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Abstract: A graph G is minimally t-tough if the toughness of G is t and deletion of any

edge from G decreases its toughness. Katona et al. conjectured that the minimum degree of

any minimally t-tough graph is d2te and gave some upper bounds on the minimum degree of the

minimally t-tough graphs in [6, 7]. In this paper, we show that a minimally 1-tough graph G

with girth g ≥ 5 has minimum degree at most b n
g+1c+g−1, and a minimally 1-tough graph with

girth 4 has minimum degree at most n+6
4 . We also prove that the minimum degree of minimally

3
2 -tough claw-free graphs is 3.
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1 Introduction

All graphs considered in this paper are finite, simple and undirected. Let G =
(
V (G), E(G)

)
be a graph. For any vertex v of G, we denote the set of vertices of G adjacent to v by NG(v) and

the number of edges of G incident with v by dG(v). Setting δ(G) = min {dG(v) : v ∈ V (G)}.

Let κ(G) denote the vertex connectivity of G. For any vertex set S ⊆ V (G), we use G[S] and

G− S to denote the subgraph of G induced by S and V (G)− S, respectively, and w(G− S) to
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denote the number of components of G−S. For any vertex sets S, T ⊆ V (G), let NS(T ) denote

the set of vertices in S−T adjacent to T . A subset S is said to be independent if no two vertices

of S are adjacent in G.

Definition 1.1. The notion of toughness was introduced by Chvátal ([2]):

τ(G) = min

{
|S|

w(G− S)
: S ⊆ V (G), w(G− S) ≥ 2

}
if G is not complete, and τ(G) = +∞ if G is complete. We say that a graph is t− tough, if its

toughness is at least t.

Since Chvátal introduced toughness in 1973, many results concerning the relation between

toughness with cycle structure and factors have been widely studied (see [4, 8]). In the progress

of research on the Hamiltonicity of 2-tough graph, Broersma introduced the concept of minimally

t-tough graphs ([1]).

Definition 1.2. Graph G is said to be minimally t-tough, if τ(G) = t and τ(G− e) < t for any

e ∈ E(G).

From the definition of toughness, we note that a t-tough noncomplete graph is 2t-connected.

Thus the minimum degree of a t-tough graph is at least d2te. It is well known that the minimum

degree of every minimally k-connected graph is exactly k ([9]). Thus, the following is a natural

question.

Conjecture 1.3 (Kriesell [5]). Every minimally 1-tough graph has a vertex of degree 2.

Conjecture 1.4 (Generalized Krisell Conjecture [6]). Every minimally t-tough graph has a

vertex of degree d2te.

Katona et al. considered Kriesell’s conjecture and gave an interesting upper bound. We use

n to denote the order of a graph.

Theorem 1.5 ([7]). Every minimally 1-tough graph has a vertex of degree at most n
3 + 1.

The girth of G, denoted by g(G)(or shortly, g), is the length of a shortest cycle in G. The

girth of the minimally 1-tough graph G is useful in the work above. We shall prove the following

result for g ≥ 5 in Section 2.
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Theorem 1.6. Every minimally 1-tough graph with girth g ≥ 5 has a vertex of degree at most

b n
g+1c+ g − 1.

A graph is said to be claw-free, if it does not contain an induced subgraph isomorphic to

K1,3. There are two open conjectures in terms of connectivity and toughness of claw-free graphs.

Matthews and Sumner conjectured that a 2-tough claw-free graph is hamiltonian ([10]), and

Thomassen conjectured that a 4-connected line graph is hamiltonian ([11]). The two conjectures

are equivalent. In fact, a 2t-connected claw-free graph is t-tough. Katona et al. proved that the

minimum degree of minimally 1
2 -tough and 1-tough claw-free graphs are completely characterized

in [6, 7]. Note that the toughness of a claw-free graph is exactly c
2 for some integer c. In this

paper, we show that Generalized Krisell Conjecture is true if the graph is minimally 3
2 -tough

claw-free. The proof is in Section 3.

Theorem 1.7. Every minimally 3
2 -tough claw-free graph has a vertex of degree 3.

2 Proof of Theorem 1.6

Lemma 2.1 ([7]). If G is a minimally 1-tough graph, then for every edge e ∈ E(G) there exists

a vertex set S ⊆ V (G) with w(G− S) = |S| and w
(

(G− e)− S
)

= |S|+ 1.

The length of a shortest (u, v)−path in G is called the distance between u and v in G and

denoted by dG(u, v).

Proof of Theorem 1.6. Let G be a minimally 1-tough graph with order n and girth g ≥ 5.

Let C
′

be a shortest cycle in G and V (C
′
) = {vi|i = 1, 2, · · · , g}. Clearly,

∣∣NC′ (vi)
∣∣ = 2 and(

NG−C′ (vi)
)
∩NG(vj) = ∅ for i 6= j, otherwise we can obtain a shorter cycle, a contradiction.

