
On Well (Edge) Dominated and Equimatchable
Strong Product Graphs

Yixin Cao*† Guiqiang Mou* Jianxin Wang*

Abstract

A graph is well-(edge-)dominated if every minimal (edge) dominating set is minimum. A
graph is equimatchable if every maximal matching is maximum. We study these concepts
on strong product graphs. We fully characterize well-edge-dominated and equimatchable
strong product graphs of nontrivial graphs, and identify a large family of graphs whose strong
products with any well-dominated graph are well-dominated.

1 Introduction

All the graphs discussed in this paper are finite and simple. A vertex subset D of a graph G is a
dominating set of G if any vertex not in D has a neighbor in D. Generally, a minimal dominating
set can be arbitrarily larger than a minimum one, e.g., the two minimal dominating sets of a star
graph. A graph is well-dominated if all its minimal dominating sets are minimum. The concept of
well-dominated graphs was motivated by the well-covered graphs defined by Plummer [11]. A
graph is well-covered if every maximal independent set (a set of pairwise nonadjacent vertices) is
maximum. Since every maximal independent set is a minimal dominating set, a well-dominated
graph is well-covered. The other direction does not hold; e.g., K4,4 is well-covered but not
well-dominated. These two concepts are equivalent on graphs with no cycles of length 4 or 5 [9].

Both concepts have natural edge correspondences. We say that two edges are adjacent if
they share an endpoint. An edge subset F of a graph G is an edge dominating set of G if any
edge not in F is adjacent to at least one edge in F. A matching is a set of edges that are pairwise
nonadjacent. Note that there is a one-to-one mapping between edge dominating sets (resp.,
matchings) of a graph G and dominating sets (resp., independent sets) of the line graph of G. A
graph is well-edge-dominated if all its minimal edge dominating sets are minimum, and a graph is
equimatchable if all its maximal matchings are maximum [5]. Any maximal matching of a graph
is also a minimal edge dominating set, and hence a well-edge-dominated graph is equimatchable.
The other direction is not true; e.g., K2,3 is equimatchable but not well-edge-dominated.

There have been efforts in characterizing well-dominated graphs, well-edge-dominated
graphs, and equimatchable graphs. For earlier results, we refer to the survey of Plummer [12].
A recent line of study is to characterize product graphs with these properties. One particular
motivation for it, especially on well-dominated ones, is the widely open Vizing’s conjecture [16],
which is concerned with domination of Cartesian product graphs, and has also motivated the
study of domination in other product graphs. In particular, well-dominated graphs have been fully
characterized within Cartesian products [7], lexicographic products [6], disjunctive products [2],
and direct products [14], while well-edge-dominated graphs have only been characterized within
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Cartesian product graphs [3]. Equimatchable graphs have been characterized when they are
perfect-matchable [15], claw-free [1], or triangle-free [4]. As far as we know, there was no
previous study of equimatchable product graphs.

This work is focused on strong product graphs that are well-dominated, well-edge-dominated,
or equimatchable. In the strong product of two graphs G and H, denoted as G⊠H, the vertex
set is V(G) × V(H), and two distinct vertices (u1, v1) and (u2, v2) are adjacent if and only if
u2 ∈ NG[u1] and v2 ∈ NH[v1]. In other words, one of the following three conditions holds
true: (i) u1u2 ∈ E(G) and v1 = v2, (ii) v1v2 ∈ E(H) and u1 = u2, or (iii) u1u2 ∈ E(G) and
v1v2 ∈ E(H). The graphs G and H are the factors of G ⊠ H. Note that any graph is a strong
product of itself and a trivial graph (on one vertex). In this case, the problem reduces to whether
the nontrivial factor has the desired property. Thus, throughout this work, we assume that both
factors are nontrivial.

Rall [14] showed that for a strong product graph to be well-dominated, it is necessary that
both factors are well-dominated. This condition is sufficient when one of the factors is a complete
graph (a graph with all possible edges present), but not sufficient in general [14]. We say that a
graph G is trivially well-dominated if there is a set of vertices v1, v2, . . ., vt such that their closed
neighborhoods is a clique partition of V(G); i.e., each closed neighborhood is a clique and every
vertex is in precisely one of them. For the definition, note that any minimal dominating set of G
must contain exactly one vertex from each of these cliques. Thus, t is the domination number
of G.

