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The minimum degree of minimally ¢-tough graphs
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Abstract: A graph G is minimally ¢-tough if the toughness of GG is t and deletion of any
edge from G decreases its toughness. Katona et al. conjectured that the minimum degree of
any minimally ¢-tough graph is [2¢] and gave some upper bounds on the minimum degree of the
minimally ¢-tough graphs in [0, [7]. In this paper, we show that a minimally 1-tough graph G
with girth g > 5 has minimum degree at most {#J +g—1, and a minimally 1-tough graph with
n+6

4

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

%—tough claw-free graphs is 3.

Keywords: Minimally ¢-tough; Toughness; Minimum degree; Claw-free graphs

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 §(G) = min {dg(v) : v € V(G)}.
Let x(G) denote the vertex connectivity of G. For any vertex set S C 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 C V(G), let Ng(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 Chvdtal ([2]):

7(G) = min {w(C‘JS—‘S) S CV(G),w(G-S) > 2}

if G is not complete, and 7(G) = 400 if G is complete. We say that a graph is t — tough, if its

toughness is at least t.

Since Chvatal introduced toughness in 1973, many results concerning the relation between
toughness with cycle structure and factors have been widely studied (see [4] [§]). In the progress
of research on the Hamiltonicity of 2-tough graph, Broersma introduced the concept of minimally

t-tough graphs ([I]).

Definition 1.2. Graph G is said to be minimally t-tough, if T(G) =t and 7(G —e) <t for any
e € E(G).

From the definition of toughness, we note that a t-tough noncomplete graph is 2¢-connected.
Thus the minimum degree of a t-tough graph is at least [2¢]. 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
vertez of degree [2t].

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 § + 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.



Theorem 1.6. Fvery minimally 1-tough graph with girth g > 5 has a vertex of degree at most

L7l +9—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 %—tough and 1-tough claw-free graphs are completely characterized
in [6l [7]. Note that the toughness of a claw-free graph is exactly § for some integer c. In this
paper, we show that Generalized Krisell Conjecture is true if the graph is minimally %-tough

claw-free. The proof is in Section 3.

Theorem 1.7. Fvery minimally %—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 vertez set S C 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,--- ,¢}. Clearly, Ng(vi)| = 2 and

(Ng_¢ (vi)) N Ng(vj) = 0 for i # j, otherwise we can obtain a shorter cycle, a contradiction.
Thus n > g+ g(6(G) — 2). If g > y/n — 1, then §(G) < 5 +1=<|77]+9— 1 Hence assume
5 < g < +/n—1 in the following.

Let e = uv be an arbitrary edge of G. By Lemma there exists a vertex set S C V(Q)
such that w(G — S) = [S| and w((G—e€) — S) = |S| + 1. Set |S| = k. Since ’V(G){ >
|S|+w((G —e€) — ), we have k < 2.

Casel. 1<k<g-—1.



Suppose to the contrary that §(G) > Lg"ﬁj +g. Let C be the component of G — S containing
e and D be the union of components of G — S — C. Let C, and C, denote the components of
(G —e) — S containing u, v, respectively. Assume V; = {x : d¢, (z,v) = i} for each nonnegative

integer 1.

If g is odd, according to the definition of girth, then V; is independent for each 7 € [0, %}
In addition, N, (ug 3) NN, (vg 3) = () for each ug—3,v453 € Vg_s. Then we have the
2 g—2 2 2 2

2
following:

Cy| = irw Z k-1)"

By a similar argument, we can obtain

&)
v |
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G > (6(G) -k —1)".
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Since /n —1 > g > 5, then we have \F > 2. Combining k < g — 1 and g < y/n — 1, then,

9771
2 .
n>|Cl+ 18|+ D[ >2) (6(G)—k—1)"+2k—1
=0
E
2 n i
> 9 _— —(g-1)—-1)"+2(g—-1)—1
> iZO(LgHHg (9—-1)—1)"+2(9—1)
Vn—2

>\vn 2 +2yn—-5>n,
a contradiction.