Thus n ≥ g + g
(
δ(G) − 2

)
. If g ≥

√
n − 1, then δ(G) ≤ n

g + 1 ≤ b n
g+1c + g − 1. Hence assume

5 ≤ g <
√
n− 1 in the following.

Let e = uv be an arbitrary edge of G. By Lemma 2.1, there exists a vertex set S ⊆ V (G)

such that w(G − S) = |S| and w
(

(G− e) − S
)

= |S| + 1. Set |S| = k. Since
∣∣V (G)

∣∣ ≥
|S|+ w

(
(G− e)− S

)
, we have k < n

2 .

Case 1. 1 ≤ k ≤ g − 1.
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Suppose to the contrary that δ(G) ≥ b n
g+1c+g. Let C be the component of G−S containing

e and D be the union of components of G − S − C. Let Cu and Cv denote the components of

(G− e)− S containing u, v, respectively. Assume Vi = {x : dCv(x, v) = i} for each nonnegative

integer i.

If g is odd, according to the definition of girth, then Vi is independent for each i ∈
[
0, g−32

]
.

In addition, NVg−1
2

(u g−3
2

) ∩ NVg−1
2

(v g−3
2

) = ∅ for each u g−3
2
, v g−3

2
∈ V g−3

2
. Then we have the

following:

|Cv| ≥

g−1
2∑

i=0

|Vi| ≥

g−1
2∑

i=0

(
δ (G)− k − 1

)i
.

By a similar argument, we can obtain

|Cu| ≥

g−1
2∑

i=0

(
δ (G)− k − 1

)i
.

Since
√
n− 1 > g ≥ 5, then we have

√
n−2
2 > 2. Combining k ≤ g − 1 and g <

√
n− 1, then,

n ≥ |C|+ |S|+ |D| ≥ 2

g−1
2∑

i=0

(
δ (G)− k − 1

)i
+ 2k − 1

≥ 2

g−1
2∑

i=0

(
b n

g + 1
c+ g − (g − 1)− 1

)i
+ 2(g − 1)− 1

>
√
n

√
n−2
2 + 2

√
n− 5 > n,

a contradiction.

If g is even, as
√
n − 1 > g ≥ 6, then

√
n−1
2 − 1 > 2. In the same conclusion as above, we

have

n ≥ |C|+ |S|+ |D| ≥ 2

g
2
−1∑

i=0

(
δ (G)− k − 1

)i
+ 2k − 1 >

√
n

√
n−1
2
−1

+ 2
√
n− 5 > n,

a contradiction.

Case 2. g ≤ k ≤ b n
g+1c.

Since |S| = k and w
(
(G− e)− S

)
= k + 1, there exists a component of (G− e)− S with at

most bn−kk+1 c vertices and inside this component each vertex has at most bn−kk+1 c − 1 neighbors. If

this component is trivial, then δ(G) ≤ b n
g+1c + 1. Otherwise there exists a vertex which is not
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an endpoint of e in this component, so its degree in G is at most bn−kk+1 c− 1 + k ≤ n−k
k+1 − 1 + k =

n+1
k+1 + (k + 1)− 3.

Consider the function

f(k) =
n+ 1

k + 1
+ (k + 1)− 3.

Since g ≤ k ≤ b n
g+1c, we see that δ(G) ≤ bf(k)c ≤ max

{
f(g), f(b n

g+1c)
}

. As 0 < g+1
n < 1 and

f(g) =
n+ 1

g + 1
+ g − 2 < b n

g + 1
c+ g − 1,

f(b n

g + 1
c) =

n+ 1

b n
g+1c+ 1

+ b n

g + 1
c − 2 ≤ b n

g + 1
c+ g − 1 +

g + 1

n
,

the result follows.

Case 3. b n
g+1c+ 1 ≤ k < n

2
.

Suppose to the contrary δ(G) ≥ b n
g+1c + g. Let T1, T2, · · · , Tl be the components of G − S

with at most g − 1 vertices. Then we have l + g(k − l) + k ≤ n. Moreover, since k ≥ δ(G) − 1

and g ≥ 5, we can obtain

l ≥ g + 1

g − 1
k − n

g − 1
≥ g + 1

g − 1

(
b n

g + 1
c+ g − 1

)
− n

g − 1
> g − 1 ≥ dg + 1

2
e.

We claim G[Ti] is a path for each i ∈ [1, l]. Clearly, G[Ti] is a tree for each i ∈ [1, l].

If dTj (u) ≥ 3 for some j ∈ [1, l] and u ∈ V (Tj), then
∣∣S ∪ {u} ∣∣ < w(G − S ∪ {u}), which

contradicts τ(G) = 1. Assume ui is the starting vertex of Ti for each i ∈ [1, l] and W ={
ui : i = 1, 2, · · · , dg+1

2 e
}

. Then

l∑
i=1

∣∣NS(ui)
∣∣ ≥ d g+1

2
e∑

i=1

∣∣NS(ui)
∣∣ ≥ dg + 1

2
e
(
b n

g + 1
c+ g − 1

)
>
n

2
+ dg + 1

2
e(g − 2).