Theorem 1.1. Let G be a trivially well-dominated graph. For any well-dominated graph H, the
strong product G⊠H is well-dominated.

Note that a complete graph is trivially well-dominated, with t = 1. Thus, Theorem 1.1
subsumes a result of Rall [14], in which G needs to be a complete graph. Moreover, all well-
dominated chordal graphs are trivially well-dominated [13]. On the other hand, we conjecture
that no other graphs have this property. In other words, for each well-dominated graph that is
not trivially well-dominated, there exists another well-dominated graph such that their strong
product graph is not well-dominated.

For well-edge-dominated graphs, we give a full characterization within strong product graphs.
We use strong induction on the sum of matching numbers of the factors to show that at least
one factor has a perfect matching (a matching whose endpoints involve the whole vertex set)
for well-edge-dominated strong product graphs. As said, a perfect matching is a minimal edge
dominating set, which means that such a graph has a very simple structure [3]. Let us remark
that our proof can be used to prove a similar result of Anderson et al. [3] on Cartesian product
graphs, but not the other way.

Theorem 1.2. A strong product of two nontrivial and connected graphs is well-edge-dominated if
and only if both factors consist of a single edge.

As said, every well-edge-dominated graph is equimatchable. Anderson et al. [3] showed that
these two concepts are equivalent on Cartesian product graphs when both factors are nontrivial
and connected. However, they are not equivalent within strong product graphs. Our third result
is a full characterization of equimatchable strong product graphs whose factors are nontrivial
and connected.

It is easy to check by definition that all complete graphs are equimatchable. Let α(G) denote
the independence number of graph G, i.e., the cardinality of a maximum independent set of G.
Note that a graph G is complete if and only if α(G) = 1. Akbari et al. [1] observed that for odd
graphs, the condition can be relaxed: an odd connected graph G is equimatchable if α(G) ⩽ 2.
Here by an odd (resp., even) graph we mean a graph of an odd (resp., even) order. Note that
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the bound of α(G) ⩽ 2 is tight because the independence number of the bull graph (the graph
obtained from P5 by adding an edge between the second and fourth vertices), which is not
equimatchable, is three. It turns out that whether a strong product graph is equimatchable can
be fully decided by the independence numbers of the factors.

Theorem 1.3. Let G and H be two nontrivial and connected graphs. The strong product G⊠H is
equimatchable if and only if

Even α(G) + α(H) = 2 when one of G and H is even; or

Odd α(G) + α(H) ⩽ 3 when both G and H are odd.

A graph is well-dominated, well-edge-dominated, or equimatchable if and only if all its
components are. A strong product is connected if and only if both factors are connected.
Therefore, throughout the paper we focus on connected graphs.

2 Well-dominated strong product graphs

The set of neighbors of a vertex v in G is denoted as NG(v), and NG[v] = NG(v) ∪ {v}. We use
γ(G) to denote the cardinality of a smallest dominating set of G.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let u1, u2, . . ., ut be a set of vertices such that {N[u1],N[u2], . . . ,N[ut]}
is a clique partition of V(G). Let D be any minimal dominating set of G⊠H. We argue that for
each i = 1, 2, . . . , t, the set

Di = {v ∈ V(H) | (u, v) ∈ D,u ∈ NG[ui]}

is a minimal dominating set of H. Let v be any vertex in H. Since

NG⊠H[(ui, v)] =
{
(u, v ′) | u ∈ NG[ui], v ′ ∈ NH[v]

}
,

we have Di ∩NH[v] ̸= ∅. Thus, Di is a dominating set of H. For the minimality, suppose for
contradiction that there exists some vertex v ∈ Di such that Di \ {v} is still a dominating set of
H. Then D \ {(u, v) | u ∈ NG[ui]} is a dominating set of G⊠H, contradicting that D is minimal.

It follows from the minimality of D that for any v ∈ V(H) and i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t}, |D∩ (NG[ui]×
{v})| ⩽ 1. Thus for any i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t},

|D ∩ (NG[ui]× V(H))| = |Di| = γ(H).

Hence |D| = tγ(H). Now that all the minimal dominating sets of G ⊠ H have the same size,
G⊠H is well-dominated.

The proof implies a characterization of all minimal dominating sets of well-dominated strong
product G⊠H when one factor is a trivially well-dominated graph.