If g is even, as \/n — 1 > g > 6, then @ — 1 > 2. In the same conclusion as above, we

have

ke
I
—

. VA—1
n>|Cl+ 18|+ D] >23 (6(G)—k—=1)+2k—1>vn 2 ' +2/n—5>n,
=0

~.

a contradiction.
Case 2. g <k <[5

Since |S| = k and w((G —€) — S) =k + 1, there exists a component of (G — ) — S with at

most Lz—;’fj vertices and inside this component each vertex has at most LTHJ — 1 neighbors. If

this component is trivial, then §(G) < [ %7 + 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 L—J —1+k<7PHF -1+k=

k+1 k+1
L4 (k+1) -3
Consider the function

f(k):’;iﬂkﬂ)a

Since g < k < LnglJ we see that 6(G) < [ f(k)] < maa:{f(g),f([g%J)}. As 0 < %1 <1 and

n+1

n n+1 n n g+1
= + —2<|——|4+g—14—7,
g+1J) 7] +1 Lg+1J _Lg+1J n

n
tg-—2<|——|4+g—1,
g Lg+1J g

f(L

the result follows.

Case 3. Lg’lﬁj+1§k<g.

Suppose to the contrary §(G) > Lg—ilj +g. Let T1,T5,--- ,T; be the components of G — S
with at most g — 1 vertices. Then we have [ + g(k — ) + k < n. Moreover, since k > §(G) — 1

and g > 5, we can obtain

g-l-l

2g+1k— n Zg+1(L
g—1 g—1—"g—1

l 1.

+g-1)—-——>g—-1>
PR RE A R e’ [——

We claim G[T;] is a path for each i € [1,l]. Clearly, G[T;] is a tree for each i € [1,]].
If dp,(u) > 3 for some j € [1,I] and u € V(T}), then |S U {u}| < w(G — S U {u}), which
contradicts 7(G) = 1. Assume u; is the starting vertex of T; for each ¢ € [1,]] and W =
{ui:i: 1,2,--',(%1} Then

g+1
?W(L

n
g+1

J4g-1)>typatt

!
Z‘NS(W)\Z } |Ns(ui)] >T 5 519 -2).

Since |S| < §, there exists a vertex u; € W such that ’Ng(uj) N Ng(W — {u;} )) > g — 2. Since
g—2> |W — {u;} |, then there exists a vertex of W — {u;} adjacent to at least two vertices of

Ng(uj). So there exists a 4-cycle in G, a contradiction. O
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 ”+6



Proof. Suppose to the contrary that 6(G) > ”TJFG. 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'| > 26(G) — 2 — k, where T' = N¢e(u) U No(v) — {u, v}
and T is independent. Since G is 1-tough and S U (C — T) is a cut set of G, we can obtain
|C —T|>|T|— 1. Then

10> 2/T| —1>45(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 27(G) = k(G).

If G is a minimally g—tough claw-free graph, then x(G) = 3 by Theorem 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 uw 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.

3
Lemma 3.2. Let G be a minimally §—t0ugh 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, k(G —e) = 27(G —e) < 3.
If 7(G —e) = %, then k(G —e) = 1 and thus k(G) < 2, a contradiction. Thus 7(G —e) = 1
and k(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,w;,ws} is a 3-vertex-cut of G. It follows that w is critical. Similarly,

dg(v) = 3 or v is critical. O



From the definition of minimally ¢-tough graphs, we can obtain the following lemma.

3
Lemma 3.3. If G is a minimally i—tough graph, then for every edge e € E(G) there exists a
vertex set S C V(G) with

gw(G—S)g \S!<gw((G—e)—S) :;(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 Cy(e) and Cy(e) denote the components of (G —e) — S(e) containing
u and v, respectively. In addition, Let Ng(T4,Ts, - ,T;) = 02:1 Ng(T;), where S,T; C V(QG)
for i = 1,2,--- 1. In particular, if T; = {t;}, we will abbreviate Ng(T1,---,{t;},---,T}) to
Ng(Ty, -+ ,tiy--- . T).