Since |S| < n
2 , there exists a vertex uj ∈W such that

∣∣∣NS(uj)∩NS

(
W − {uj}

)∣∣∣ > g− 2. Since

g − 2 >
∣∣W − {uj} ∣∣, then there exists a vertex of W − {uj} adjacent to at least two vertices of

NS(uj). So there exists a 4-cycle in G, a contradiction.

We have the following result for g = 4.

Theorem 2.2. Every minimally 1-tough graph with girth 4 has a vertex of degree at most n+6
4 .
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Proof. Suppose to the contrary that δ(G) > n+6
4 . Let e = uv be an arbitrary edge of G and S

be a vertex set guaranteed by Lemma 2.1 with |S| = k. Assume C is the component of G − S

containing e.

Since G is triangle-free, we see that |T | ≥ 2δ(G)− 2− k, where T = NC(u)∪NC(v)−{u, v}

and T is independent. Since G is 1-tough and S ∪ (C − T ) is a cut set of G, we can obtain

|C − T | ≥ |T | − 1. Then

|C| ≥ 2|T | − 1 ≥ 4δ(G)− k − 5 ≥ n− 2k + 2.

Therefore, there are only n −
(

(n− 2k + 2) + k
)

= k − 2 vertices in the remaining k − 1

components, which is a contradiction.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.7

Theorem 3.1 ([10]). If G is a noncomplete claw-free graph, then 2τ(G) = κ(G).

If G is a minimally
3

2
-tough claw-free graph, then κ(G) = 3 by Theorem 3.1. Moreover,

if G − e is claw-free for an arbitrary edge e ∈ E(G), we can obtain a characterization of the

endpoints of e. A vertex u of G is called critical if G is k-connected and G − u is not k-

connected. And if every vertex of a noncomplete graph G is critical, then G is said to be

critically k-connected.

Lemma 3.2. Let G be a minimally
3

2
-tough claw-free graph. For an arbitrary edge e = uv ∈

E(G), if e is not contained in any triangle, then each endpoint of e is either critical or of degree

3.

Proof. Since e is not contained in any triangle and G is claw-free, we see that G− e is claw-free.

By Theorem 3.1 and the definition of minimally t− tough graphs, κ(G − e) = 2τ(G − e) < 3.

If τ(G − e) =
1

2
, then κ(G − e) = 1 and thus κ(G) ≤ 2, a contradiction. Thus τ(G − e) = 1

and κ(G − e) = 2. Let {w1, w2} be a 2-vertex-cut of G − e. If dG(u) = 3, the lemma follows.

If dG(u) ≥ 4, then {u,w1, w2} is a 3-vertex-cut of G. It follows that u is critical. Similarly,

dG(v) = 3 or v is critical.
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From the definition of minimally t-tough graphs, we can obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. If G is a minimally
3

2
-tough graph, then for every edge e ∈ E(G) there exists a

vertex set S ⊆ V (G) with

3

2
w(G− S) ≤ |S| < 3

2
w
(

(G− e)− S
)

=
3

2

(
w (G− S) + 1

)
.

For readability of the proofs of following lemmas and Theorem 1.8, let S(e) be a minimum

vertex set guaranteed by Lemma 3.3 for every edge e = uv ∈ E(G) and
∣∣S(e)

∣∣ = k(e). Let C(e)

be the component of G−S(e) containing e and D(e) be the union of components of G−S(e)−

C(e). In particular, let Cu(e) and Cv(e) denote the components of (G− e) − S(e) containing

u and v, respectively. In addition, Let NS(T1, T2, · · · , Tl) =
⋂l

i=1NS(Ti), where S, Ti ⊆ V (G)

for i = 1, 2, · · · , l. In particular, if Ti = {ti}, we will abbreviate NS(T1, · · · , {ti} , · · · , Tl) to

NS(T1, · · · , ti, · · · , Tl).

The following lemma plays a key role in the proof of Theorem 1.7.

Lemma 3.4. Let G be a minimally
3

2
-tough claw-free graph with δ(G) ≥ 4. For an arbitrary

edge e = uv ∈ E(G), assume w ∈ S(e). The following statements hold.

(1) If k(e) = 3, then C(e) = {u, v}, NG(u) = {v} ∪ S(e) and NG(v) = {u} ∪ S(e).

(2) If k(e) ≥ 5, then
∣∣∣NS(e)

(
C(e)

)∣∣∣ = 5 and every vertex of S(e) is adjacent to D(e).

(3) If D(e) 6= ∅ and w is not adjacent to D(e), then k(e) = 4 and NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
= S(e)\ {w}.

(4) If w is not critical, then k(e) = 4, C(e) = {u, v} and each vertex of S(e)\ {w} is adjacent

to D(e).

(5) If u is not critical, D(e) 6= ∅ and w ∈ NS(e)

(
u, v,D(e)

)
, then dG(v) = 4, 2 ≤

∣∣NG(v, w)
∣∣ ≤ 3

and NG(w) ⊆ {v, t} ∪NG(v), where t ∈ ND(e)(w).

