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A SHORT PROOF OF THE GOLDBERG-SEYMOUR CONJECTURE

GUANTAO CHEN, YANLI HAO, XINGXING YU, AND WENAN ZANG

Abstract. For a multigraph G, χ′(G) denotes the chromatic index of G, ∆(G) the max-
imum degree of G, and Γ(G) = max{⌈2|E(H)|/(|V (H)| − 1)⌉ : H ⊆ G and |V (H)| odd}.
As a generalization of Vizing’s classical coloring result for simple graphs, the Goldberg-
Seymour conjecture, posed in the 1970s, states that χ′(G) = max{∆(G),Γ(G)} or χ′(G) =
max{∆(G)+1,Γ(G)}. Hochbaum, Nishizeki and Shmoys further conjectured in 1986 that
such a coloring can be found in polynomial time. A long proof of the Goldberg-Seymour
conjecture was announced in 2019 by Chen, Jing, and Zang, and one case in that proof
was eliminated recently by Jing (but the proof is still long); and neither proof has been
verified. In this paper, we give a proof of the Goldberg-Seymour conjecture that is signif-
icantly shorter and confirm the Hochbaum-Nishizeki-Schmoys conjecture by providing an
O(|V |5|E|3) time algorithm for finding a max{∆(G) + 1,Γ(G)}-edge-coloring of G.
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chain, and Kempe change
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GOLDBERG-SEYMOUR CONJECTURE 1

1. Introduction

Let G be a loopless multigraph. Denote by V (G) and E(G) the vertex set and edge set
of G, respectively, ∆(G) the maximum degree of G, and χ′(G) the chromatic index of G.
Vizing’s classical theorem states that χ′(G) ∈ {∆(G),∆(G)+1} when G is simple, which no
longer holds for multigraphs. Shannon [14] showed that χ′(G) ≤ 3

2∆(G); and Vizing [17] and
Gupta [6] showed, independently, that χ′(G) ≤ ∆(G) + µ(G), where µ(G) is the maximum
number of parallel edges between vertices of G. Let

Γ(G) = max{⌈2|E(H)|/(|V (H)| − 1)⌉ : H ⊆ G and |V (H)| odd}.

It is a simple exercise to verify that χ′(G) ≥ Γ(G); so χ′(G) ≥ max{∆(G),Γ(G)}. Using
Edmonds’ matching polytope theorem, Seymour [13] showed that max{∆(G),Γ(G)} can
be computed in polynomial time. Chen, Zang and Zhao [4] recently gave a combinatorial
algorithm that computes Γ(G) in polynomial time.

Goldberg [5] and Seymour [13] independently conjectured in 1973 that, for any multigraph
G, χ′(G) ≤ max{∆(G) + 1,Γ(G)}, which would imply that the chromatic index of any
multigraph can be approximated in polynomial time within additive constant 1. Hochbaum,
Nishizeki and Shmoys [8] further conjectured in 1986 that a max{∆(G) + 1,Γ(G)}-edge-
coloring of G can be found in polynomial time. We refer the reader to [15, 2] for literature
on the history and development of these conjectures. We mention in particular that the
Goldberg-Seymour conjecture holds asymptotically [10, 3, 11, 1] and for random graphs [7].

A proof of the Goldberg-Seymour conjecture was announced in 2019 [2] and a more recent
proof [9] was announced where a case in [2] was removed. Both [2] and [9] are very long
and have not been independently verified. Here we give a significantly shorter proof of the
Goldberg-Seymour conjecture and provide an O(|V |5|E|3) time algorithm that produces the
desired coloring thereby also establishing the Hochbaum-Nishizeki-Shmoys conjecture.

Theorem 1.1. For any multigraph G, one can find a max{∆(G) + 1,Γ(G)}-edge-coloring
of G in O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|3) time.

We made no attempt to optimize the complexity bound, but we think it can be improved.
The main idea of our proof of Theorem 1.1 is to extend a partial coloring of G through color
exchanges based on a special type of trees. We will give a brief overview of the proof in
Section 2 after introducing the necessary concepts. We will then prove lemmas in Section
3 on color exchanges that preserve the tree structures, and prove lemmas in Section 4 on
reduction to smaller trees. We complete the proof of Theorem 1.1 in Section 5.

In the remainder of this section, we introduce the notation for this paper. Let G be a
graph. For X ⊆ V (G), we use G[X] to denote the subgraph of G induced by X and let
∂GX denote the set of edges in E(G) with exactly one end in X. For the set S ⊆ E(G),
we use G − S to denote the graph obtained from G by removing all edges in S. Let
H ⊆ G (i.e., H is a subgraph of G). We write G[H] for G[V (H)], ∂GH for ∂GV (H), and
G − H := G[V (G)\V (H)]. We drop the subcript G if no confusion arises. An H-path
is a path in G that has both ends in V (H) but is otherwise disjoint from H. For a set
S ⊆ E(G), we use G[S] to denote the subgraph of G induced by S and H +S to denote the
graph with vertex set V (H)∪ V (G[S]) and the edge set E(H)∪S. When S = {g} we write
H + g instead of H + {g}. For any two integers h, k with h ≤ k, let [h, k] = {h, . . . , k}; let
[k] := [1, k] if k > 0; and let [k] = ∅ if k ≤ 0.

We call a tree T an ordered tree if its edges are linearly ordered as e1 < e2 < · · · < em,
such that, for every i ∈ [m], T [{e1, . . . , ei}] is a tree and said to be a prefix of T . For any
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edge ei ∈ E(T ), let T (ei) := T [{e1, . . . , ei}]; and for any vertex v ∈ V (T ), we use T (v) to
denote the minimal tree T (ei) such that v ∈ V (T (ei)). Let T− := T [{e1, . . . , em−1}].

We will use natural numbers to denote colors. For a graph G and a set S ⊆ E(G), a
partial coloring of G with support S (or simply coloring) is a function ϕ : S → [k] (for some
positive integer k) such that no two incident edges of G receive the same color. For any
v ∈ V (G), we write ϕ(v) := {ϕ(e) : e ∈ S and e is incident with v} and ϕ(v) = [k] \ ϕ(v).
For any U ⊆ V (G), let ϕ(U) =

⋃
v∈U ϕ(v). For any subgraph H of G, let ϕ(H) = ϕ(V (H))

and ϕ(H) = ϕ(E(H)). Let ϕ(g) = ϕ(G[g]) for g ∈ E(G).

Let G be a graph and ϕ a partial coloring of G. For an ordered tree T in G, we grow T
by adding edges e1, . . . , em in order, such that T +{e1, . . . , ei} is a tree for each i ∈ [m], and
ϕ(e1) ∈ ϕ(T ) and, for 2 ≤ i ≤ m, ϕ(ei) ∈ ϕ(T + {e1, . . . , ei−1}). We call a maximal such
tree a closure of T under ϕ and denote it by clϕ(T ). Observe that
(1) clϕ(T ) can be found in O(|V (G)|2k2) time, and
(2) clϕ(T ) is not unique, but V (clϕ(T )) is uniquely determined. To see this, let f1, . . . , fn
denote another sequence that gives a closure of T and let i ∈ [n] be minimum such that
an incident vertex of fi is not in clϕ(T ). Then ϕ(fi) ∈ ϕ(T + {f1, . . . , fi−1}]) ⊆ ϕ(clϕ(T )),
contradicting the definition of closure.

Let G be a graph and ϕ a partial coloring of G, with ϕ(G) ⊆ [k]. For two colors α, β ∈ [k],
each component of G[ϕ−1(α, β)] is a path or cycle, and a component that is a path is called
an {α, β}-chain. For H ⊆ G, an H-path contained in G[ϕ−1(α, β)] is called an (H,ϕ, α, β)-
path. Let P be a component of G[ϕ−1(α, β)]; we use ϕ/P to denote the coloring obtained
from ϕ by swapping colors α and β on P and we say that ϕ/P is obained from ϕ by a Kempe
exchange. Two partial colorings of G are Kempe equivalent if one can be obtained from the
other by a sequence of Kempe exchanges. If H ⊆ G and α, β /∈ ∂H, then ϕ/(G −H,α, β)
denotes the coloring obtained from ϕ by exchanging colors α, β on all edges of G−H, which
is clearly is Kempe equivalent to ϕ.

2. Tashkinov trees

Let G be a multigraph, k = max{∆(G) + 1,Γ(G)}, ϕ a partial coloring of G using colors
from [k], and g ∈ E(G) \ ϕ−1([k]). We wish to obtain a coloring π Kempe equivalent to ϕ,
such that ϕ−1([k]) ∪ {g} ⊆ π−1([k]). We do this by growing a tree in various stages.

We say that a tree T ⊆ G is ϕ-elementary if ϕ(u)∩ϕ(v) = ∅ for any distinct u, v ∈ V (T );
T is ϕ-closed if ϕ(∂T ) ∩ ϕ(T ) = ∅. Note that if T is both ϕ-elementary and ϕ-closed then
there exists α ∈ [k] such that |∂T ∩ ϕ−1(α)| ≥ 2; for, otherwise, for each β ∈ [k], the
color class E(G[T ]) ∩ ϕ−1(β) is a matching of G[T ] of size ⌊|V (T )|/2⌋, giving |E(G[T ])| ≥
k · (|V (T )| − 1)/2 + 1, and hence Γ(G) > k, a contradiction. In particular, if V (T ) = V (G)
then T is ϕ-closed and, hence, not ϕ-elementary. We will construct trees T that are not
ϕ-elementary, and reduce these trees via Kemple exchanges to get a coloring π of G such
that G[g] is not π-elementary, hence extending the coloring π by also coloring g.

Let T := clϕ(G[g]) and call it a (0, 0, 0)-tree. If T is not ϕ-elementary, then Tashkinov
in [16] reduces T to a smaller non-elementary tree containing g under certain lexicographic
ordering, and proves the following result. See for example, [15] (Lemma 5.2) and [12].

Lemma 2.1. Let G be a multigtaph, g ∈ E(G), and ϕ a partial coloring of G − g with
ϕ(G) ⊆ [k], where k = max{∆(G) + 1,Γ(G)}. If clϕ(G[g]) is not ϕ-elementary, then there
is a coloring π of G, such that π−1([k]) = ϕ−1([k])∪{g} and π is Kempe equivalent to ϕ on
G− g. Moreover, such π can be found in O(|V (G)|3) time.
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The main challenge to proving the Goldberg-Seymour conjecture (and the Hochbaum-
Nishizeki-Shmoys conjecture) is to deal with the case when clϕ(G[g]) is ϕ-elementary and
ϕ-closed. An approach, first explored by Chen, Yu and Zang [3], is to further grow clϕ(G[g])
by including certain edges e ∈ ∂clϕ(G[g]) with ϕ(e) /∈ ϕ(clϕ(G[g])).

Let T0 = clϕ(G[g]) and suppose it is ϕ-elementary and ϕ-closed. We wish to further grow
T0. Fix a color α0 ∈ ϕ(g) and choose a color δ0 such that |∂T0 ∩ϕ−1(δ0)| ≥ 2. Let P denote
a (T0, ϕ, α0, δ0)-path in G (existence guaranteed by Lemma 3.1) and any path obtained
from P by removing one end vertex of P is called a (T0, ϕ, α0, δ0)-nonexit path. Let
T+
0 (ϕ,α0, δ0) be an ordered tree obtained from T0 by adding (T0, ϕ, α0, δ0)-nonexit paths,

one for each (T0, ϕ, α0, δ0)-path, so that those paths are added in an arbitrary order but
the edges in each such path are added consecutively in the order along that path starting
from the edge incident with T0. We then grow T+

0 (ϕ,α0, δ0) to T1 := clϕ(T
+
0 (ϕ,α0, δ0)).

If T1 is not ϕ-elementary, we will obtain a ‘smaller’ tree that is not π-elementary for some
coloring π Kempe equivalent to ϕ (see Section 4). If T1 is ϕ-elementary and ϕ-closed, we
choose a color δ1 ∈ [k] with |∂T1 ∩ϕ−1(δ1)| ≥ 2, and say that T1 is a (1,0,0)-tree with base
T0, stage T1, and ordered multiset of connecting colors {δ0, δ1}. We further grow T1 to
T+
1 (ϕ,α0, δ1) by adding (T1, ϕ, α0, δ1)-nonexit paths (guaranteed to exist by Lemma 3.1),

and set T2 = clϕ(T
+
1 (ϕ,α0, δ1)) which has base T0, stages T1, T2. We give a formal definition

below.

We use quadruple (G, g, ϕ, α0) to denote a graph G with g ∈ E(G), a partial coloring
ϕ of G− g, α0 ∈ ϕ(g), and ϕ(G) ⊆ [k], where k = max{∆(G) + 1,Γ(G)}. Throughout the
remainder of this section, we fix a quadruple (G, g, ϕ, α0).