According to Prisner et al. [13], all well-dominated chordal graphs are trivially well-
dominated. Thus, they satisfy Theorem 1.1. Indeed, the vertices in the definition of trivially
well-dominated graphs must be simplicial vertices (whose closed neighborhood is a clique). Note
that a trivially well-dominated graph is not necessarily chordal, e.g., the graph obtained from a
C6 by adding two edges, between the first and the third vertices and between the fourth and the
sixth vertices, respectively.

Conjecture 2.1. Let G be a well-dominated graph. If G is not trivially well-dominated, then there
exists another well-dominated graph H such that G⊠H is not well-dominated.
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We could not find a proof, but here are some observations. Of connected graphs on at
most four vertices, only K1, K4, P4, and C4 are well-dominated, and the first three are trivially
well-dominated. The strong product graph C4 ⊠ C4 is not well-dominated because

γ(C4 ⊠ C4) = 3 < α(C4 ⊠ C4) = 4.

There are six connected well-dominated graphs on five vertices, and only three of them are
trivially well-dominated. For each of the others, the strong product with C4 or C5 is not
well-dominated.

3 Well-edge-dominated strong product graphs

For a subset S ⊂ V(G), we use G− S to denote the subgraph of G after removing vertices in S

from G. For a set X of edges, we use V(X) to denote the set of their endpoints. We recall two
simple facts on well-edge-dominated graphs, both of which can be observed from that (1) every
maximal matching is a minimal edge dominating set; and (2) any matching can be extended to a
maximal matching.

Theorem 3.1 ([3]). Let M be any matching of a graph G. If G is well-edge-dominated (resp.
equimatchable), then G− V(M) is well-edge-dominated (resp. equimatchable).

Proposition 3.2 ([3]). A connected well-edge-dominated graph contains a perfect matching if and
only if it is a complete graph on four vertices or a complete bipartite graph with the same number of
vertices in both parts.

By definition, a strong product graph has a perfect matching if either of its factors has. Since
the strong product of two connected nontrivial graphs contains a K4, it cannot be a complete
bipartite graph. Thus, to prove Theorem 1.2, it suffices to show that the strong product of two
connected graphs without perfect matchings cannot be well-edge-dominated.

Lemma 3.3. If the strong product of two nontrivial and connected graphs is well-edge-dominated,
then at least one of the factors has a perfect matching.

We use α ′(G) to denote the cardinality of a maximum matching of G. Recall that a graph
has a perfect matching if α ′(G) = |V(G)|/2. We prove Lemma 3.3 by strong induction on
α ′(G) + α ′(H), where G and H are the factors. Since both factors are connected, the base case
is α ′(G) = α ′(H) = 1, i.e., when both factors are either a triangle or a star (i.e., a complete
bipartite graph K1,n for n ⩾ 1).

Lemma 3.4. Let G and H be two connected graphs. If α ′(G) = α ′(H) = 1, then G ⊠ H is
well-edge-dominated if and only if both G and H are K2.

Proof. The sufficiency is obvious and we focus on the necessity. If one of G and H is K2, then
G ⊠ H has a perfect matching and the other must also be K2 by Proposition 3.2. Henceforth,
the orders of both G and H are at least three, and we need to show that G ⊠ H is not well-
edge-dominated. Note that K9 is not well-edge-dominated because α ′(K9) = 4 but it admits a
minimal edge dominating set of size seven (any seven edges incident to a single vertex). Thus,
G and H cannot both be K3. Assume without loss of generality that G is not K3. Then G is K1,n
for some n ⩾ 2, and we denote its vertex set as {u0,u1,u2, . . . ,un}, where u0 is the vertex of
degree n. By virtue of Theorem 3.1, it suffices to construct a matching M of G⊠H and show
that (G⊠H) − V(M) is not well-edge-dominated.
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If H is K3, with vertex set {v1, v2, v3}, we use

M = {(ui, v1)(ui, v2) | 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n}.

To see that (G⊠H)−V(M) is not well-edge-dominated, note that {(u0, v1)(u0, v2), (u0, v3)(u1, v3)}
and {(u0, v1)(u0, v2), (u0, v1)(u1, v3), (u0, v1)(u2, v3), . . . , (u0, v1)(un, v3)} are two minimal edge
dominating sets of (G⊠H) − V(M).

Now that H is K1,t for some t ⩾ 2, let V(H) = {v0, v1, v2, . . . , vt}, where v0 is the vertex of
degree t. We use the matching

M = {(u0, vi)(u1, vi) | 1 ⩽ i ⩽ t} ∪ {(ui, v0)(ui, v1) | 3 ⩽ i ⩽ n}.