(6) If u is not critical, then Cu(e) = {u}.

Proof. (1). By Lemma 3.3, w
(
G − S(e)

)
= 2 and w

(
(G− e) − S(e)

)
= 3. Note that Cu(e) =

{u}, otherwise

∣∣S(e) ∪ {u}
∣∣

w
(
G− S(e) ∪ {u}

) ≤ 4

3
<

3

2
, a contradiction. Similarly, Cv(e) = {v}. Since

δ(G) ≥ 4, then NG(u) = {v} ∪ S(e) and NG(v) = {u} ∪ S(e).
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(2). Let w
(
G − S(e)

)
= l and C1 = C(e), C2, · · · , Cl be the components of G − S(e). By

Lemma 3.3,
3

2
l ≤ k(e) <

3

2
l +

3

2
.

Since G is 3-connected, we have
∣∣NS(e)(Ci)

∣∣ ≥ 3 for each i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , l}. Thus there

are at least 3l edges coming from the components of G − S(e) to S(e) counting at most one

from any component Ci to a particular vertex of S(e). Since G is claw-free, every vertex of

S(e) have neighbors in at most two components of G − S(e). Then there are at most 2k(e)

edges coming from S(e) to the components of G − S(e) counting at most one edge from every

component to a particular vertex of S(e). Therefore we conclude 3l ≤ 2k(e) < 2(
3

2
l +

3

2
) and

then 3 ≤
∣∣∣NS(e)

(
C(e)

)∣∣∣ ≤ 5. Suppose 3 ≤
∣∣∣NS(e)

(
C(e)

)∣∣∣ ≤ 4. Obviously, NS(e)

(
C(e)

)
is a vertex

set guaranteed by Lemma 3.3, which contradicts the minimality of S(e). So
∣∣∣NS(e)

(
C(e)

)∣∣∣ = 5

and then 5 + 3(l− 1) ≤ 2k(e) < 2(
3

2
l+

3

2
). Hence every vertex of S(e) has neighbors in exactly

two components of G− S(e). Then the statement follows.

(3). Combining κ(G) = 3 with Lemma 3.4 (2), we have k(e) = 4 and NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
=

S(e)\ {w}.

(4). By Lemma 3.4 (1) and (2), k(e) ∈ {2, 4}. If k(e) = 2, we have w
(
G − S(e)

)
= 1 by

Lemma 3.2. Suppose either
∣∣Cu(e)

∣∣ ≥ 2 or
∣∣Cv(e)

∣∣ ≥ 2, then either S(e) ∪ {u} or S(e) ∪ {v}

is a 3-vertex-cut of G, a contradiction. Suppose
∣∣Cu(e)

∣∣ =
∣∣Cv(e)

∣∣ = 1, then G = K4, which

contradicts the toughness of G. Therefore k(e) = 4 and then w
(
G− S(e)

)
= 2 by Lemma 3.2.

Suppose Cu(e) 6= {u}. Since {u,w} ∪ NS(e)−{w}
(
Cu(e)\ {u}

)
is a cut set of G and w is

not critical, we have
∣∣∣NS(e)−{w}

(
Cu(e)\ {u}

)∣∣∣ ≥ 2. Let S(e) = {w, t1, t2, t3}. Assume t1 and

t2 are adjacent to Cu(e)\ {u}. Since w is not contained in any 3-vertex-cut of G, we see that

ND(e)(ti) 6= ∅ for each i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Since G is claw-free, then t1 and t2 are not adjacent to

Cv(e). Obviously, NG

(
Cv(e)

)
⊆ {u,w, t3} is a cut set of G (see Figure 1), a contradiction. So

Cu(e) = {u}. Similarly, we can obtain Cv(e) = {v}.

(5). Let e1 = vw. Clearly, u ∈ S(e1). Since u is not critical, we can obtain k(e1) = 4 and

C(e1) = {v, w} by Lemma 3.4 (4). Let t ∈ ND(e)(w). Clearly, t ∈ S(e1). As vt /∈ E(G) and

δ(G) ≥ 4, then dG(v) = 4, S(e1) = {t} ∪
(
NG(v)\ {w}

)
and 2 ≤

∣∣NG(v, w)
∣∣ ≤ 3. It follows that

NG(w) ⊆ {v, t} ∪NG(v).

(6). Suppose Cu(e) 6= {u}. Since u is noncritical and {u} ∪ NS(e)

(
Cu(e)\ {u}

)
is a cut
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set of G, then
∣∣∣NS(e)

(
Cu(e)\ {u}

)∣∣∣ ≥ 3 . If k(e) = 3, we can obtain Cu(e) = {u} by Lemma

3.4 (1). If k(e) = 4, since κ(G) = 3 and G is claw-free, then there are at least two ver-

tices of NS(e)

(
Cu(e)\ {u}

)
adjacent to D(e) and not adjacent to Cv(e) (see Figure 2). Thus∣∣∣NS(e)

(
Cv(e)

)∣∣∣ ≤ 2, while NG

(
Cv(e)

)
= {u} ∪ NS(e)

(
Cv(e)

)
is a cut set of G, a contradiction.