Definition 2.1. Let n be a positive integer. Suppose there exist ordered trees T0, . . . , Tn

with T0 = clϕ(G[g]) and for i ∈ [0, n] there exist δi ∈ [k] with |∂Ti ∩ ϕ−1(δi)| ≥ 2, such
that, for i ∈ [n], Ti = clϕ(T

+
i−1(ϕ,α0, δi−1)), where T+

i−1(ϕ,α0, δi) is an ordered tree obtained
from Ti−1 by adding (Ti−1, ϕ, α0, δi)-nonexit paths, one for each (Ti−1, ϕ, α0, δi)-path by
removing one end vertex, so that those paths are added in an arbitrary order but the edges
in each such path are added consecutively in the order along that path starting from the edge
incident with T0. We say that Tn is an (n,0,0)-tree with base T0, stages T1, . . . , Tn, and
set of connecting colors Sn := {δ0, δ1, . . . , δn}. We write s(T ) := n. Note that Tn can be
constructed from G[g] in O(|V (G)|2k2) time.

Let Tn+1 be an (n + 1, 0, 0)-tree as in the above definition. If Tn+1 is ϕ-elementary,
we can further grow Tn+1 to clϕ(T

+
n+1(ϕ,α0, δn+1)) with one more stage as in the above

definition. When Tn+1 is not ϕ-elementary, we grow Tn to a tree T in differently such that
V (T ) ⊆ V (Tn+1) and T is not ϕ-elementary.

Definition 2.2. Let n,m be non-negative integers. Suppose there exists an (n+1, 0, 0)-tree
Tn+1 with bases T0, stages T1, . . . , Tn+1, and set of connecting colors Sn = {δ0, δ1, . . . , δn+1}.
Set Tn,0 = Tn and, for each i ∈ [m + 1], let Tn,i = clϕ(Tn,i−1 + gn,i−1), where gn,i−1 ∈
∂Tn,i−1 ∩ ϕ−1(δn) is on a (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-path P such that a subptah of P from Tn to gn,i−1

but not including gn,i−1 is contained in G[Tn,i−1]. We say that Tn,m+1 is an (n,m + 1, 0)-
tree with base T0, stages T1, . . . , Tn, levels Tn,1, . . . , Tn,m+1, and δn-extending edges
gn,0, gn,1, . . . , gn,m. Any prefix T of Tn,m+1 properly containing Tn,m is called an (n,m +
1, 0)-Tashkinov tree, and we write s(T ) := n and ℓ(T ) := m + 1. (In particular, an
(n,m+1, 0)-tree is also an (n,m+1, 0)-Tashkinov tree.) Observe that Tn,m+1 can be found
in O(|V (G)|2k2) time.

Since Tn+1 is not ϕ-elementary, there exists an integer m ≥ 0 such that Tn,m is ϕ-
elementary and Tn,m+1 is not ϕ-elementary. We grow Tn,m to a tree T differently such
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that V (T ) ⊆ V (Tn,m+1) and T is not ϕ-elementary: For each connecting color not already
missing at previous vertices, we reserve two colors which we try to avoid when growing the
tree.

Definition 2.3. Let n,m, q be non-negative integers. Suppose Tn,m+1 is an (n,m + 1, 0)-
tree with base T0, stages T1, . . . , Tn, set of connecting colors Sn = {δ0, δ1, . . . , δn}, levels
Tn,1, . . . , Tn,m+1, and δn-extending edges gn,0, gn,1, . . . , gn,m. Let Tn,m,0 = Tn,m and gn,m,0 =
gn,m. For each δ ∈ Sn \ ϕ(Tn,m,0), let Γ0(δ) ⊆ ϕ(Tn,m,0) \ ϕ(g) with |Γ0(δ)| = 2, such that
Γ0(δ), δ ∈ Sn \ ϕ(Tn,m,0), are pairwise disjoint.

(a) For i ∈ [q], choose gn,m,i ∈ ∂Tn,m,i with ϕ(gn,m,i) ∈ Γi−1(δ
i) for some δi ∈ Sn \

ϕ(Tn,m,i), let Γi(δ) = Γi−1(δ) if δ ∈ Sn \ ϕ(Tn,m,i) and δ 6= δi, and let Γi(δ
i) =

(Γi−1(δ
i) ∪ {γi})\{ϕ(gn,m,i)} for some γi ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,i − Tn,m,i−1)\{δn}.

(b) For i ∈ [0, q], let Tn,m,i+1 be an ordered tree obtained from Tn,m,i + gn,m,i by adding
edges, such that
(b1) for each e ∈ E(Tn,m,i+1)\E(Tn,m,i), ϕ(e) ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,i+1(e)

−), and if ϕ(e) ∈ Γi(δ)
and δ ∈ Sn \ ϕ(Tn,m,i) then δ ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,i+1(e)

−), and
(b2) ϕ(∂Tn,m,i+1) is disjoint from ϕ(Tn,m,i+1)\

⋃
δ∈Sn\ϕ(Tn,m,i+1)

Γi(δ).

We say that Tn,m,q+1 is an (n,m, q+1)-tree with base T0, stages T1, . . . , Tn, levels Tn,1, . . .,
Tn,m, δn-extending edges gn,0, gn,1, . . . , gn,m, phases Tn,m,1, . . . , Tn,m,q+1, and
phase-extending edges gn,m,0, gn,m,1, . . . , gn,m,q. Write Γi =

⋃
δ∈Sn\ϕ(Tn,m,i)

Γi(δ) for i ∈

[0, q]. Any prefix T of Tn,m,q+1 properly containing Tn,m,q is called an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov
tree. (Thus, an (n,m, q + 1)-Tree is also an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree.) Let s(T ) = n,
ℓ(T ) = m, and p(T ) = q + 1. Note that Tn,m,q can be found in O(|V (G)|2k2) time.

Remark. When reducing a non–elementary tree to a ‘smaller’ non-elementary tree, we
perform Kempe exchange outside Tn,m,i for some i ∈ [0, q] if one of the colors involved is
from ϕ(Tn,m,q) ∪ Sn. Moreover, Γi, i ∈ [0, q], remain the same during the process.

Definition 2.4. Let n,m, q be non-negative integers, let T be an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkiov tree
with edge ordering e1 < e2 < · · · < ep, and let Tn,m,q be the final phase of T . Let j be
minimum such that ej ∈ E(T ) \E(Tn,m,q) and T [{ej , . . . , ep}] is a path; then branch(T ) :=
T [{ej , . . . , ep}] is called the branch of T and its length is denoted by b(T ). Let v denote the
end of branch(T ) that is not the last vertex of T ; then the trunk of T , denoted as trunk(T ),
is obtained from T by deleting branch(T ) − v and let t(T ) denote the number of edges in
trunk(T ). The vector (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )) defines a lexicographic ordering on all
Tashkinov trees.

We can now give a brief overview of the proof of Theorem 1.1, and we refer the reader to
the proof in Section 5 for a more comlete overview. Let (G, g, ϕ, α0) be a quadruple.

If T0 := clϕ(G[g]) is not ϕ-elementary then we apply Lemma 2.1 and obtain a coloring
π such that π−1([k]) = ϕ−1([k]) ∪ {g} and π is Kempe equivalent to ϕ on G − g. If
π−1([k]) = E(G), stop and output π as the desired coloring; otherwise, update ϕ with π,
update g with an edge from E(G) \ π−1([k]), and repeat the process.

If T0 is ϕ-elementary then we grow an (n,m, q + 1)-tree Tn,m,q+1 as in the above defini-
tions, such that Tn,m,q is ϕ-elementary but Tn,m,q+1 is not ϕ-elementary. Choose the prefix
T of Tn,m,q+1 such that T is not ϕ-elementary and, subject to this, T is ‘minimal’ in a lexico-
graphic order. Then T is an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov tree. We reduce T to Tashkinov tree T ′

and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ (see Lemma 4.7), such that T ′ is not ϕ′-elementary
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and (s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) is smaller than (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )). Update T
with T ′ and ϕ with ϕ′, and repeat the process.

3. Structure-preserving Kempe exchanges

Throughout this section, let (G, g, ϕ, α0) denote a quadruple, with ϕ(G) ⊆ [k] where
k := max{∆(G) + 1,Γ(G)}. We consider Kempe exchanges that preserve those structure of
(n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov trees determined by exit and nonexit edges.

For a tree T in G and α, β ∈ [k], a (T, ϕ, α, β)-exit path is a path P in G[ϕ−1({α, β})]
with ends u, v such that u ∈ V (T ), V (P − u) ∩ V (T ) = ∅, and ϕ(v) ∩ {α, β} 6= ∅. The
edge of P incident with u is called a (T, ϕ, α, β)-exit edge. Any edge of ∂T ∩ ϕ−1({α, β})
that is not a (T, ϕ, α, β)-exit edge is called a (T, ϕ, α, β)-nonexit edge. Notice that a
(T, ϕ, α, β)-nonexit edge is on a (T, ϕ, α, β)-path in G.

To grow/reduce trees using Kempe exchanges, we need to use (T, ϕ, α0, δn)-paths. To
guarantee the existence of such paths, we will show that for any Tashkinov tree T in G there
is at most one (T, ϕ, α0, δn)-exit path. First, we consider (n, 0, 0)-trees.

Lemma 3.1. Let n be a non-negative integer and T := Tn be an (n, 0, 0)-tree in G with base
T0, stages T1, . . . , Tn, and set of connecting colors Sn := {δ0, . . . , δn}. Let α ∈ ϕ(T ) and
δ ∈ [k]. In O(|V (G)|3|E(G)|2) time,

(i) one concludes that there is at most one (T, ϕ, α, δ)-exit path, or
(ii) one finds an (n′, 0, 0)-tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ such that

n′ ≤ n and T ′ is not ϕ′-elementary.

Proof. If T is not ϕ-elementary then (ii) holds with T ′ := T and ϕ′ := ϕ. So assume that
T is ϕ-elementary. If δ ∈ ϕ(T ) then α, δ /∈ ϕ(∂T ) since α ∈ ϕ(T ) and T is ϕ-closed; so there
is no (T, ϕ, α, δ)-exit path and we have (i). Now assume δ /∈ ϕ(T ) and let Px, Py be distinct
(T, ϕ, α, δ)-exit paths, with V (Px) ∩ V (T ) = {x}, V (Py) ∩ V (T ) = {y}, and y ∈ V (T (x)).
Assume x ∈ V (Tj − Tj−1) for some j ∈ [0, n] with T−1 = ∅. The next four paragraphs
describe a process for reducing |V (Px)|+ |V (Py)| and forcing (ii).

Let β ∈ ϕ(x). Let ϕ0 = ϕ/(G−T, α, β), which is Kempe equivalent to ϕ as α, β /∈ ϕ(∂T ).
Then, since T+

i (ϕ,α0, δi) ⊆ Tn = T for i ∈ [0, n − 1] (when n ≥ 1), T is the same (n, 0, 0)-
tree under both ϕ and ϕ0. Moreover, Px and Py are (T, ϕ0, β, δ)-exit paths, and Px is a
(β, δ)-chain under ϕ0.

Let π0 = ϕ0/Px. Then T+
j−1(π0, α0, δn−1) = T+

j−1(ϕ,α0, δn−1), where T+
−1(π0, α0, δ−1) = ∅.

Let T ∗ = T (x) if T+
j−1(π0, α0, δj−1) ⊆ T (x), and T ∗ = T+

j−1(π0, α0, δj−1) if ⊆ T (x) 6⊆

T+
j−1(π0, α0, δn−1). Then T 0 = clπ0

(T ∗). Since V (Px) ∩ V (Tn) = {x}, the (Ti, π0, α0, δi)-

paths are precisely the (Ti, ϕ0, α0, δi)-paths, for i ∈ [0, j − 1] (when j ≥ 1). Hence, under
π0, T

0 is an (j, 0, 0)-tree with base T0 and stages T1, . . . , Tj−1, T
0. Note T 0 can be found in

O(|V (G)|2k2) time. Let x∗ be the end of Px other than x, and y∗ be the end of Py other than
y. Also, let yy′ be the edge of Py incident with y. Note π0(yy

′) = δ ∈ π0(x); so y′ ∈ V (T 0).

Suppose there exists z ∈ {x∗, y∗} ∩ V (T 0). Note π0(z) ∩ {β, δ} 6= ∅. If δ ∈ π0(z) then T 0

is not π0-elementary since δ ∈ π0(x). Now assume β ∈ π0(z). Then V (Px ∪ Py) ⊆ V (T 0);
in particular, x∗, y∗ ∈ V (T 0). If δ ∈ π0({x

∗, y∗}) then T 0 is not π0-elementary (since
δ ∈ π0(x)). If δ /∈ ϕ0({x

∗, y∗}) then β ∈ π0(x
∗) ∩ π(y∗), and again T 0 is not π0-elementary.