To see that (G ⊠ H) − V(M) is not well-edge-dominated, note that {(u0, v0)(u2, v0)} and
{(u0, v0)(u1, v0), (u2, v0)(u2, v1)} are two minimal edge dominating sets of (G⊠H) −V(M).

We are now ready for the main lemma.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Let G and H be the factors. We proceed by strong induction on α ′(G) +
α ′(H). Since both graphs are connected, α ′(G) + α ′(H) ⩾ 1 + 1 = 2. We have seen the base
case, when α ′(G) + α ′(H) = 2, in Lemma 3.4. Now suppose α ′(G) + α ′(H) ⩾ 3. Suppose for
contradiction that G⊠H is well-edge-dominated, but neither G nor H has a perfect matching.
Assume without loss of generality that α ′(H) ⩾ 2. We take a maximum matching M of H, and
an arbitrary edge e ∈ M. Let A be the set of ends of edges in M \ {e}, and let H′ be a largest
component of H−A. Note that |A| = 2α ′(H) − 2 > 0. By Theorem 3.1, both G⊠ (H−A) and
G⊠H ′ are well-edge-dominated, since G⊠H ′ is a connected component of G⊠ (H−A).

Since the edge e remains in H−A, the order of H′ is at least two. Since any matching of H ′

can be augmented to a matching of H by adding the edges in M \ {e}, we have α ′(H ′) < α ′(H).
Thus, α ′(G) + α ′(H′) < α ′(G) + α ′(H), and H ′ must have a perfect matching by the inductive
hypothesis. But then G ⊠ H ′ has a perfect matching, and it has to be K4 or Kn,n,n ⩾ 1, by
Proposition 3.2. Since |V(G)| > 2, the order of G ⊠ H ′ is at least six. By definition, G ⊠ H ′

contains a triangle. Thus, we end with a contradiction.

4 Equimatchable strong product graphs

The following is immediate from the definition of strong product graphs.

Proposition 4.1. The strong product of two nontrivial and connected graphs is 2-connected.

Proof. Let G and H be the factors. It suffices to prove that for any pair of vertices (u1, v1)
and (u2, v2) of G ⊠ H, there are two vertex-disjoint paths between them. Since G and H are
connected, let P be one path from u1 to u2 in G, Q be one path from v1 to v2 in H. Then
(P× {v1})∪ ({u2}×Q) and ({u1}×Q)∪ (P× {v2}) are two vertex-disjoint paths between (u1, v1)
and (u2, v2) in G⊠H.

Lesk et al. [8] characterized equimatchable graphs that are 2-connected. We use G − v as
a shorthand for G − {v}. A graph G is factor-critical if G − v has a perfect matching for every
vertex v ∈ V(G).

Theorem 4.2 ([8]). A 2-connected equimatchable graph is either factor-critical or bipartite or a
complete graph of even order.

By definition, the order of a factor-critical graph must be odd. The following is immediate
from Theorem 4.2 and Proposition 4.1.
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Corollary 4.3. Let G and H be two nontrivial and connected graphs. If G⊠H is equimatchable,
then

Even it is complete when G⊠H is even; or

Odd it is factor-critical when G⊠H is odd.

This settles the even case of Theorem 1.3. The rest is focused on the odd case. The sufficiency
follows from the observation of Akbari et al. [1].

Proposition 4.4 ([1]). Let G be a nontrivial and connected graph of odd order. If α(G) ⩽ 2, then
G is equimatchable.

Recall that for a matching M, the set of endpoints of all the edges in M is denoted as V(M).
A matching M of a graph G is near-perfect if |V(M)| = |V(G)|− 1.

The smallest odd, nontrivial, and connected graph are P3 and K3.

Proposition 4.5. Let G be an odd, nontrivial, and connected graph. The strong product G⊠ P3 is
equimatchable if and only if G is a complete graph.

Proof. For the sufficiency, suppose that G is a complete graph. Since α(G ⊠ P3) = 2, the
graph G⊠ P3 is equimatchable by Proposition 4.4.