So Cu(e) = {u}. If k(e) ≥ 5, we know every vertex of NS(e)

(
Cu(e)\ {u}

)
is adjacent to D(e)

by Lemma 3.4 (2), and not adjacent to Cv(e) because G is claw-free. In the same conclusion as

above, we can obtain Cu(e) = {u}.

Figure 1. Cu 6= {u} Figure 2. u is noncritical and Cu 6= {u}

Lemma 3.5. Let G be a minimally 3
2 -tough claw-free graph with δ(G) ≥ 4. For an arbitrary

edge e = uv ∈ E(G), if u is not critical and k(e) ≥ 4, then C(e) = {u, v} and
∣∣NS(e)(u, v)

∣∣ = 2.

Proof. By Lemma 3.2, uv must be contained in a triangle of G. Assume w1 ∈ NG(u, v) and

S(e) = {wi|i = 1, 2, · · · , k(e)}.

First, we will prove C(e) = {u, v}. By Lemma 3.4 (6), Cu(e) = {u}. Suppose to the contrary

that Cv(e) 6= {v} and assume z ∈ NCv(e)(v). As δ(G) ≥ 4, then assume {w2, w3} ⊆ NG(u).

Consider the following two cases according to the common neighbors of u and Cv(e)\ {v}.

Case 1. NS(e)

(
u,Cv(e)\ {v}

)
= ∅.

As κ(G) = 3, then
∣∣∣NS(e)

(
Cv(e)\ {v}

)∣∣∣ ≥ 2. And as
∣∣NS(e)(u)

∣∣ ≥ 3, then k(e) ≥ 5. By

Lemma 3.4 (2), we can assume NS(e)

(
C(e)

)
= {w1, w2, w3, w4, w5}. Then NS(e)

(
Cv (e) \ {v}

)
=

{w4, w5} and NG(u) = {v, w1, w2, w3}.

By Lemma 3.4 (2), w1 ∈ NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
. Since w1 ∈ NS(e)(u, v,D(e)

)
, then

∣∣NG(v, w1)
∣∣ ≥ 2 by

Lemma 3.4 (5). Obviously, NG(v, w1) ⊆ {u} ∪ Cv(e) ∪NS(e)(C(e)). Since w1 ∈ NS(e)

(
u,D(e)

)
and G is claw-free, then N

Cv(e)\{v}
(w1) = ∅. Hence NG(v, w1) ⊆ {u,w2, w3, w4, w5}.

9



Suppose w2 ∈ NG(v, w1). By Lemma 3.4 (2), {w1, w2} ⊆ NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
. As {w1, w2} ⊆

NS(e)

(
u, v,D(e)

)
, then NG(v) = {u, z, w1, w2} and w3 /∈ NG(w1) ∪ NG(w2) by Lemma 3.4 (5).

It follows that {v, w1, w2} ∩ NG(w3) = ∅ and then uw3 is not contained in any triangle, which

contradicts Lemma 3.2. Suppose w3 ∈ NG(v, w1). Similarly, we can obtain uw2 is not contained

in any triangle, a contradiction.

Suppose w4 ∈ NG(v, w1). By Lemma 3.4 (2), assume t1 ∈ ND(e)(w1). By Lemma 3.4 (5),

then NG(v) = {u, z, w1, w4} and NG(w1) ⊆ {v, t1}∪NG(v). As zw1 /∈ E(G) and δ(G) ≥ 4, then

NG(w1) = {u, v, w4, t1}. Assume t2 ∈ NCv(e)\{v}
(w4) and t3 ∈ ND(e)(w4) by Lemma 3.4 (2). We

have t2 = z and t3 = t1, otherwise either G
[
{w4, t2, v, t3}

]
= K1,3 or G

[
{w4, t2, w1, t3}

]
= K1,3,

a contradiction. So {t1, z} ⊆ NG(w4). Let e1 = w1w4 (see Figure 3). Clearly, {v, t1} ⊆ S(e1).

Claim. k(e1) = 4, NC(e1)(t1) = {w1, w4}, NCw1 (e1)
(w1) = {u} and NCw1(e1)

(v) = {u,w1}.

Since NG(v) ⊆ NG(w1) ∪ NG(w4), then v /∈ NS(e1)

(
D(e1)

)
. By Lemma 3.4 (3), k(e1) = 4

and t1 ∈ NS(e1)

(
D(e1)

)
. Since t1 ∈ NS(e1)

(
w1, w4, D(e1)

)
and G is claw-free, then NC(e1)(t1) =

{w1, w4}. In addition, u /∈ S(e1). Otherwise, by Lemma 3.4 (3), S(e1)\ {v} = NS(e1)

(
D(e1)

)
is

a 3-vertex-cut G, which contains u, a contradiction. So u ∈ Cw1(e1) and NCw1 (e1)
(w1) = {u}.