So in all cases, (ii) holds with T ′ := T 0 and ϕ′ := π0 which can be found in O(|V (G)|2k)
time.
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Now suppose {x∗, y∗} ∩ V (T 0) = ∅. Then Px and Py contain (T 0, π0, β, δ)-exit paths, say
Px1

and Py1 , with Px1
⊆ Px, Py1 ⊆ Py, V (Px1

)∩V (T 0) = {x1}, and V (Py1)∩V (T 0) = {y1}.
Note that y1 6= y since y′ ∈ V (T 0). Thus, |V (Px1

)|+ |V (Py1)| < |V (Px)|+ |V (Py)|.

Repeat the above process for T 0, π0, δ, β (as T, ϕ, α, δ) in the preceding four paragraphs.
With at most |V (G)| iterations, we arrive at an (j, 0, 0)-tree T ′ with base T0, stages T1, . . . , Tj−1,
T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ, such that T ′ is not ϕ′-elementary; so (ii) holds.
Since |V (Px)| + |V (Py)| ≤ |V (G)|, the entire process takes O(|V (G)|3|E(G)|2) time as
k = O(|E(G)|). �

Next, we prove a technical lemma about nonexit edges of (n, 0, 0)-trees.

Lemma 3.2. Let n be a non-negative integer and Tn an (n, 0, 0)-tree, with base T0, stages
T1, . . . , Tn, and set of connecting colors Sn = {δ0, . . . , δn}. Let α1, α2 ∈ [k], R an (α1, α2)-
chain, and U any tree in G containing V (Tn), such that U is ϕ-elementary, ϕ(g)∩ϕ(∂U) = ∅,
α1 ∈ ϕ(U) \ ({α0} ∪ ϕ(∂U)), α2 /∈ ϕ(∂U) when α2 ∈ ϕ(U), |V (R) ∩ V (U))| ≤ 1, and both
ends of R are outside Tn. In O(|V (G)|3|E(G)|2 time,

(i) one concludes that the (Tn, ϕ/R,α0, δn)-nonexit edges are the (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-nonexit
edges; or

(ii) one finds an (n′, 0, 0)-tree T ′ and coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ such that n′ ≤ n
and T ′ is not ϕ′-elementary.

Proof. First, we may assume

Claim 1. α1 ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0} and α2 ∈ {α0, δn}.

Suppose α1 = δn. Then δn /∈ ϕ(∂U) by assumption. Thus, since α0 /∈ ϕ(∂U) (as
α0 ∈ ϕ(g)), T+

n (ϕ,α0, δn) ⊆ U ; so |V (R) ∩ V (T+
n (ϕ,α0, δn))| ≤ 1 and, hence, E(R) ∩

E(T+
n (ϕ,α0, δn)) = ∅. Therefore, the (Tn, ϕ/R,α0, δn)-paths are the (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-paths

and, thus, (i) holds.

Thus, we may assume α1 6= δn. Suppose α1 /∈ ϕ(g)\{α0}. Let α ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0}. Then
α1, α /∈ ϕ(∂T )∪{α0, δn}; so ϕ∗ := ϕ/(G−U,α1, α) is Kempe equivalent to ϕ, the (Tn, ϕ

∗, α0, δn)-
paths are precisely the (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-paths, and R is an (α,α2)-chain under ϕ∗. When n ≥ 1,
for i ∈ [0, n − 1], E(R) ∩ E(T+

i (ϕ,α0, δn)) = ∅ since T+
i (ϕ,α0, δi) ⊆ Tn. Therefore, under

ϕ∗, Tn is also an (n, 0, 0)-tree. Moreover, α,α1, U,R satisfy the conditions of the lemma.
Hence, (i) or (ii) holds for ϕ,α1 if, and only if, (i) or (ii) holds for ϕ∗, α.

Thus, we may assume that α1 ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0}. If α2 /∈ {α0, δn} then (i) holds. So we may
assume α2 ∈ {α0, δn}. The above process takes O(|V (G)|) time. �

We can now prove that (i) or (ii) holds without involving the tree U . The only conditions
we will use are: α1 ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0}, α2 ∈ {α0, δn}, |V (R) ∩ V (Tn)| ≤ 1, and both ends of R
are outside of Tn.

Let Px be the unique (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-exit-path and let Pw be the unique (Tn, ϕ/R,α0, δn)-
exit-path; else, (ii) follows from Lemma 3.1. Let x ∈ V (Px)∩V (Tn) and w ∈ V (Pw)∩V (Tn).
If x = w then (i) holds. Assume x 6= w.

We may assume w ∈ V (Tn(x)). To see this, we observe the symmetry between Tn and ϕ
and Tn under π := ϕ/R: Since both ends of R are outside Tn, it follows that π(v) = ϕ(v)
for every v ∈ V (Tn) and π(e) = ϕ(e) for every edge e ∈ E(G[Tn]). For each i ∈ [0, n − 1],
T+
i (ϕ,α0, δi) ⊆ Tn and |V (R) ∩ V (Tn)| ≤ 1; so the (Ti, ϕ/R,α0, δi)-paths are precisely

the (Ti, ϕ, α0, δi)-paths. Hence, Tn, under π, is also an (n, 0, 0)-tree with base T0, stages



GOLDBERG-SEYMOUR CONJECTURE 7

T1, . . . , Tn, and set of connecting colors Sn = {δ0, . . . , δn}. Moreover, α1 ∈ π(g)\{α0}, and
so the conditions on α1, α2, R are satisfied under π as well.

We may also assume that w is an end of a (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-path, say Qw; otherwise, (ii)
follows from Lemma 3.1. Since Qw is not a (Tn, ϕ/R,α0, δn)-path, we have E(R)∩E(Qw) 6=
∅. Let j ∈ [−1, n − 1] such that x ∈ V (Tj+1 − Tj), where T−1 = ∅. Then w ∈ V (Tj+1(x)).
We will construct a coloring ϕ′ and a (j+1, 0, 0)-tree T ′ containing V (Qw∪R) (see the next
two paragraphs) and show that (ii) holds for T ′, ϕ′. Note that Tn is ϕ-elementary (since U
is ϕ-elementary).

Let T 0 = Tj+1, ξ−1 = ϕ, x0 = x, γ−1 = α0, β−1 = δn, and Px0
= Px which

is a (T 0, ξ−1, β
−1, γ−1)-exit path. Note that T 0 is ξ−1-closed. Let β0 ∈ ξ−1(x0) and

γ0 ∈ ϕ(T (x0)) \ {γ
−1, α1, α2, β

0} (which exists as T 0 = Tn is ϕ-elementary and |V T (0)| ≥
|V (T0)| ≥ 3). Suppose for some integer i ≥ 0, we have defined T i, ξi−1, xi, γ

i−1, βi, and
Pxi

, such that T i is a (j + 1, 0, 0)-tree under ξi−1 and contains Tj as its jth stage, T i is
ξi−1-elementary and ξi−1-closed, Pxi

is a (T i, ξi−1, β
i−1, γi−1)-exit path, xi is the end of Pxi

contained in T i, βi−1 /∈ ξi−1(T
i), βi ∈ ξi−1(xi), and γi−1 ∈ ξi−1(T

i(xi−1) − T i−1(xi−2)) if

i ≥ 2. We define T i+1, ξi, xi+1, γ
i, βi+1 and Pxi+1

as follows.

Let ϕi = ξi−1/(G − T i, βi, γi−1). Since βi, γi−1 ∈ ξi−1(T
i), it follows that βi, γi−1 /∈

ϕ(∂T i), ϕi is Kempe equivalent to ξi−1, and T i is a (j+1, 0, 0)-tree. Now Pxi
is a (βi, βi−1)-

chain under ϕi. Thus, πi := ϕi/Pxi
is Kempe equivalent to ϕi, Pxi

is a (βi, βi−1)-chain
under πi, and βi−1 ∈ πi(xi). Moreover, the edge of Pxi

incident with xi, denoted xiyi, is
the only edge in ∂T i ∩ π−1

i (βi). Choose γi ∈ πi(T
i(xi)− T i−1(xi−1)) which exists as T i(xi)

is π-elementary (since T i is ϕ-elementary and βi−1 /∈ ξi−1(T
i) = ϕ(T i)), and let Qxi

be the

(T i, πi, γ
i, βi)-exit path (so V (Qxi

∩ T i) = {xi} and xiyi ∈ E(Qxi
)). Let ξi = πi/(G− (T i ∪

Qxi
), βi, γi), which is Kempe equivalent to πi. Note that γi ∈ ξi(T

i(xi) − T i−1(xi−1)) and

βi−1 ∈ ξi(xi). Note that both T i(xi) and T+
j (ξi, α0, δj) contain Tj as a prefix; so the edges

of T i(xi) ∪ T+
j (ξi, α0, δj) can be ordered to form an ordered tree Uj such that Uj contains

T+
j (ξi, α0, δj) as a prefix. Let T i+1 = clξi(Uj). Let xi+1 ∈ V (Qxi

) ∩ V (T i+1), such that
Pxi+1

, the subpath of Qxi
between xi+1 and the end x∗i of Qxi

other than xi, is minimal.

Note that Pxi+1
is a (T i+1, ξi, β

i, γi)-exit path. Let βi+1 ∈ ξi(xi+1).

We stop the above process when xi+1 = xi or βi ∈ ξi(T
i+1). Note that this process takes

O(|V (G)|2k2) time.

Note that if x∗i ∈ V (T i+1), we may assume βi ∈ ξi(x
∗
i ) ⊆ ξi(T

i+1); otherwise, γi ∈
ξi(x

∗
i )∩ξi(T

i(xi)) which implies that T i+1 is not ξi-elementary and (ii) holds with T ′ := T i+1

and ϕ′ := ξi+1. Since T i(xi) properly contains T i−1(xi−1) for i ≥ 1, the above process must
stop, and we assume it stops with i = m. Thus, for i ∈ [m], T i is a (j + 1, 0, 0)-tree under
ξi−1.

Note that ϕ0(Qw ∪ Px0
) = {β−1, β0}. Let Q∗

w be the component of G[ϕ−1
0 ({β−1, β0})]

containing Qw. So V (Q∗
w)∩ V (Px0

) = ∅ as Px0
is a (β−1, β0)-chain under ϕ0. We will show

that Tm is not ξm−1-elementary by considering whether V (Q∗
w∪R) ⊆ V (Tm). By definition

and by Claim 1, ϕ0(R) ⊆ {α1, β
−1, γ−1, β0}. Also observe the following

Claim 2. (1) ξ0(Q
∗
w ∪R∪Px0

) ⊆ {α1, β
−1, γ−1, β0, γ0} and α1, β

−1, γ−1, γ0 ∈ ξ0(T
0(x0)),

and (2) for i ∈ [m], the colors involved in Kempe exchanges for obtaining ξi from ξi−1 are
βi−1, βi, γi−1, γi. �

Let A1 = {α1, β
−1, γ−1, γ0} and Ai = Ai−1 ∪ {βi−2, γi−1} for i ∈ [m] \ {1}.
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Claim 3. For i ∈ [m], (1) Ai ⊆ ξi−1(T
i−1(xi−1)), and (2) ξi−1(Q

∗
w∪R∪Px) ⊆ Ai∪{βi−1}.

Observe that Claim 3 for i = 1 follows from (1) of Claim 2. Now suppose Claim 3 holds
for some i, with 1 ≤ i < m. Since T i−1(xi−1) ⊆ T i(xi) and βi−1, γi ∈ ξi(T

i(xi)), we have
Ai+1 = Ai ∪ {βi−1, γi} ⊆ ξi(T

i(xi)); so (1) holds.

By (2) of Claim 2, we see that ξi(Q
∗
w∪R∪Px) ⊆ ξi−1(Q

∗
w∪R∪Px)∪{βi−1, γi−1, βi, γi} ⊆

(Ai ∪ {βi−1}) ∪ {βi−1, γi−1, βi, γi} = Ai+1 ∪ {βi}. So (2) of Claim 3 also holds. �

Claim 4. Let w1, w2 be the ends of R. Then (ii) holds or, for i ∈ [2], wi ∈ V (Tm) implies
βm−1 ∈ ξm−1(wi).

Let r ∈ [m] such that T r contains wi, where i ∈ [2]. We may assume that T r is ξr−1-
elementary; otherwise, (ii) holds with T ′ := T r and ϕ′ := ξr−1.

Since ξ−1(wi) ∩ (ξ−1(T
0(x0)) ∪ {β−1}) 6= ∅, we have ξr−1(wi) ∩ (ξr−1(T

0(x0)) ∪ Ar ∪

{βr−1}) 6= ∅ by (2) of Claim 2, Notice that T 0(x0) ⊆ T r−1(xr−1) and Ar ⊆ ξr−1(T
r−1(xr−1))

(by (1) of Claim 3). Therefore, βr−1 ∈ ξr−1(wi) ⊆ ξr−1(T
r) as T r is ξr−1-elementary. Since

the construction process stops at Tm, we must have r = m; so βm−1 ∈ ξm−1(wi). �

Claim 5. We may assume βr−1 /∈ ξr−1(T
r) for all r ∈ [m].