For the necessity, suppose that G⊠ P3 is equimatchable. Let P3 be the path v1v2v3. We take a
maximum independent set I of G, and a maximal matching MG of G− I. Let

M1 ={(u, v1)(u, v2) | u ∈ V(G) \ I},

M2 ={(u, v2)(u, v3) | u ∈ I},

M3 ={(ui, v3)(uj, v3) | uiuj ∈ MG},

and M = M1 ∪M2 ∪M3. By construction, M is a matching of G⊠ P3. On the other hand, M is
maximal because

V(G⊠ P3) \ V(M) = I× {v1} ∪ (V(G) \ (V(MG) ∪ I))× {v3}

is an independent set. Since G ⊠ P3 is equimatchable and factor-critical (by Proposition 4.2),
|V(M)| = |V(G⊠ P3)|− 1. We have

α(G) = |I| = |I× {v1}| ⩽ |V(G⊠ P3) \ V(M)| = 1.

This concludes the proof.

Proposition 4.6. Let G be an odd graph. If there exists an independent set S of size three in G such
that G− v has a perfect matching for any v ∈ S, then G⊠ K3 is not equimatchable.

Proof. Let S = {u1,u2,u3}, and the three vertices in K3 are {v1, v2, v3}. By assumption, for
i = 1, 2, 3, there is a perfect matching Mi of G− {ui}. Then

M =

3⋃
i=1

{(uj, vi)(uk, vi) | ujuk ∈ Mi}

is a matching of G ⊠ K3. It is maximal because the only three vertices not in V(M) are
{(ui, vi) | 1 ⩽ i ⩽ 3}. Now that G⊠K3 has a maximal matching that is not near-perfect, it cannot
be equimatchable by Corollary 4.3.
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As one may expect, a necessary for a strong product to be equimatchable is that both factors
are. It is actually stronger: both have near-perfect matchings.

Lemma 4.7. Let G and H be nontrivial and connected graphs of odd order. If G⊠H is equimatchable,
then G and H are equimatchable and have near-perfect matchings.

Proof. We show that G is equimatchable and has near-perfect matchings, and the other holds by
symmetry. By Corollary 4.3, G⊠H is factor-critical, hence

α ′(G⊠H) =
|V(G)||V(H)|− 1

2
.

We take a maximum matching MG of G and a maximum matching MH of H. Let MG =
{u1u

′
1,u2u

′
2, . . . ,uα ′(G)u

′
α ′(G)} and MH = {v1v

′
1, v2v

′
2, . . . , vα ′(H)v

′
α ′(H)}. We define

M1 = {(u, vj)(u, v ′j) | u ∈ V(G), 1 ⩽ j ⩽ α ′(H)},

M2 = {(ui, v)(u ′
i, v) | 1 ⩽ i ⩽ α ′(G), v ∈ V(H) \ V(MH)}.

It is easy to check that M = M1 ∪ M2 is a matching of G ⊠ H. Since MG and MH are
maximum, V(G) \ V(MG) and V(H) \ V(MH) are independent sets in G and H, respectively. By
the definition of G⊠H,

V(G⊠H) \ V(M) = (V(G) \ V(MG))× (V(H) \ V(MH))

is an independent set in G ⊠ H, and hence M is maximal. Since G ⊠ H is equimatchable and
factor-critical, |(V(G) \ V(MG))× (V(H) \ V(MH))| = 1, Thus,

|V(G) \ V(MG)| = 1, |V(H) \ V(MH)| = 1.

This verifies that G has a near-perfect matching.
By Theorem 3.1, (G⊠H) − V(M1) is equimatchable. Note that

(G⊠H) − V(M1) = G⊠ (V(H) \ V(MH)),

and it is isomorphic to G because V(H) \ V(MH) is trivial. Thus, G is equimatchable. This
concludes the proof.

We prove the odd case of Theorem 1.3 in two steps. First, at least one factor is complete.
Second, the independence number of the other is at most two. They are using Propositions 4.5
and 4.6, respectively. Note that if a connected graph is not complete if and only if it contains an
induced P3. Combining Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 4.5, we can show one side is complete. For
the second step, we need the following technical lemma.

Lemma 4.8. Let G be an odd connected graph that is equimatchable and has a near-perfect
matching. If α(G) > 2, then there exists an independent set S of size three in G such that G− v has
a perfect matching for any v ∈ S.

Before presenting the proof of Lemma 4.8, we use it to prove the main result of this section.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We have seen the even case in Corollary 4.3. The proof is focused on the
odd case. The sufficiency follows from Proposition 4.4. For the necessity, suppose that G⊠H is
equimatchable. Recall that G and H are both odd, nontrivial, and connected graphs.