Since zw4 ∈ E(G), then z /∈ Cw1(e1) and NCw1 (e1)
(v) = {u,w1}.

If Cw1(e1) 6= {u,w1}, then NG

(
Cw1(e1)\ {u,w1}

)
⊆ {u} ∪

(
S(e1)\ {v, t1}

)
is a cut set of G

by Claim, a contradiction. If Cw1(e1) = {u,w1}, then S(e1) = {v, t1, w2, w3}. As zw4 ∈ E(G),

then z ∈ Cw4(e1) and Cw4(e1) 6= {w4}. Moreover, since S(e1)\ {v} = NS(e)

(
Cw1(e1), D(e1)

)
by Lemma 3.4 (3) and G is claw-free, then the vertices of S(e1)\ {v} are not adjacent to

Cw4(e1)\ {w4}. It follows that NG

(
Cw4(e1)\ {w4}

)
= {v, w4} is a 2-vertex-cut of G, a con-

tradiction.

In the same conclusion as above, we can obtain w5 /∈ NG(v, w1). Therefore we conclude

NG(v, w1) = {u}, a contradiction with Lemma 3.4 (5).

Case 2. {wi} ⊆ NS(e)

(
u,Cv(e)\ {v}

)
for some i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , k(e)}.

Since G is claw-free, then wi /∈ NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
. By Lemma 3.4 (3), k(e) = 4 and NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
=

S(e)\ {wi}. Thus NS(e)

(
u,Cv(e)\ {v}

)
= {wi}. And as κ(G) = 3, then

∣∣∣NS(e)

(
Cv(e)\ {v}

)∣∣∣ ≥ 2.

So there exists a vertex wj ∈ NS(e)

(
D(e), Cv(e)\ {v}

)
for some j 6= i. Since G is claw-free, then

uwj /∈ E(G). Thus wj = w4 and NG(u) = {v, w1, w2, w3}.
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Figure 3. e1 = w1w4

Case 2.1. NS(e)

(
u,Cv(e)\ {v}

)
= {wi} for some i ∈ {2, 3}.

Without loss of generality, we assume NS(e)

(
u,Cv(e)\ {v}

)
= {w2}. Then NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
=

{w1, w3, w4}. By a similar argument as Case 1, we can obtain
∣∣NG(v, w1)

∣∣ ≥ 2 and NG(v, w1) ⊆

{u,w2, w3, w4}.

Consider that w2 ∈ NG(v, w1). As w1 ∈ NS(e)

(
u, v,D(e)

)
, then NG(v) = {u, z, w1, w2}

and w3 /∈ NG(w1) by Lemma 3.4 (5). If w2w3 /∈ E(G), then uw3 is not contained in any

triangle, which contradicts Lemma 3.2. If w2w3 ∈ E(G), as G
[
{v, w2, w3, w}

]
= K1,3 for each

w ∈ N
Cv(e)\{v}

(w2) and w 6= z, we see that N
Cv(e)\{v}

(w2) = {z}. Suppose Cv(e) 6= {v, z}, then

NG

(
Cv(e)\ {v, z}

)
⊆ {z, w4} is a cut set of G by our assumption, a contradiction. Suppose

Cv(e) = {v, z}, then NG(z) ⊆ {v, w2, w4}, a contradiction. Consider that w3 ∈ NG(v, w1).

As {w1, w3} ⊆ NS(e)

(
u, v,D(e)

)
, then NG(v) = {u, z, w1, w3} and w2 /∈ NG(w1) ∪ NG(w3) by

Lemma 3.4 (5). Therefore {v, w1, w3} ∩ NG(w2) = ∅ and then uw2 is not contained in any

triangle, which contradicts Lemma 3.2. By a similar argument as that in Case 1, we can obtain

a contradiction for w4 ∈ NG(v, w1). Therefore we conclude NG(v, w1) = {u}, a contradiction.

Case 2.2. NS(e)

(
u,Cv(e)\ {v}

)
= {w1}.

We claim that either vw2 ∈ E(G) or vw3 ∈ E(G). Otherwise, since {w2, w3}∩NG

(
Cv(e)

)
=

∅, then NG

(
Cv(e)

)
= {u,w1, w4} is a 3-vertex-cut of G, a contradiction. Without loss of

generality, assume vw2 ∈ E(G). As w2 ∈ NS(e)

(
u, v,D(e)

)
, then NG(v) = {u, z, w1, w2} and

NG(w2) ⊆ {v, y1}∪NG(v) by Lemma 3.4 (5), where y1 ∈ ND(e)(w2). Moreover, since zw2 /∈ E(G)

and dG(w2) ≥ 4, then w1w2 ∈ E(G). Let e2 = w1w2. Clearly, u ∈ S(e2). By Lemma 3.4 (4),

C(e2) = {w1, w2} and k(e2) = 4. This means S(e2) = {u, v, y1, y2} and NG(w1) ⊆ S(e2)∪ {w2},

where y2 ∈ NCv(e)\{v}
(w1). Therefore {v, w1, w2} ∩ NG(w3) = ∅ and then uw3 is not contained

in any triangle, which contradicts Lemma 3.2.