Since the construction process stops at Tm, βr−1 /∈ ξr−1(T
r) for all r ∈ [m − 1]. Thus,

to prove Claim 5, we assume βm−1 ∈ ξm−1(T
m). By Claim 3, ξm−1(Q

∗
w ∪ R ∪ Px0

) ⊆

Am∪{βm−1} ⊆ ξm−1(T
m−1)∪{βm−1} ⊆ ξm−1(T

m). Hence, V (R) ⊆ V (Tm) and, by Claim

4, we have βm−1 ∈ ξm−1(w1) ∩ ξm−1(w2); so (ii) holds with T ′ := Tm and ϕ′ := ξm−1. �

Claim 6. E(Q∗
w ∪R) ∩ ∂Tm = {xmym}.

Let uv ∈ E(Q∗
w ∪ R) ∩ ∂Tm with u ∈ V (Tm) and v /∈ V (Tm). By (2) of Claim 3,

ξm−1(uv) ∈ Am ∪{βm−1}; so, by (1) of Claim 3, ξm−1(uv) = βm−1 since Tm is ξm−1-closed.
Note that πm−1(uv) 6= γm−1 since γm−1 is not used in any Kempe exchange for obtaining
πm−1 and γm−1 /∈ {α1, α0, β

−1, γ−1} ⊇ ϕ0(Q
∗
w ∪ R). Thus, since ξm−1 = πm−1/(G −

(Tm−1 ∪ Qxm−1
), βm−1, γm−1), we have ξm−1(uv) = πm−1(uv) = βm−1. It follows that

uv ∈ E(G[Tm−1 ∪Qxm−1
]). Hence {u, v} ⊆ V (Tm−1) or uv ∈ E(Qxm−1

).

Suppose {u, v} ⊆ V (Tm−1). Then ϕm−1(uv) = ξm−2(uv) since ϕm−1 = ξm−2/(G −
Tm−1, βm−1, γm−2). By (2) of Claim 3, ξm−2(Q

∗
w∪R) ⊆ Am−1∪{β

m−2}. Thus, ϕm−1(uv) ∈
Am−1 ∪ {βm−2}; so ϕm−1(uv) 6= βm−1. Since obtaining πm−1 and ξm−1 from ϕm−1 involve
no edges with both ends in V (Tm−1), ξm−1(uv) 6= βm−1, a contradiction.

Hence, uv ∈ E(Qxm−1
). By Claim 5, xm = xm−1. Thus, xm is both the first vertex of

Pxm and the last vertex of Qxm−1
contained in V (Tm); so uv = xmym. �

We may assume {w1, w2} 6⊆ V (Tm); for otherwise, βm−1 ∈ ξm−1(w1) ∩ ξm−1(w2) (by
Claim 4) and, hence,(ii) holds with T ′ := Tm and ϕ′ := ξm−1. Therefore, since w ∈
V (T 0(x0)) ⊆ V (Tm), there exists uv ∈ E(Q∗

w ∪ R) ∩ ∂Tm. By Claim 6, uv = xmym is the
unique edge in E(Q∗

w ∪R)∩∂Tm. Thus, V (Q∗
w) ⊆ V (Tm) as Q∗

w is a cycle. Hence, xmym ∈
E(R) \ E(Q∗

w) and an end of R, say w1, is in Tm. By Claim 4, we may assume βm−1 ∈
ξm−1(w1) (or (ii) holds). Thus, V (Q∗

w ∪ R) ⊆ V (Tm) (by Claim 3), forcing {w1, w2} ⊆
V (Tm), a contradiction.

The complexity of the proof is O(|V (G)|3|E(G)|2) time, due to the use of Lemma 3.1. �

Next we show that (n,m, q)-trees have at most one exit path.
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Lemma 3.3. Let n,m, q be non-negative integers, T be an (n,m, q)-tree, and α, δ ∈ [k],
such that α ∈ ϕ(T )\{α0} and α /∈ ϕ(∂T ). In O(|V (G)|4|E(G)|2) time,

(i) one concludes that there is at most one (T, ϕ, α, δ)-exit path; or
(ii) one finds an (n′,m′, q′)-tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ such that

(n′,m′, q′) ≤ (n,m, q) and T ′ is not ϕ′-elementary.

Proof. We may assume that T is ϕ-elementary; for otherwise, (ii) holds with T ′ := T and
ϕ′ := ϕ. By Lemma 3.1, we may assume (m, q) 6= (0, 0).

Let T0 be the base of T , let T1, . . . , Tn be the stages of T , let Tn,1, . . . , Tn,m be the levels of
T , and let Tn,m,1, . . . , Tn,m,q be the phases of T . Then T = Tm,n,q. Let Sn = {δ0, δ1, . . . , δn}
denote the set of connecting colors of T .

We may assume α ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0}. For, otherwise, choose α∗ ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0}. Since α∗, α /∈
ϕ(∂T ), ϕ∗ := ϕ/(G−T, α, α∗) is Kempe equivalent to ϕ. Clearly, T+

i (ϕ∗, α0, δi) = T+
i (ϕ,α0, δi)

for i ∈ [0, n − 1] (as they are inside T ). Note that if α = δn then V (T+
n (ϕ,α0, δn)) ⊆ V (T )

as α,α∗ /∈ ϕ(∂T ), and if α 6= δn then α,α∗ /∈ {α0, δn}. Hence, the (Tn, ϕ
∗, α0, δn)-paths are

precisely the (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-paths. Thus, under ϕ∗, T is also an (n,m, q)-tree. Moreover,
there is at most one (T, ϕ∗, α∗, δ)-exit path if, and only if, there is at most one (T, ϕ, α, δ)-exit
path. So could work with ϕ∗, α∗ instead of ϕ,α.

To prove the lemma, suppose there exist two (T, ϕ, α, δ)-exit paths, say Px and Py, with
V (Px)∩ V (T ) = {x} and V (Py)∩ V (T ) = {y}. Without loss of generality, let y ∈ V (T (x)).
We may assume x /∈ V (Tn) by Lemma 3.1. Let (m′, q′) be maximal with respect to the
lexicographic ordering subject to x /∈ V (Tn,m′,q′). We will prove (ii) by repeating the process
in the next five paragraphs.

Let β ∈ ϕ(x). Then, since T is ϕ-elementary, β /∈ Γq′ ∪ {α0}; so α, β /∈ ϕ(∂Tn,m,q′).
Hence, ϕ0 := ϕ/(G − T, α, β) is Kempe equivalent to ϕ. Moreover, for i ∈ [0, n − 1],
T+
i (ϕ,α0, δi) ⊆ Tn ⊆ T (x)−; so T+

i (ϕ0, α0, δi) = T+
i (ϕ,α0, δi). Note that β = δn implies

T+
n (ϕ,α0, δn) ⊆ Tn,m′,q′ and that β 6= δn implies α, β /∈ {α0, δn}; thus T+

n (ϕ0, α0, δn) =
T+
n (ϕ,α0, δn). Hence, T (x) has the same tree structure under ϕ and ϕ0.

Now Px is a (β, δ)-chain under ϕ0 and Py is a (T, ϕ0, β, δ)-exit path. Hence, π0 := ϕ0/Px is
Kempe equivalent to ϕ0, δ ∈ π0(x), and Px is a (β, δ)-chain under π0. Since x /∈ V (Tn,m′,q′),
both ends of Px are outside V (Tn). We may assume that the (Tn, π0, α0, δn)-nonexit edges
are precisely the (Tn, ϕ0, α0, δn)-nonexit edges. For, otherwise, by applying Lemma 3.2 to
Tn, ϕ0, α, β, Px, there exist an (n′, 0, 0)-tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ0

(and hence ϕ), such that n′ ≤ n and T ′ is not ϕ′-elementary and (ii) holds.

Let T 1 be an ordered tree obtained from T (x) by successively adding edges e such that (1)
π0(e) ∈ π0(T

1(e)−), and if π0(e) ∈ Γq′(δ
′) and δ′ ∈ Sn \ π0(Tn,m′,q′) then δ′ ∈ π0(T

1(e)− −
T (x)), and (2) π(∂T 1) is disjoint from π(T 1) and

⋃
δ′∈Sn\π0(Tn,m′,q′ )

Γ(δ′). Thus,Tn,m′,q′ ⊆

T (x) ⊆ T 1. It follows that T 1 is an (n,m′, q′ + 1)-tree under π0 and has the same base,
stages, and levels as Tn,m′,q′ under ϕ but with one more phase. Note that T 1 contains the
edge of Py incident with y. Let x∗ and y∗ be the ends of Px and Py in V (T 1), respectively.
Recall that δ ∈ π0(x), π0(x

∗) ∩ {β, δ} 6= ∅, π0(y
∗) ∩ {β, δ} 6= ∅, and π0(Px ∪ Py) = {β, δ}.

Suppose there exists z ∈ {x∗, y∗}∩V (T 1). Note that {β, δ}∩π0(z) 6= ∅. If δ ∈ π0(z) then
T 1 is not π0-elementary. Suppose β ∈ π0(z); then {x∗, y∗} ⊆ V (T 1). If δ ∈ π0({x

∗, y∗}) then
T 1 is not π0-elementary; otherwise β ∈ π0(x

∗) ∩ π0(y
∗) and again T 1 is not π0-elementary.

Thus, (ii) holds with T ′ := T 1 and ϕ′ := π0.
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Now assume that {x∗, y∗} ∩ V (T 1) = ∅. Then, Px and Py each contain a (T 1, π0, β, δ)-
exit path. Denote these two subpaths by Px1

and Py1 , where x1 ∈ V (Px1
) ∩ V (T 1) and

y1 ∈ V (Py1) ∩ V (T 1). Since y ∈ V (T 1), |V (Px1
)|+ |V (Py1)| < |V (Px)|+ |V (Py)|.

Note that the process in the above 5 paragraphs takes O(|V (G)|3|E(G)|2) time (due to an
application of Lemma 3.2) and it is repeated at most |V (G)| times to arrive at (ii). Hence,
the complexity of the proof is O(|V (G)|4|E(G)|2. �

We will make heavy use of Kempe exchanges satisfying the conditions of the lemma below.

Lemma 3.4. Let n,m, q be non-negative integers and T an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree,
with set of connecting colors Sn = {δ0, . . . , δn}, and final phase Tn,m,q. Let v,w ∈ V (T ) with
v ∈ V (T (w)), and let ε1 ∈ (ϕ(v) \ {α0}) \ ϕ(T (w) − E(Tn,m,q)) and ε2 ∈ ϕ(w) such that
{ε1, ε2} ∩ ϕ(Tn,m,q) 6⊆ {α0} or {ε1, ε2} ∩ (ϕ(Tn,m,q) ∪ Sn) = ∅. In O(|V (G)|4|E(G)|2) time,

(i) one concludes that, for any (ε1, ε2)-chain R not containing v,
(i1) the (Tn, ϕ/R,α0, δn)-nonexit edges are precisely the (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-nonexit edges,
(i2) Tn,m,q is an (n,m, q)-tree under ϕ/R,
(i3) if w /∈ V (Tn,m,q) then T (w) is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under ϕ/R,
(i4) v,w are the ends of an (ε1, ε2)-chain under ϕ, and
(i5) if w /∈ V (Tn,m,q ∪ R) and if ε1 /∈ Γq, or ε1 ∈ Γq and ε1, ε2 /∈ ϕ(T − E(T (w))),
or ε1 ∈ Γq(δ) for some δ ∈ ϕ(T (w)), then T is an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov tree under
ϕ/R; or

(ii) one finds an (n′,m′, q′)-Tashkinov tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ,
such that T ′ is not ϕ′-elementary, and T ′ ⊆ T (w) or (n′,m′, q′) < (n,m, q + 1).

Proof. We remark that the complexity O(|V (G)|4|E(G)|2) is due to the use of Lemma 3.3.
We may assume that T− is ϕ-elementary; else (ii) holds with ϕ′ := ϕ and T ′ := T−. Let R
be an arbitrary (ε1, ε2)-chain not containing v.

We may further assume v ∈ V (Tn,m,q). For, otherwise, we have {ε1, ε2} ∩ (ϕ(Tn,m,q) ∪
Sn) = ∅ (by assumption) and, hence, (i1) and (i2) hold. Since ε1 /∈ ϕ(T (w) − E(Tn,m,q))
and ε2 ∈ ϕ(w), we have E(R) ∩ E(T (w)) = ∅; so (i3) holds. Note that ε1, ε2 /∈ Γq as
v,w /∈ V (Tn,m,q) and that w /∈ V (R) implies π(w) = ϕ(w). Hence, if w /∈ V (R) then T is
a prefix of a closure of T (w) under ϕ/R (see (b1) of Definition 2.3); thus (i5) holds. Now
suppose (i4) fails. Then R′, the (α, β)-chain containing w, does not contain v. The same
argument above for R also applies to R′; hence (i3) holds for ξ := ϕ/Pw(ϕ,α, β). Now
ε1 ∈ ξ(v) ∩ ξ(w); so (ii) holds with T ′ = T (w) and ϕ′ := ξ.

