also prompts another open problem:

Open Problem 18. What is the (asymptotically) tight upper bound for LD-number of connected
(twin-free) cubic graphs on at least ten vertices?

Figure 10: Example of a cubic graph G on n = 10 vertices containing both open and closed twins
for which γLD(G) = n

2
. The shaded vertices constitute a minimum LD-set.
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[13] D. Garijo, A. González, and A. Márquez. The difference between the metric dimension and
the determining number of a graph. Applied Mathematics and Computation, 249:487–501,
2014.

23
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