11



Therefore C(e) = {u, v}. Next, we will prove that
∣∣NS(e)(u, v)

∣∣ = 2.

Suppose
∣∣NS(e)(u, v)

∣∣ ≥ 3. Assume {w1, w2, w3} ⊆ NS(e)(u, v). Combing κ(G) = 3 and

Lemma 3.4 (2), we can assume w1 ∈ NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
. By Lemma 3.4 (5), NG(v) = {u,w1, w2, w3}.

Hence NG(u) = {v} ∪NS(e)

(
C(e)

)
. If k(e) = 4, then NS(e)

(
C(e)

)
= S(e) by the minimality of

S(e). If k(e) ≥ 5, then
∣∣∣NS(e)

(
C(e)

)∣∣∣ = 5 by Lemma 3.4 (2). So dG(u) ≥ 5. Let e3 = uw1.

Clearly, v ∈ S(e3). As NG(v) ⊆ {u} ∪ NG(u), then ND(e3)(v) = ∅. By Lemma 3.4 (3),

k(e3) = 4 and NS(e3)

(
D(e3)

)
= S(e3)\ {v}. Moreover, since Cu(e3) = {u} by Lemma 3.4

(6) and dG(u) ≥ 5, then S(e3) = NG(u)\ {w1}. It follows that ND(e)(w1) ⊆ Cw1(e3) and

S(e3)\ {v} ⊆ NS(e3)

(
u,D(e3)

)
. Since G is claw-free, then the vertices in S(e3)\ {v} are not

adjacent to Cw1(e3)\ {w1}. And as NG(v) ⊆ {u,w1} ∪ S(e3), then NG

(
Cw1(e3)\ {w1}

)
= {w1}

is a cut set of G, a contradiction. Thus
∣∣NS(e)(u, v)

∣∣ ≤ 2.

If k(e) = 4, as δ(G) ≥ 4, then
∣∣NS(e)(u, v)

∣∣ = 2. If k(e) ≥ 5, then assume NS(e)

(
C(e)

)
=

{w1, w2, w3, w4, w5} by Lemma 3.4 (2). As δ(G) ≥ 4, then
∣∣NS(e)(u, v)

∣∣ ≥ 1. Suppose
∣∣NS(e)(u, v)

∣∣
= 1. As w1 ∈ NS(e)(u, v), then NS(e)(u, v) = {w1}. Assume NG(u) = {v, w1, w2, w3} and

NG(v) = {u,w1, w4, w5}. By Lemma 3.4 (2), assume z1 ∈ ND(e)(w1). By Lemma 3.4 (5),

NG(w1) ⊆ {v, z1} ∪ NG(v). Since dG(w1) ≥ 4, then either w1w4 ∈ E(G) or w1w5 ∈ E(G).

Consider that w1w4 ∈ E(G). Note that w4w5 ∈ E(G), otherwise G
[
{u, v, w4, w5}

]
= K1,3,

a contradiction. Thus NG(v) ⊆ NG(w1) ∪ NG(w4). And we have z1 ∈ NG(w4), otherwise

G
[
{u,w1, w4, z1}

]
= K1,3, a contradiction. Similarly as in Case 1, one can derive a contradic-

tion for considering the edge w1w4 as well. Similarly, we can also obtain a contradiction for

w1w5 /∈ E(G). Thus we can obtain
∣∣NS(e) (u, v)

∣∣ = 2.

Theorem 3.6 ([3]). In any critically 3-connected graph there are at least two vertices of degree

3.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. If G is critically 3-connected, then δ(G) = 3 by Theorem 3.6. In the

following assume that G is not critically 3-connected and u is a noncritical vertex of G.

Suppose δ(G) ≥ 4. Let e = uv and S(e) = {wi|i = 1, 2, · · · , k(e)}. By Lemma 3.4 (6),

Cu(e) = {u}. Since dG(u) ≥ 4, then k(e) ≥ 3.

Case 1. k(e) = 3.

As Lemma 3.4 (1) and κ(G) = k(e) = 3, thenNG(v) = {u}∪S(e) and S(e) ⊆ NS(e)

(
u, v,D(e)

)
.
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By Lemma 3.4 (5), NG(w1) ⊆ {v, t1} ∪ NG(v), where t1 ∈ ND(e)(w1). Since dG(w1) ≥ 4, then

either w1w2 ∈ E(G) or w1w3 ∈ E(G). Without loss of generality, assume e1 = w1w2 ∈ E(G).

Clearly, {u, v} ⊆ S(e1). By Lemma 3.4 (4), ND(e1)(v) 6= ∅ and then w3 ∈ D(e1). Hence

{w1, w2} ∩NG(w3) = ∅. By Lemma 3.4 (5), NG(w3) ⊆ {v, t2} ∪NG(v), where t2 ∈ ND(e)(w3).

Since {w1, w2} ∩NG(w3) = ∅, then dG(w3) ≤ 3, a contradiction.