Thus, ε1 ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q)\{α0}. Note that for any γ ∈ {ε1, ε2} \ {α0} with γ ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q),
γ /∈ ϕ(∂Tn,m,h) for some h ∈ [0, q]; since if γ ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,0) then γ /∈ ϕ(∂(Tn,m,0), and if
γ ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,h − Tn,m,h−1) for some h ≥ 1 then γ /∈ ϕ(∂(Tn,m,h)). Choose such a γ to
maximize h. We may assume that there is at most one (Tn,m,h, ϕ, ε1, ε2)-exit path (else (ii)
follows from Lemma 3.3), and if there is one then it must be the (ε1, ε2)-chain Pv under ϕ
containing v. Therefore, R∩Tn,m,h = ∅ as v /∈ V (R). So it follows from the maximality of h
that, for each i ∈ [q]\ [h], {ε1, ε2} ⊆ ϕ(∂Tn,m,i) and, thus, ε1 ∈ Γi−1, and if ε2 ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,i−1)
then ε2 ∈ Γi−1.

Let η ∈ {ε1, ε2} \ {γ}. If η /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,h) or η ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,h)\ϕ(∂Tn,m,h) then, applying
Lemma 3.2 to Tn and R (with U = Tn,m,h), we see that (i1) or (ii) holds. Now assume
that η ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,h) ∩ ϕ(∂(Tn,m,h)). Then η ∈ Γh−1(δ) for some δ ∈ Sn \ ϕ(Tn,m,h); hence,
η /∈ {α0, δn}. If γ 6= δn then {γ, η}∩ {α0, δn} = ∅; so (i1) holds. If γ = δn then δn /∈ ∂Tn,m,h

which implies V (T+
n (ϕ,α0, δn)) ⊆ V (Tn,m,h); hence, V (R)∩V (T+

n ) ⊆ V (R)∩V (Tn,m,h) = ∅
and, clearly, (i1) holds.
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Therefore, to complete the proof of this lemma, we suppose (i1) holds and show that
(i2)–(i5) hold or (ii) holds. For convenience, let π = ϕ/R. Since R ∩ Tn,m,h = ∅ and (i1)
holds, Tn,m,h is an (n,m, h)-tree under π. For each i ∈ [q] \ [h], we have γ ∈ ϕ(∂Tn,m,i) and,
hence, γ ∈ Γi−1.

Case 1. w ∈ V (Tn,m,q).

Then, for each i ∈ [q] \ [h], {ε1, ε2} ⊆ ϕ(∂Tn,m,i); so ε1, ε2 /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,i − E(Tn,m,i−1)).
Moreover, ε1, ε2 /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,i)\

⋃
δ∈Sn\ϕ(Tn,m,i)

Γi−1(δ). Hence, if w /∈ V (R) then, for i ∈

[q]\ [h], Tn,m,i is an (n,m, i)-tree under π and, hence, (i2) holds; and if w ∈ V (R) then T (w)
is an (n,m, j + 1)-Tashkinov tree and ε1 ∈ π(v) ∩ π(w) where w ∈ V (Tn,m,j+1 − Tn,m,j) for
some j ∈ [q−1] and, thus, (ii) holds. Notice that (i3) and (i5) do not apply in this case. For
(i4), suppose w ∈ V (T−) and v,w are not the ends of an (ε1, ε2)-chain. If w ∈ V (Tn,m,h) then
there are two (Tn,m,h, ϕ, ε1, ε2)-exit paths; hence, (ii) holds by Lemma 3.3. If w /∈ V (Tn,m,h),
say w ∈ V (Tn,m,j+1−Tn,m,j) for some j ≥ h. Since Tj+1 is an (n,m, j+1)-tree under π (by
(i2)), T (w) is an (n,m, j + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π. Now ε1 ∈ π(v) ∩ π(w); so (ii) holds
with T ′ := T (w) and ϕ′ := π.

Case 2. w /∈ V (Tn,m,q).

Then γ = ε1 and η = ε2. For each i ∈ [q] \ [h], we have ε1 /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,i)\Γi−1 as ε1 ∈ Γi−1.
Hence, ε1 /∈ ϕ(T (w)−E(Tn,m,h)). Since ε2 ∈ ϕ(w), it follows that ε2 /∈ ϕ(T (w)−E(Tn,m,h)),
unless h = 0 and ε2 = δn in which case ϕ−1(ε2)∩ (E(T (w))\E(Tn,m,h))) = {gn,m,0}. Hence,
since R ∩ Tn,m,h = ∅, we have E(R) ∩ E(T (w) − E(Tn,m,h)) = ∅. Therefore, T (w) satisfies
(b1) of Definition 2.3 under π. Moreover, since ε1, ε2 /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,i)\Γi−1 for i ∈ [q]\ [h], Tn,m,i

under π satisfies (b2) of Definition 2.3. Thus, T (w) is an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov tree. Note
that ϕ(v) = π(v) for every v ∈ V (T (w))\{w}. So (i3) holds, which also implies (i2).

Now suppose that the conditions of (i5) are satisfied. Then π(T (w)) = ϕ(T (w)) since
w /∈ V (R); so T is a prefix of some closure of T (w) under π. Note ε2 /∈ Γq as ε2 /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q).
To prove (i5), it suffices to verify that T and π also satisfy (b1) of Definition 2.3. But this can
be easily checked since ε1 /∈ Γq, or ε1, ε2 /∈ ϕ(T −E(T (w))) (hence ε1, ε2 /∈ π(T −E(T (w)))),
or ε1 /∈ Γq(δ) for some δ ∈ ϕ(T (w)). For (i4), suppose that v,w are not the ends of an
(ε1, ε2)-chain under ϕ. By the same argument as in the end of Case 1, we see that (ii) holds
with T ′ := T (w) and ϕ′ := π. �

Remark. We note that when w ∈ V (T−) the tree T ′ in (ii) of Lemma 3.4 satisfies
(s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) < (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )).

We need to use special colors for Kempe exchanges in order to preserve base, stages, levels
and phases. To guarantee such colors are available, we use a result of Stiebitz et al. [15]
which can be phrased as: |V (T0)| ≥ 7 or there exists a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ
such that G[g] is not ϕ′-elementary.

Lemma 3.5. Let n,m, q be non-negative integers and let T be an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov tree
with final phase Tn,m,q and set of connecting colors Sn. Let ur be the last vertex of trunk(T ),
and let B(T (ur)

−, ϕ) consist of the colors in ϕ(T (ur)
−) but not in any of the following sets:

ϕ(g), ϕ(T (ur)−E(Tn)), ∪δ∈Sn\ϕ(T (ur)−)Γq(δ), Sn\ϕ(Tn,m,q). Suppose T (ur) is ϕ-elementary

and Tn,m,q ⊆ T (ur). Then |B(T (ur)
−, ϕ)| ≥ 2.

Proof. Since T (ur)
− is ϕ-elementary, we have

|ϕ(T (ur)
−)| = |ϕ(g)|+ |ϕ(T0) \ ϕ(g)|+ |ϕ(Tn − T0)|+ |ϕ(T (ur)

− − Tn)|.

Note that |ϕ(v)| ≥ 1 for each v ∈ V (G). Hence,
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• |ϕ(T0) \ ϕ(g)| ≥ |V (T0)| − 2 ≥ 5 (since |V (T0)| ≥ 7);
• |ϕ(Tn − T0)| ≥ |V (Tn − T0)| ≥ 2n (since |V (Ti+1 − Ti)| ≥ 2 for i ∈ [0, n − 1]);
• |ϕ(T (ur)

− − Tn)| ≥ |V (T (ur)− Tn)| − 1 ≥ |ϕ(T (ur)− E(Tn))| − 1;
• | ∪δ∈Sn\ϕ(T (ur)−) Γq(δ)| ≤ 2|Sn \ ϕ(T (ur)

−)| and

2|Sn \ ϕ(T (ur)
−)|+ |(Sn\ϕ(Tn,m,q)) ∩ ϕ(T (ur)

−)| ≤ 2|Sn| ≤ 2(n + 1).

By a simple calculation, we have |B(T (ur)
−, ϕ)| ≥ 2. �

Remark. For later convenience, we mention two properties of β ∈ B(T (ur)
−, ϕ): if

β /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) then β /∈ Sn; if β ∈ Γq(δ) then δ ∈ ϕ(T (ur)
− − Tn,m,q).

4. Reducing non-elementary trees

In this section, we reduce a non-elementary tree a smaller non-elementary tree. Let
(G, g, ϕ, α0) be a quadruple. For convenience, we let Pv(α, β;ϕ) to denote the (α, β)-chain
in G containing the vertex v under the coloring ϕ.

Let T be an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree, such that T is not ϕ-elementary, but T− is
ϕ-elementary. For each color ε ∈ ϕ(T−), denote by zε the unique vertex in V (T−) with
ε ∈ ϕ(zε). Let V (branch(T )) = {v0, v1, . . . vt}, let fi be the edge of branch(T ) between vi−1

and vi for i ∈ [t], and let α ∈ ϕ(vt) ∩ ϕ(T−).

Let T0 be the base of T , T1, . . . , Tn be the stages of T , Tn,1, . . . , Tn,m be the levels of T ,
and Tn,m,1, . . . , Tn,m,q be the phases of T . Let Sn = {δ0, . . . , δn} be the set of connecting
colors of T , gn,0, gn,1, . . . , gn,m be the δn-extending edges, and gn,m,0, gn,m,1, . . . , gn,m,q denote
the phase-extending edges. Recall Γi, i ∈ [q], from Definition 2.3.

Lemma 4.1. In O(|V (G)|4|E(G)|2) time, (i) one concludes that T 6= Tn,m,q+gn,m,q, or (ii)
one finds a tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ, such that T ′ is not ϕ′-elementary
and (s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) < (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )).

Proof. Suppose T = Tn,m,q + gn,m,q; so t = 1, f1 = gn,m,q, and v1 /∈ V (Tn,m,q).

We may assume that α ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0}. Otherwise, suppose α = α0 or α /∈ ϕ(g). Let
α′ ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0} and R := Pv1(α,α

′;ϕ). By definition, α′ /∈ Γq−1, and so α′ /∈ ∂(Tn,m,q).
We may assume that there is at most one (Tn,m,q, ϕ, α, α

′)-exit path (or (ii) holds by
Lemma 3.3); so R∩Tn,m,q = ∅. Apply Lemma 3.4 with {ε1, ε2} = {α′, α}, {v,w} = {zα′ , zα},
and v ∈ V (T (w)). We may assume that (Tn, ϕ/R,α0, δn)-nonexit edges are precisely the
(Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-nonexit edges, and Tn,m,q is the same (n,m, q)-tree under both ϕ/R and ϕ;
otherwise (ii) holds by (i1) and (i2) of Lemma 3.4. Hence, we could consider ϕ/R,α′ instead
of ϕ,α.

Suppose q ≥ 1. Then γ := ϕ(gn,m,q) ∈ Γq−1. Let R := Pvt(α, γ;ϕ). Apply Lemma 3.4
with {ε1, ε2} = {α, γ}, {v,w} = {zα, zγ}, and v ∈ V (T (w)). We may assume that zα, zγ /∈
V (R) (or (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4). Hence, R contains two (Tn,m,q, ϕ, α, γ)-exit paths;
so (ii) follows from Lemma 3.3.

Now assume q = 0. Then gn,m,q = gn,m is a δn-extending edge, and some (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-
path has a subpath, say Q1, starting from Tn and ending with the edge gn,m,q = v0v1 such
that V (Q1 − v1) ⊆ V (Tn,m). Let R := Pv1(α,α0;ϕ). Note that R ∩ Tn,m,q = ∅ since
α,α0 /∈ ϕ(∂Tn,m,q). Apply Lemma 3.2 to Tn, ϕ, α, α0, R (with U := Tn,m,q). If (ii) of
Lemma 3.2 holds, then (ii) of this lemma holds. Now assume that (i) of Lemma 3.2 holds.
So the edge of Q1 incident with Tn should be a (Tn, ϕ/R,α0, δn)-nonexit edge; but Q1 is a
(Tn, ϕ/R,α0, δn)-exit path, a contradiction.
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Note that the most time-consuming steps above are the applications of Lemmas 3.3 and
3.4. So, this proof takes O(|V (G)|4|E(G)|2) time. �

Next, we deal with the case when zα ∈ V (branch(T )− v0).

Lemma 4.2. In O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2) time, (i) one concludes that zα /∈ V (branch(T ) − v0),
or (ii) one finds a tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ, such that T ′ is not
ϕ′-elementary and (s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) < (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )).

Proof. Suppose (i) fails and let zα = vi for some i ∈ [t− 1].

First, suppose i = t − 1. Let R := G[ft]. Note that R ∩ Tn,m,q = ∅, and π := ϕ/R is
Kempe equivalent to ϕ. Observe that if R intersects a (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-exit path then R is edge
disjoint from all (Tn, π, α0, δn)-paths. Hence, the (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-nonexit paths are precisely
the (Tn, π, α0, δn)-nonexit paths (or (ii) holds by Lemma 3.1). Therefore, under π, T− is an
(n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree. Since ϕ(ft) ∈ ϕ(T−), we have ϕ(ft) ∈ π(vt−1) ∩ π(T (vt−1)

−).
So (ii) holds with T ′ := T− and ϕ′ := π.