In the first step, we show that at least one of G and H is a complete graph. We have nothing
to show if G is a complete graph. Hence, we assume otherwise and show that H must be a

7



complete graph. Let M be a near-perfect matching of G, which exists by Lemma 4.7, and let u0
be the unique vertex in V(G) \ V(M). We may assume that u0 is not universal (i.e., adjacent to
all the other vertices in G). Otherwise, we can replace any non-universal vertex (which exists
since G is not a complete graph) with u0 in M. Let u1u2 be an edge in M such that u1 ̸∈ N(u0),
and let U = {u0,u1,u2}. If V(G) ̸= U, then (G − U) ⊠ H is even and has a perfect matching.
Thus, G[U]⊠H is equimatchable by Theorem 3.1. If u0 and u2 are adjacent, then H is complete
by Proposition 4.5. Otherwise, G[U]⊠H is disconnected, and one component is G[{u1,u2}]⊠H.
Since this component is even and equimatchable, it follows from Corollary 4.3 that H is complete.

In the second step, we may assume that H is complete (we can switch them otherwise)
and we show α(G) ⩽ 2. Suppose for contradiction that α(G) > 2. According to Lemmas 4.7
and 4.8, G contains an independent set S of size three such that G− {u} has a perfect matching
for all u ∈ S. Thus, G ⊠ K3 is not equimatchable by Proposition 4.6, and then G ⊠ H is not
equimatchable by Theorem 3.1.

For Lemma 4.8, we need the Gallai–Edmonds decomposition theorem. Let G be a graph, we
partition V(G) into A(G) ⊎ C(G) ⊎D(G) defined as follows:

B(G) =
⋂

{V(M) | M is a maximum matching},

D(G) =V(G) \ B(G),

A(G) =B(G) ∩N(D(G)),

C(G) =B(G) \A(G).

Theorem 4.9 (Gallai–Edmonds Decomposition [10]). Let the partition A(G) ⊎ C(G) ⊎D(G) be
defined as above.

i) Each component of the subgraph induced by D(G) is factor-critical.

ii) Every maximum matching of G matches every vertex of A(G) to a vertex of a distinct component
of the subgraph induced by D(G).

Lemma 4.10 ([8]). Let G be an odd connected graph. If G is equimatchable, then C(G) = ∅ and
A(G) is an independent set of G.

We are now ready for Lemma 4.8.

Proof of Lemma 4.8. Let A(G) ⊎ C(G) ⊎D(G) be the Gallai–Edmonds decomposition of G. By
Lemma 4.10, C(G) = ∅ and A(G) is an independent set. Let c denote the number of components
in the subgraph induced by D(G). We claim that

c = |A(G)|+ 1.

On the one hand, c ⩽ |A(G)| + 1 since G has a near-perfect matching. On the other hand,
c ⩾ |A(G)| by the definition of A(G) and Theorem 4.9(ii). Then the claim follows from that G is
odd and all the components of the subgraph are odd by Theorem 4.9(i).

By definition, for each vertex x ∈ D(G), there is a maximum matching M of G such
that x ∈ V(G) \ V(M). Since G has a near-perfect matching, M must be a perfect matching.
Thus, for each vertex x ∈ D(G), the subgraph G− x has a perfect matching. To finish the proof,
it suffices to find three pairwise nonadjacent vertices in D(G). It is trivial when c > 2: we can
take a vertex from each of the components of G−A(G). Note that c = 1 if and only if A(G) is
empty, when it follows from the assumption that α(G) ⩾ 3.

In the remainder of the proof, c = 2. Let u0 be the vertex in A(G), and let C1 and C2 be the
two components of G−u0. We claim that u0 is adjacent to all the vertices in at least one of them.
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Suppose otherwise, and for i = 1, 2, let ui be a vertex in Ci nonadjacent to u0. For i = 1, 2,
we take a perfect matching Mi of Ci − {ui}. Since V(G) \ (V(M1) ∪ V(M2)) = {u0,u1,u2} is
an independent set, M1 ∪M2 is a maximal matching of G, contradicting the assumption. We
may assume without loss of generality that u0 is adjacent to all the vertices in C1. Let S be a
maximum independent set of G; note that |S| ⩾ 3 by assumption. If u0 ∈ S, we can replace u0
with any vertex from C1. Thus, we have an independent set of three vertices of G − u0. This
concludes the proof.
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