Case 2. k(e) ≥ 4.

By Lemma 3.5, C(e) = {u, v} and assume NS(e)(u, v) = {w1, w2}.

Case 2.1. k(e) = 4.

As κ(G) = 3, assume w1 ∈ NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
. By Lemma 3.4 (5), dG(v) = 4 and NG(w1) ⊆

{v, t3} ∪ NG(v), where t3 ∈ ND(e)(w1). Since NS(e)(u, v) = {w1, w2} and δ(G) ≥ 4, we can

assume NG(u) = {v, w1, w2, w3} and NG(v) = {u,w1, w2, w4}. As dG(w1) ≥ 4, then either

w1w2 ∈ E(G) or w1w4 ∈ E(G).

Suppose w1w2 ∈ E(G). If w2w3 /∈ E(G), then {v, w1, w2} ∩ NG(w3) = ∅. This means

uw3 is not contained in any triangle, which contradicts Lemma 3.2. If w2w3 ∈ E(G), assume

e2 = w2w3. Clearly, u ∈ S(e2). By Lemma 3.4 (4), C(e2) = {w2, w3} and k(e2) = 4. Then

{v, u, w1} ⊆ S(e2) and NG(w3) ⊆ {w2} ∪ S(e2). Since v, w1 /∈ NG(w3), then dG(w3) ≤ 3, a

contradiction.

Suppose w1w4 ∈ E(G). Let e3 = uw1. Clearly, v ∈ S(e3). Since NG(v) ⊆ NG(u) ∪NG(w1),

then v is not adjacent to D(e3). By Lemma 3.4 (3), NS(e3)

(
D(e3)

)
= S(e3)\ {v}. Moreover, since

Cu(e3) = {u} by Lemma 3.4 (6), then {w2, w3} ⊆ S(e3). Thus {w2, w3} ⊆ NS(e3)

(
u,D(e3)

)
.

Since G is claw-free, then {w2, w3}∩NS(e3)

(
Cw1(e3)\ {w1}

)
= ∅. And as {w2, w3}∩NG(w1) = ∅,

then {w2, w3} ∩ NS(e3)

(
Cw1(e3)

)
= ∅. Hence NG

(
Cw1(e3)

)
⊆ {u} ∪

(
S(e3)\ {w2, w3}

)
is a cut

set of G. However, since k(e3) = 4 by Lemma 3.4 (3), then
∣∣∣NG

(
Cw1(e3)

)∣∣∣ ≤ 3, a contradiction.

Thus we conclude w1w2 /∈ E(G) and w1w4 /∈ E(G), a contradiction.

Case 2.2. k(e) ≥ 5.

By Lemma 3.4 (2), we can assume NS(e)

(
C(e)

)
= {w1, w2, w3, w4, w5} and w1 ∈ NS(e)

(
D(e)

)
.

As w1 ∈ NS(e)

(
u, v,D(e)

)
, then dG(v) = 4 by Lemma 3.4 (5). Assume NG(v) = {u,w1, w2, w5}.

Since NS(e)(u, v) = {w1, w2}, then NG(u) = {v, w1, w2, w3, w4}. Let e4 = uw3. By Lemma 3.4
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(6), Cu(e4) = {u}. Then NG(u)\ {w3} ⊆ S(e4). Clearly, k(e4) ≥ 4.

If k(e4) = 4, then S(e4) = NG(u)\ {w1}. By Lemma 3.4 (2), ∅ 6= ND(e)(w3) ⊆ Cw3(e4). As

κ(G) = 3, then
∣∣∣NS(e4)

(
Cw3(e4)\ {w3}

)∣∣∣ ≥ 2. Since NS(e4)

(
Cw3(e4)\ {w3}

)
⊆ NS(e4)(u) and G is

claw-free, then NS(e4)

(
Cw3(e4)\ {w3} , D(e4)

)
= ∅. Hence

∣∣∣NS(e4)

(
D(e4)

)∣∣∣ ≤ 2, a contradiction.

If k(e4) ≥ 5, then {v, w1, w2} ⊆ NS(e4)

(
u,D(e4)

)
by Lemma 3.4 (2). As G is claw-free,

then {v, w1, w2} ∩ NS(e4)

(
Cw3(e4)\ {w3}

)
= ∅. Moreover, by Lemma 3.4 (2), {w1, w2} ⊆

NS(e)(u, v,D(e)). Then w3 /∈ NG(w1)∪NG(w2) by Lemma 3.4 (5). So {v, w1, w2}∩NS(e4)

(
Cw3(e4)

)
= ∅. Hence NG

(
Cw3(e4)

)
⊆ {u} ∪ NS(e4)

(
C(e4)

)
\ {v, w1, w2} is a cut set of G. However, as∣∣∣NS(e4)

(
C(e4)

)∣∣∣ = 5 by Lemma 3.4 (2), then
∣∣NG

(
Cw3(e4)

)∣∣ ≤ 3, a contradiction.

Therefore we can obtain δ(G) = 3.
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