Now assume i < t− 1. We will increase i to i+ 1 through Kempe exchanges, eventually
reducing the proof to the case i = t − 1. Let β ∈ ϕ(vi+1). Since T− is ϕ-elementary, we
have α, β /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q); so α, β /∈ Γq.

Suppose {α, β} ∩ Sn = ∅. Then α, β /∈ {α0, δn}. Let R := Pvt(α, β;ϕ) and π = ϕ/R.
Apply Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = α, ε2 = β, v = vi, and w = vi+1. We may assume Pvi(α, β;ϕ) =
Pvi+1

(α, β;ϕ) (or (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4); so vi, vi+1 /∈ V (R). We may also assume
that T is an (n,m, q +1)-Tashkinov tree under π (or (ii) holds by (i5) of Lemma 3.4). Now
β ∈ π(vt) ∩ π(vi+1), increasing i to i+ 1.

Therefore, let δ ∈ {α, β} ∩ Sn. Then δ ∈ Sn \ ϕ(Tn,m,q). Since |Γq(δ)| = 2, there exists
γ ∈ Γq(δ)\{ϕ(fi+1)}. By definition, γ ∈ (ϕ(Tn,m,q) \ {α0})\ϕ(T (vi+1) − E(Tn,m,q)). Let
R := Pvt(α, γ;ϕ) and π := ϕ/R. Apply Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = γ, ε2 = α, v = zγ , and
w = vi. We may assume Pvγ (α, γ;ϕ) = Pvi(α, γ;ϕ) (or (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4); so
vγ , vi /∈ V (R). We may also assume that T is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π, or
(ii) holds by (i5) of Lemma 3.4.

Note that γ ∈ π(Tn,m,q) ∩ π(vt). Let R := Pvt(γ, β;π) and ξ = π/R. Apply Lemma 3.4
again with ε1 = γ, ε2 = β, v = zγ and w = vi+1. We may assume Pvγ (β, γ;ϕ) =
Pvi+1

(β, γ;ϕ) (or (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4); so vγ , vi+1 /∈ V (R). We may also as-
sume that T is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under ξ, or (ii) holds by (i5) of Lemma 3.4.
Note that β ∈ ξ(vt) ∩ ξ(vi+1), increasing i to i+ 1.

The above process takes O(|V (G)|4|E(G)|2) time. By repeating it for i < t− 1 at most
t < |V (G)| steps, we reach the case when i = t − 1; hence (ii) holds from the argument in
the second paragraph of the proof. Thus, the whole argument runs in O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2)
time. �

Lemma 4.3. In O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2) time, (i) one concludes that T − Tn,m,q is not a path
or (ii) one finds a tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ, such that T ′ is not
ϕ′-elementary and (s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) < (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )).

Proof. We first comment that it will be clear from the proof that the complexity bound
O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2) is due to the complexity in Lemma 4.2. Now suppose T − Tn,m,q is a
path (thus contained in branch(T )). Then we may assume t ≥ 2 (or (ii) holds by Lemma 4.1)
and zα ∈ V (Tn,m,q) (or (ii) holds by Lemma 4.2).
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We may assume α 6= α0. Otherwise, let α′ ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0} and R := Pvt(α
′, α;ϕ) and π =

ϕ/R. Then R∩Tn,m,q = ∅ as α,α′ /∈ ϕ(∂Tn,m,q). Apply Lemma 3.4 with {ε1, ε2} = {α′, α},
{v,w} = {zα′ , zα}, and v ∈ V (T (w)). We may assume that Tn,m,q is an (n,m, q)-tree under
π with the same sets of parameters as those under ϕ. Clearly, T is a prefix of a closure of
Tn,m,q + gn,m,q. Since α = α0, α

′ ∈ ϕ(G[g]), it follows that α,α′ /∈ Γq, consequently, T is an
(n,m, q)-Tashkinov tree under π. Hence, we could work with α′, π instead of α,ϕ.

Case 1. ϕ(f1) 6= α.

Let i = t − 1 if α /∈ ϕ(branch(T )); otherwise, let i ∈ [t − 1] be minimum such that
ϕ(fi+1) = α. Then α /∈ ϕ(T (vi) − E(Tn,m,q)) since α ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q)\{α0}. Let β ∈ ϕ(vi),
R := Pvt(α, β;ϕ), and π = ϕ/R.

Apply Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = α, ε2 = β, v = zα, and w = vi. We may assume
Pzα(α, β;ϕ) = Pvi(α, β;ϕ) (or (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4); so zα, vi /∈ V (R). Note
that if i = t − 1, then ϕ(ft) /∈ {α, δ}; If i < t and α ∈ Γq(δ) for some δ ∈ Sn, then
δ ∈ ϕ(T (vi)) since ϕ(fi+1) = α. Hence, under π, we may assume that T is an (n,m, q + 1)-
Tashkinov tree or (ii) holds by (i5) of Lemma 3.4. Since β ∈ π(vt) ∩ π(vi), we see that (ii)
follows from Lemma 4.2.

Case 2. ϕ(f1) = α.

If q = 0, then α = δn /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,0) and hence, zα ∈ V (branch(T )\{vt}); then (ii) holds
by Lemma 4.2. Thus, we may assume q ≥ 1; hence f1 = gn,m,q and α ∈ Γq−1 \ Γq (so
α /∈ ϕ(g)). Let α′ ∈ ϕ(g)\{α,α0}; then α′ /∈ ϕ(∂Tn,m,q). Let R := Pvt(α,α

′;ϕ) and
π = ϕ/R. Apply Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = α′, ε2 = α, v = zα′ and w = zα. We may assume
that Pz′α

(α,α′;ϕ) = Pzα(α,α
′;ϕ) (or (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4); so zα, zα′ /∈ V (R).

We may also assume that Tn,m,q is an (n,m, q)-Tashkinov tree under π, or (ii) holds by (i2)
of Lemma 3.4.

Since α′ ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0}, we may assume that there is at most one (Tn,m,q, ϕ, α, α
′)-exit

path; or or (ii) holds by Lemma 3.3. Thus, R ∩ Tn,m,q = ∅, in particular, f1 /∈ E(R).

Since α,α′ ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) \ Γq, swapping α and α′ on edges of T − Tn,m,q does not affect
the tree structure. Hence, under π, T is an (n,m, q)-Tashkinov tree. Replacing ϕ, zα, α by
π, zα′ , α′, we get back to Case 1 where π(f1) = ϕ(f1) 6= α′ ∈ π(vt) ∩ π(zα′). �

Lemma 4.4. Suppose t ≥ 2 and η ∈ ϕ(vt)∩ϕ(T (ur)
−)\{α0}). Then in O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2)

time, (i) one concludes that η ∈ ϕ(T (v1) − E(Tn,m,q)) or η ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(T (ur)
− − Tn,m,q),

or (ii) one finds a tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kemple equivalent to ϕ, such that T ′ is not
ϕ′-elementary and (s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) < (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )).

Proof. First, we comment the complexity bound O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2) is due to Lemma 4.2.
Now turn to the proof, and suppose (i) fails; so η /∈ ϕ(T (v1) − E(Tn,m,q)) (in particular
η 6= ϕ(f1)) and η /∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(T (ur)

− − Tn,m,q).

Let i = t − 1 if η /∈ ϕ(branch(T ) − v0); otherwise, let i ∈ [t] be minimum such that
ϕ(fi+1) = η. Then i ≥ 1 and η /∈ ϕ(T (vi)− E(Tn,m,q)) since η /∈ ϕ(T (v1)− E(Tn,m,q)) and
ϕ(f1) 6= η, and we may assume that T − Tn,m,q is not a path (or (ii) holds by Lemma 4.3).
Let δ ∈ ϕ(vi). Then δ /∈ {ϕ(fi), η} and δ /∈ ϕ(T (vi) − E(Tn,m,q)) unless q = 0 and δ = δn,
in this case, δ /∈ ϕ(T (vi)− E(Tn + gn,m)) (as δ /∈ ϕ(T (vi)

−).

Case 1. η /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) (so zη /∈ V (Tn,m,q)) and δ ∈ Sn (so δ ∈ Sn \ ϕ(Tn,m,q)).

Let γ ∈ Γq(δ). By definition, γ /∈ ϕ(T (vi) − E(Tn,m,q)). Apply Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = γ,
ε2 = η, v = zγ , w = zη, R := Pvt(η, γ;ϕ), and π := ϕ/R. We may assume Pzγ (η, γ;ϕ) =
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Pzη(η, γ;ϕ) (or (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4); so zγ , zη /∈ V (R) and R∩Tn,m,q = ∅ (or (ii)
holds by Lemma 3.1). Additionally, we notice that η, γ /∈ ϕ(T (vi) − E(T (zη))) and, hence,
we may assume that T (vi) is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π (or (ii) holds by (i5)
of Lemma 3.4). Note η /∈ Γq (as η /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q)) and η ∈ ϕ(T (ur)

−) and γ ∈ Γq(δ) with
δ ∈ ϕ(vi). So T is obtained from T (w) by following (b1) of Definition 2.3; hence T is an
(n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π.

Note that γ ∈ π(vt) ∩ (π(Tn,m,q)\{α0}) and γ /∈ π(T (vi)−E(Tn,m,q)). Apply Lemma 3.4
with ε1 = γ, ε2 = δ, v = zγ , w = vi, R := Pvt(γ, δ;π), and ξ = π/R. We may assume
Pzγ (γ, δ;π) = Pvi(γ, δ;π) (or (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4); so zγ , vi /∈ V (R). Since
vi /∈ V (Tn,m,q ∪R) and γ ∈ Γq(δ) and δ ∈ ϕ(vi), we may assume that T is an (n,m, q + 1)-
Tashkinov tree under ξ (or (ii) holds by (i5) of Lemma 3.4).

Case 2. η ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) or δ /∈ Sn.

By assumption, η 6= α0 and η /∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(T (ur)
− − Tn,m,q). So, either η ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q)\{α0},

or η /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) in which case η /∈ Sn (as η ∈ ϕ(T (ur)
−) and δ /∈ Sn and, thus, {η, δ} ∩

(ϕ(Tn,m,q)∪ Sn) = ∅. Hence, we may apply Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = η, ε2 = δ, v = zη, w = vi,
R := Pvt(η, δ;ϕ) and π = ϕ/R. We may assume Pzη(η, δ;ϕ) = Pvi(γ, δ;ϕ) (or (ii) holds by
(i4) of Lemma 3.4); so zη , vi /∈ V (R).

If η /∈ ϕ(T − E(T (v1))) then i = t − 1 and so δ /∈ ϕ(T − E(T (vi))); otherwise, we have
ϕ(fi+1) = η, which in turn shows that if η ∈ Γq(δ) for some δ ∈ Sn then δ ∈ ϕ(T (vi)).
Hence, the conditions of (i5) of Lemma 3.4 are satisfied. Thus, we may assume that T
is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π, or else (ii) holds by (i5) of Lemma 3.4. Now
η ∈ π(vt) ∩ π(vi), and so (ii) holds by Lemma 4.2. �

Lemma 4.5. Let η ∈ (ϕ(T (ur)
−)∩ϕ(vt)) \ {α0} with η /∈ Sn ∩ϕ(T (ur)

− − Tn,m,q), and let
β ∈ B(T (ur)

−, ϕ)\{ϕ(f1)}, R = Pvt(η, β;ϕ), and π = ϕ/R. Then in O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2)
time,

(i) one concludes that (ia) η /∈ B(T (ur)
−, ϕ) when t ≥ 2, (ib) β ∈ (B(T (ur)

−, π) ∩
π(vt))\{π(f1)}, (ic) the (Tn, π, α0, δn)-nonexit edges are precisely the (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-
nonexit edges, and (id) T is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π; or

(ii) one finds a tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ, such that T ′ is not
ϕ′-elementary and (s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) < (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )).

Proof. We comment first that the complexity bound is due to the application of Lemma 4.4.
Now, turn to the proof. Since β ∈ B(T (ur)

−, ϕ), it follows that β ∈ ϕ(T (ur)
−)\{α0} and

β /∈ Sn∩(ϕ(T (ur)
− \E(Tn,m,q))). Hence, by assumption on η, {η, β}∩(ϕ(Tn,m,q)\{α0}) 6= ∅

or {η, β} ∩ (ϕ(Tn,m,q) ∪ Sn) = ∅. So we could apply Lemma 3.4 with {ε1, ε2} = {η, β} in
Case 1 below.

Case 1. R ∩ T (ur) 6= ∅.

Let Qw be the subpath of R from vt to w ∈ V (T (ur)) and internally disjoint from T (ur).
Let T ′ := T (ur) ∪ Pw if w = ur; and T ′ := T (ur)

− ∪ Qw if w 6= ur. The edges of T ′ are
ordered as in T (ur) followed by the edges in Qw from w to vt. Then t(T ′) < t(T ), because
if w = ur then branch(T ′) contains Qw and the last edge of T (ur), and if w 6= ur then
trunk(T ′) is contained in T (ur)

−.

We may assume that T ′ is not an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under ϕ; as otherwise (ii)
holds with T ′ and ϕ′ := ϕ. Therefore, T ′ violates (b1) of Definition 2.3: η or β ∈ Γq(δ) for
some δ ∈ Sn \ ϕ(T (ur)

−). In particular, η or β /∈ B(T (ur)
−, ϕ), and so η /∈ B(T (ur)

−, ϕ)



16 GUANTAO CHEN, YANLI HAO, XINGXING YU, AND WENAN ZANG

(so (ia) holds), and either δ /∈ ϕ(T−) or zδ /∈ V (T (ur)
−). In the former case, let T (zδ) = T .

By definition, η /∈ ϕ(T (zδ)− E(Tn,m,q)).

Subcase 1.1 zδ /∈ ϕ(T (ur)).

Suppose t = 1. Apply Lemma 3.4 with {ε1, ε2} = {η, β}, {v,w} = {zη, zβ}, and
v ∈ V (T (w)). We may assume that Pzη(η, β;ϕ) = Pzβ (η, β;ϕ) (or (ii) holds by (i4) of
Lemma 3.4); so zη, zβ /∈ V (R). We may also assume that (ic) holds (or (ii) holds by (i1)
of Lemma 3.4) and Tn,m,q is an (n,m, q)-tree (or (ii) holds by (i2) of Lemma 3.4). Since
η, β /∈ ϕ(T (v1) − E(Tn,m,q)), T = T (v1) is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π (so (id)
holds). Clearly, β ∈ B(T (ur)

−, π) ∩ π(vt) \ {π(f1)} (so (i2) holds). Hence, we have (i).

Now assume t ≥ 2. Recall that η /∈ Sn∩ϕ(T (ur)
−−Tn,m,q) and η /∈ ϕ(T (v1)−E(Tn,m,q))

since zδ /∈ V (T (ur)), which in turn shows that η /∈ ϕ(vt), which gives a contradiction to
η ∈ ϕ(vt), and so (ii) holds by Lemma 4.4.

Subcase 1.2. zδ = ur; so δ ∈ ϕ(ur).

We now apply Lemma 3.4 with ε1 and ε2 as in the t = 1 case of Subcase 1.1. We may
assume that zη, zβ /∈ V (R), else (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4. We may also assume that
(ic) holds (else else (ii) holds by (i1) of Lemma 3.4) and Tn,m,q is an (n,m, q)-tree under π
(or (ii) holds by (i2) of Lemma 3.4).

Since η, β ∈ ϕ(T (ur)
−) and zη, zβ /∈ R, we have π(fi) ∈ π(T (fi)) for i ∈ [t]. Since

η, β /∈ ϕ(T (ur) − E(Tn,m,q)), we see that T (ur), under π, is an (n,m, q)-Tashkinov tree.
Note that β ∈ Γq(δ

′) implies δ′ ∈ ϕ(T (ur)
−) (as β ∈ B(T (ur)

−, ϕ)) and that η ∈ Γq(δ) with
δ ∈ ϕ(ur). Hence, by (b1) of Definition 2.3, T is an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov tree under π (so
(id) holds). Since η, β /∈ ϕ(T (ur)), β ∈ B(T (ur)

−, π) (so (ib) holds). Hence, we have (i).

Case 2. R ∩ T (ur) = ∅.

Then π and ϕ agree on T (ur), β ∈ B(T (ur)
−, π)∩ π(vt) \ {π(f1)} (so (ib) holds), and Tn

is an (n, 0, 0)-tree under π.

We claim that (ic) holds and T (ur), under π, is an (n,m, q)-Tashkinov tree. This is clear
if {η, β}∩{α0, δn} = ∅. Now suppose {η, β}∩{α0, δn} 6= ∅. Then δn ∈ {η, β} as α0 /∈ {η, β}.
Since η, β /∈ Sn ∩ (ϕ(T (ur)

− − Tn,m,q)), we have δn ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q). By definition, δn /∈ Γq; so
δn /∈ ∂Tn,m,q. Hence V (T+

n (ϕ, η, β)) ⊆ V (Tn,m,q) which is disjoint from R. Thus, (ic) holds,
and T (ur) is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π.

Since both η, β ∈ ϕ(T (ur)
−), it follows that T is a prefix of a closure of T (ur). Since

β ∈ B(T (Ur)
−, ϕ), if β ∈ Γq(δ) then δ ∈ Sn ∩ (ϕ(T (ur)

− −Tn,m,q)). By the assumption and
Lemma 4.4, we have η ∈ ϕ(T (v1)), consequently, if η ∈ Γq(δ) then δ ∈ Sn ∩ (ϕ(T (ur)

− −
Tn,m,q)). Hence, (b1) of Definition 2.3 is satisfied, and so T is an (n,m, q)-Tashkinov tree.
So (id) holds.

If (ia) holds then we have (i). So, assume t ≥ 2 and η ∈ B(T (ur)
−, ϕ). Since R∩T (ur) = ∅,

we see that η, β ∈ B(T (ur)
−, π). Hence, η, β /∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(T (ur)

−) − Tn,m,q). Since η ∈ ϕ(vt),
we may assume that η ∈ ϕ(T (v1) − E(Tn,m,q)) (or (ii) holds by Lemma 4.4). But then
β ∈ π(vt). Since β ∈ B(T (ur)

−, π), we have β /∈ π(T (v1)− E(Tn,m,q)). Hence, (ii) holds by
Lemma 4.4). �

Lemma 4.6. In O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2) time,

(i) one concludes that t = 1 and finds a coloring π Kempe equivalent to ϕ such that (ia)
T , under π, is an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov tree, (ib) π(v1)∩B(T (ur)

−, π) 6⊆ {π(f1)},
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and if ϕ(f1) /∈ ϕ(ur) and ϕ(f1) /∈
⋃

δ∈Sn∩ϕ(ur)
Γq(δ), then π(f1) /∈ π(ur) and π(f1) /∈

⋃
δ∈Sn∩π(ur)

Γq(δ); or

(ii) one finds a tree T ′ and a coloring ϕ′ Kempe equivalent to ϕ, such that T ′ is not
ϕ′-elementary and (s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) < (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )).

Proof. First, we remark that the complexity bound O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2) is due to applica-
tions of the previous lemmas. Now for the proof, we may assume ur /∈ V (Tn,m,q) (or (ii)
holds by Lemma 4.3) and α ∈ ϕ(vt) ∩ ϕ(T (ur)) (or (ii) holds by Lemma 4.2.

Suppose α = α0. Let α′ ∈ ϕ(g)\{α0}. Apply Lemma 3.4 with {ε1, ε2} = {α′, α},
{v,w} = {zα′ , zα}, v ∈ V (T (w)), and R := Pvt(α,α

′;ϕ). We may assume zα, zα′ /∈ V (R)
(or (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4) and Tn,m,q is an (n,m, q)-tree. We may assume that
R ∩ Tn,m,q = ∅ (or (ii) holds by Lemma 3.3). Since {α′, α0} ⊂ ϕ(G[g]) \ Γq, we may assume
that T is an (n,m, q)-Tashkinov tree by Definition 2.3, and could consider ϕ/R instead of
ϕ. Hence, we may assume α 6= α0. We consider three cases.

Case 1. α ∈ ϕ(vt) ∩ ϕ(ur) and α /∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(T (ur)− Tn,m,q).

Then α /∈ ϕ(Tn,,m,q) (as T− is ϕ-elementary) and, hence, in this case we have α /∈
ϕ(Tn,m,q) ∪ Sn and α /∈ ϕ(T (ur) − E(Tn,m,q)). Since |B(T−

ur
, ϕ)| ≥ 2, there exists η ∈

B(T−
ur
, ϕ)\{ϕ(f1)}. In particular, η ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) or η /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) ∪ Sn, and η /∈ ϕ(T (ur) −

E(Tn,m,q)). Therefore, {α, η} ∩ (Sn ∪ ϕ(Tn,m,q)) = ∅ if η /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q)\{α0}. Now apply
Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = η, ε2 = α, v = zη, w = ur, R = Pvt(α, η;ϕ), and π := ϕ/R. By
(i4), we may assume that zη, ur /∈ V (R) (else (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4) and that
T is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π (else (ii) holds by (i5) of Lemma 3.4, since
ur /∈ V (Tn,m,q ∪R) and if η /∈ Γq(δ) then δ ∈ ϕ(T (ur)

−)). Now η ∈ π(vt) ∩ π(T (ur)
−).

Since α ∈ ϕ(ur)\Sn, α /∈ ϕ(T (ur) − E(Tn)) and, hence, η /∈ π(T (ur) \ E(Tn)). Thus,
since η ∈ B(T (ur)

−, ϕ), we have η ∈ B(T (ur)
−, π). Therefore, we can apply Lemma 4.5 to

T, π, η and some β ∈ B(T (ur)
−, π) \ {π(f1)}; so we may assume t = 1, else (ii) holds by (ia)

of Lemma 4.5. Then η /∈ π(f1) as η ∈ π(v1).

Now suppose ϕ(f1) /∈ ϕ(ur) and ϕ(f1) /∈ Γq(δ)) for any δ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(ur). Then ϕ(f1) /∈
{α, η}; so f1 /∈ E(R) and π(f1) = ϕ(f1). If ur ∈ V (R) then we see that T ′ := T (ur) ∪ R
is an (n,m, q)-Tashkinov tree with t(T ′) < t(T ) (since α ∈ ϕ(ur) and if η ∈ Γq(δ

∗) then
δ∗ ∈ ϕ(T (ur)

−)); so (ii) holds. Hence, we may assume that ur /∈ V (R). Then π(ur) = ϕ(ur).
So π(f1) /∈ π(ur) and π(f1) /∈ Γq(δ) for δ ∈ Sn ∩ π(ur).

Case 2. α ∈ ϕ(vt) ∩ ϕ(T−
ur
) and α /∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(T (ur)− Tn,m,q).

Choose β ∈ B(T−
ur
, ϕ)\{ϕ(f1)}. We apply Lemma 4.5 with η := α, R := Pvt(α, β;ϕ),

and π = ϕ/R. We may assume that T is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π and
β ∈ ϕ(vt) ∩B(T (ur)

−, π) (or (ii) holds by (id) and (ic) of Lemma 4.5).

We further assume that t = 1; as otherwise (ii) holds by Lemma 4.4 (with η := β). Now
π(f1) /∈ {α, η} as {α, β} ⊆ ϕ(v1).

Suppose ϕ(f1) /∈ ϕ(ur) and ϕ(f1) /∈ Γq(δ) for any δ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(ur). Since α, η /∈ ϕ(ur), R
does not end at ur; so π(ur) = ϕ(ur). Since f1 /∈ E(R), π(f1) = ϕ(f1). Hence, π(f1) /∈ π(ur)
and π(f1) /∈ Γq(δ) for δ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(ur).

Case 3. α ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(T (ur)− Tn,m,q).

Then zα /∈ V (Tn,m,q). We will reduce this case to Case 2. Since |Γq(α)| = 2, there exists
γ ∈ Γq(α)\{ϕ(f1)}. Then γ ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q)\{α0} and γ /∈ ϕ(T (zα) − E(Tn,m,q)). We apply
Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = γ, ε2 = α, v = zγ , w = zα, R := Pvt(α, γ;ϕ), and π = ϕ/R. We
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may assume that zγ , zα /∈ V (R) (else (ii) holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4) and that T (zα) is an
(n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under π (else (ii) holds by (i3) of Lemma 3.4). Hence, T is an
(n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree, since α /∈ Γq and γ ∈ Γq(α).

Suppose ϕ(f1) /∈ ϕ(ur) and ϕ(f1) /∈ Γq(δ) for δ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(ur). Since α 6= ϕ(f1) and
γ 6= ϕ(f1) (by choice), we have f1 /∈ E(R). Since {α, γ} ∩ ϕ(ur) = ∅, R does not end at
ur; so π(ur) = ϕ(ur). Note that Γq(δ) remains the same under ϕ and π. Hence, π(f1) =
ϕ(f1) /∈ π(ur) and π(f1) /∈ Γq(δ) for any δ ∈ Sn ∩ π(ur).

Moreover, note that γ /∈ Sn ∩ π(T (ur) − Tn,m,q). Hence, by considering γ, π instead of
α,ϕ, we get back to Case 2. �

We can now prove the main lemma needed to prove Theorem 1.1.

Lemma 4.7. In O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2) time, one finds a Tashkinov tree T ′ and coloring π
Kempe equivalent to ϕ, such that T ′ is not ϕ′-elementary and
(s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) < (s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )).

Proof. We may assume t = 1 and α ∈ B(T (ur)
−, ϕ) \ {ϕ(f1)}; otherwise, the assertion

follows from Lemma 4.6. Let θ = ϕ(f1). Note θ 6= α, as α ∈ ϕ(vt). We may also assume
that ur /∈ V (Tn,m,q), otherwise the assertion holds by Lemma 4.3.

We consider three cases and reduce Case 2 and Case 3 to Case 1. We remark that the
complexity O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2) is due to the application of lemmas in this section.

Case 1. ϕ can be chosen so that θ /∈ ϕ(ur) and θ /∈ Γq(δ) for any δ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(ur).

Let T ′ denote the tree T − ur inheriting the edge ordering of T . Then T ′ is an (n,m, q)-
Tashkinov tree under ϕ. Note that (t(T ′), b(T ′)) < (t(T ), b(T )); so the assertion holds with
T ′ and ϕ′ := ϕ.

Case 2. θ ∈ ϕ(ur) or θ ∈ Γq(δ) for some δ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(ur); and θ /∈ Sn\ϕ(Tn,m,q).

Suppose θ ∈ ϕ(ur). Then θ /∈ ϕ(T (ur)
−) as T− is ϕ-elementary; so θ /∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) ∪ Sn

(as θ /∈ Sn\ϕ(Tn,m,q)). Since α ∈ B(T (ur)
−, ϕ), we have α 6= α0, α /∈ ϕ(T (ur) − E(Tn)),

and α /∈ Sn \ ϕ(Tn,m,q). Therefore, we may apply Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = α, ε2 = θ, v = zα,
w = ur, R := Pv1(α, θ;ϕ), and ϕ1 = ϕ/R. We may assume zα, ur /∈ V (R) (else the assertion
follows from (i4) of Lemma 3.4); so ϕ1(ur) = ϕ(ur). We may also assume that T is an
(n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under ϕ1, else the assertion follows from (i5) of Lemma 3.4
(as δ′ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(T (ur)

−) if α ∈ Γq(δ)). Now ϕ1(f1) = α /∈ ϕ1(ur) and ϕ1(f1) /∈ Γq(δ
′) for

δ′ ∈ Sn∩ϕ1(ur). We apply Lemma 4.6 to ϕ1. Note that (ii) of Lemma 4.6 gives the assertion
of this lemma; so assume (i) of Lemma 4.6 holds. Then there is a coloring ξ Kempe equivalent
to ϕ1 such that T , under ξ, is an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov tree, ξ(vt)∩B(T (ur)

−, ξ) 6⊆ {ξ(f1)},
ξ(f1) /∈ ξ(ur), and ξ(f1) /∈ Γq(δ

′) for δ′ ∈ Sn ∩ ξ(ur); and we get back to Case 1.

Now assume that θ ∈ Γq(δ) for some δ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(ur). Let γ ∈ Γq(δ) \ {θ}. Note
that γ ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) \ {α0} and γ /∈ ϕ(T (ur) − E(Tn,m,q)). So we apply Lemma 3.4 with
{ε1, ε2} = {α, γ}, {v,w} = {zα, zγ} with v ∈ V (T (w)), R := Pv1(α, γ;ϕ), and ϕ1 = ϕ/R.
Then zα, zγ /∈ V (R) (else the assertion holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4); so ϕ1(ur) = ϕ(ur).
Also, Tn,m,q is an (n,m, q)-tree under ϕ1 (else the assertion holds by (i3) of Lemma 3.4);
T (ur) is an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov tree under ϕ1 as α, γ ∈ ϕ(T (ur)

−) and α, γ /∈ ϕ(T (ur)−
E(Tn,m,q)). Note that ϕ1(f1) = α /∈ ϕ1(ur) and α /∈ Γq(δ

′) for δ′ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ1(ur) (because
α ∈ B(T (ur)

−, ϕ)). Hence, T is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under ϕ1, and we can
apply Lemma 4.6 in the same way as the previous paragraph and get back to Case 1 with
ξ replacing ϕ.
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Case 3. θ ∈ ϕ(ur) or θ ∈ Γq(δ) for some δ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(ur); but θ ∈ Sn\ϕ(Tn,m,q).

Since θ ∈ Sn\ϕ(Tn,m,q), we have θ /∈ Γq, and so θ ∈ ϕ(ur). Let γ1, γ2 ∈ Γq(θ).

Let ϕ1 = ϕ/Pv1(α, γ1;ϕ). Note that γ1 ∈ ϕ(T (ur)
−)\{α0}, γ1 /∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(T (ur)− Tn,m,q),

and α ∈ B(T (ur)
−, ϕ). We may assume that γ1 ∈ B(T (ur)

−, ϕ1), (Tn, ϕ1, α0, δn)-nonexit
edges are precisely the (Tn, ϕ, α0, δn)-nonexit edges, and T , under ϕ1, is an (n,m, q + 1)-
Tashkinov tree; otherwise the assertion holds by Lemma 4.5. Note that ϕ1(f1) = θ and
γ1 ∈ ϕ1(v1).

Since γ1 ∈ ϕ(Tn,m,q) and γ1 /∈ ϕ(T (ur) − E(Tn,m,q)), we apply Lemma 3.4 with ε1 = γ1,
ε2 = θ, v = zγ1 , w = ur, R := Pv1(γ1, θ;ϕ1), and ϕ2 = ϕ1/R. Then zγ , ur /∈ V (R) (else
the assertion holds by (i4) of Lemma 3.4) and T is an (n,m, q + 1)-Tashkinov tree under
ϕ2 (else the assertion holds by (i5) of Lemma 3.4). Note that ϕ2(f1) = γ1 /∈ ϕ(ur) and
ϕ2(f1) /∈ Γq(δ

′) for δ′ ∈ Sn ∩ ϕ(ur).

Apply Lemma 4.6 to T, ϕ2 and θ ∈ ϕ2(v1)∩ϕ2(ur). We may assume that there is a coloring
ξ Kempe equivalent to ϕ2 (hence ϕ) such that T , under ξ, is an (n,m, q+1)-Tashkinov tree,
ξ(vt)∩B(T (ur)

−, ξ) 6⊆ {ξ(f1)}, ξ(f1) /∈ ξ(ur), and ξ(f1) /∈ Γq(δ
′) for δ′ ∈ Sn ∩ ξ(ur). Again,

we get back to Case 1 with ξ replacing ϕ. �

5. Conclusion

We now complete the proof of Theorem 1.1. Let G be a multigraph, k := max{∆(G) +
1,Γ(G)}.

Step 0. Greedily obtain partial coloring ϕ of G with ϕ(G) ⊆ [k]. If ϕ−1([k]) = E(G), we
are done and output ϕ. Otherwise, choose g ∈ E(G) \ ϕ−1([k]) and go to Step 1. This step
takes O(|V (G)|k) time.

Step 1. We grow an (n, 0, 0)-tree Tn, with base T0 = clϕ(g), stages T1, . . . , Tn, connecting
colors Sn := {δ0, δ1, . . . , δn}, such that Ti = clϕ(T

+
i−1(ϕ,α0, δi−1)) for i ∈ [n], and Tn is ϕ-

elementary. We maximize n. This step takes O(|V (G)|2k2) time.

Step 2. By the maximality of n, Tn+1 = clϕ((T
+
n , ϕ, α0, δn+1)) is not ϕ-elementary. We

grow Tn,0 := Tn to an (n,m, 0)-tree by adding levels Tn,1, . . . , Tn,m with extending edges
gn,0, . . . , gn,m−1 such that Tn,i = clϕ(Tn,i−1 + gn,i−1, ϕ, α0, δn) for i ∈ [m], and Tn,m is ϕ-
elementary. We maximize m. This step takes O(|V (G)|2k2) time.

Step 3. By the maximality of m, V (Tn,m+1) ⊆ V (Tn+1) and Tn,m+1 is not ϕ-elementary.
We grow Tn,m,0 := Tn,m by adding phases Tn,m,1, . . . , Tn,m,q such that Tn,m,q is ϕ-elementary.
We maximize q. This step takes O(|V (G)|2k2) time.

Step 4. By the maximality of q, V (Tn,m,q+1) ⊆ V (Tn,m+1) and Tn,m,q+1 is not ϕ-
elementary. Choose the prefix T of Tn,m,q+1 such that T is not ϕ-elementary and, subject
to this, T is minimal. Then T is an (n,m, q)-Tashkinov tree. If n 6= 0, go to Step 5. Now
suppose n = 0 (i.e. T has no stages). Apply Lemma 2.1 and obtain a coloring π Kempe
equivalent to ϕ such that π−1([k]) = ϕ−1([k]) ∪ {g}. If π−1([k]) = E(G), stop and output
π; otherwise, update ϕ with π, update g with an edge from E(G) \ π−1([k]), go to Step 1.
This step takes O(|V (G)|3|E(G)|) time.

Step 5. Apply Lemma 4.7. We obtain an ordered tree T ′ that is not π-elementary
under a coloring π Kempe equivalent to ϕ, such that (s(T ′), ℓ(T ′), p(T ′), t(T ′), b(T ′)) <
(s(T ), ℓ(T ), p(T ), t(T ), b(T )). Update T with T ′ and ϕ with π, and go to Step 4. This step
takes O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|2) time.
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Since the entire coloring process repeats Steps 1–5 at most |E(G)| times and k = O(|E(G)|),
we arrive at the desired coloring in O(|V (G)|5|E(G)|3) time.

References

[1] Guantao Chen, Yuping Gao, Ringi Kim, Luke Postle, and Songling Shan. Chromatic index determined
by fractional chromatic index. J. Combin. Theory Ser. B, 131:85–108, 2018.

[2] Guantao Chen, Guangming Jing, and Wenan Zang. Proof of the Goldberg-Seymour conjecture on edge-
colorings of multigraphs, 2019.

[3] Guantao Chen, Xingxing Yu, and Wenan Zang. Approximating the chromatic index of multigraphs. J.
Comb. Optim., 21(2):219–246, 2011.

[4] Xujin Chen, Wenan Zang, and Qiulan Zhao. Densities, matchings, and fractional edge-colorings. SIAM
J. Optim., 29(1):240–261, 2019.

[5] M. K. Goldberg. On multigraphs of almost maximal chromatic class (russian). Discret. Analiz., 23:3–7,
1973.

[6] R. P. Gupta. Studies in the Theory of Graphs. PhD thesis, Tata Institute of Fundamental Research,
Bombay, 1967.

[7] Penny Haxell, Michael Krivelevich, and Gal Kronenberg. Goldberg’s conjecture is true for random
multigraphs. J. Combin. Theory Ser. B, 138:314–349, 2019.

[8] Dorit S. Hochbaum, Takao Nishizeki, and David B. Shmoys. A better than “best possible” algorithm to
edge color multigraphs. J. Algorithms, 7(1):79–104, 1986.

[9] Guangming Jing. On edge coloring of multigraphs, 2024.
[10] Jeff Kahn. Asymptotics of the chromatic index for multigraphs. J. Combin. Theory Ser. B., 68:233–254,

1996.
[11] D. Scheide. Graph edge colouring: Tashkinov trees and Goldberg’s conjecture. J. Combin. Theory Ser.

B, 100(1):68–96, 2010.
[12] András Sebö. Tashkinov-trees: a loose translation. Manuscript, personal communication, 2022+.
[13] P. D. Seymour. On multicolourings of cubic graphs, and conjectures of Fulkerson and Tutte. Proc.

London Math. Soc. (3), 38(3):423–460, 1979.
[14] Claude E. Shannon. A theorem on coloring the lines of a network. J. Math. Physics, 28:148–151, 1949.
[15] Michael Stiebitz, Diego Scheide, Bjarne Toft, and Lene M. Favrholdt. Graph edge coloring. Wiley Series

in Discrete Mathematics and Optimization. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., Hoboken, NJ, 2012. Vizing’s
theorem and Goldberg’s conjecture, With a preface by Stiebitz and Toft.

[16] V. A. Tashkinov. On an algorithm for the edge coloring of multigraphs. Diskretn. Anal. Issled. Oper.
Ser. 1, 7(3):72–85, 100, 2000.

[17] V. G. Vizing. Some unsolved problems in graph theory. Uspehi Mat. Nauk, 23(6 (144)):117–134, 1968.

Email address: gchen@gsu.edu

Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Georgia State University, Atlanta, GA 30303

Email address: yhao98@gatech.edu

School of Mathematics, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA 30332

Email address: yu@math.gatech.edu

School of Mathematics, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA 30332

Email address: wzang@maths.hku.hk

Department of Mathematics, The University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China





This figure "image.png" is available in "png"
 format from:

http://arxiv.org/ps/2407.09403v1

http://arxiv.org/ps/2407.09403v1


This figure "splitting.png" is available in "png"
 format from:

http://arxiv.org/ps/2407.09403v1

http://arxiv.org/ps/2407.09403v1

	1. Introduction
	2. Tashkinov trees
	3. Structure-preserving Kempe exchanges
	4. Reducing non-elementary trees
	5. Conclusion
	References