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

3
Lemma 3.4. Let G be a minimally §—t0ugh claw-free graph with §(G) > 4. For an arbitrary
edge e = uwv € E(G), assume w € S(e). The following statements hold.

(1) If k(e) = 3, then C(e) = {u,v}, Ng(u) = {v}US(e) and Ng(v) = {u} U S(e).
(2) If k(e) > 5, then ‘NS(B)(C(e))‘ =5 and every vertex of S(e) is adjacent to D(e).
(8) If D(e) # 0 and w is not adjacent to D(e), then k(e) =4 and Ng() (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) # 0 and w € Ng((u,v,D(e)), then da(v) =4, 2 < |Ng(v,w)| <3
and Ng(w) C {v,t} U Ng(v), where t € Np(e)(w).

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

Proof. (1). By Lemma 3.3, w(G — S(e)) = 2 and w( (G —€) — S(e)) = 3. Note that Cy(e) =
S(e) U {u} | 4 3 - o _ .
w(G = 5() U {u}) < 3 <73 2 contradiction. Similarly, Cy(e) = {v}. Since
0(G) > 4, then Ng(u) = {v} U S(e) and Ng(v) = {u} U S(e).

{u}, otherwise
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(2). Let w(G — S(e)) =1 and Cy = C(e),Ca,- -+ ,C; be the components of G — S(e). By

3 3 3
L 3, =1 < =1+ —.
emma 3.3, 2l_l<:(e) < 2l+2

Since G is 3-connected, we have ‘Ng(e)(C’i)‘ > 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 C; 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(;[ + g) and

then 3 < ‘NS (e) (C(e)) ‘ < 5. Suppose 3 < | Ng(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 )N S(e (e))‘ =5

and then 5+ 3(1 — 1) < 2k(e) < 2(§l + g) Hence every vertex of S(e) has neighbors in exactly

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

(3). Combining x(G) = 3 with Lemma 3.4 (2), we have k(e) = 4 and Ng()(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 |Cy(e)| > 2 or |Cy(e)| > 2, then either S(e) U {u} or S(e) U {v}
= |Cy(e)| = 1, then G = K4, which

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

contradicts the toughness of G. Therefore k(e) = 4 and then w(G — S(e)) = 2 by Lemma 3.2.

Suppose Cy(e) # {u}. Since {u,w} U Ng(e)—(w}(Cule)\{u}) is a cut set of G and w is
not critical, we have ‘NS(e {w}( w(e)\ {u} ‘ > 2. Let S(e) = {w,t1,ta,t3}. Assume ¢; and
to are adjacent to Cy(e)\ {u}. Since w is not contained in any 3-vertex-cut of G, we see that
Np(e)(ti) # 0 for each i € {1,2,3}. Since G is claw-free, then ¢; and 3 are not adjacent to
Cy(e). Obviously, Ng(Cy(e)) C {u,w,t3} is a cut set of G (see Figure 1), a contradiction. So
Cu(e) = {u}. Similarly, we can obtain C,(e) = {v}.

(5). Let e; = vw. Clearly, u € S(e1). Since u is not critical, we can obtain k(e;) = 4 and
C(e1) = {v,w} by Lemma 3.4 . Let t € Np(ey(w). Clearly, t € S(e1). As vt ¢ E(G) and
§(G) > 4, then dg(v) =4, S(e1) = {t} U (Ng(v)\ {w} ) and 2 < |[Ng(v,w)| < 3. It follows that
Ne(w) € {v,t} U Na(v).

(6). Suppose Cy(e) # {u}. Since u is noncritical and {u} U Ng()(Cu(e)\{u}) is a cut



set of G, then ‘Ns(e)(Cu(e)\ {u})‘ >3 . If k(e) = 3, we can obtain Cy(e) = {u} by Lemma
3.4 (1). If k(e) = 4, since K(G) = 3 and G is claw-free, then there are at least two ver-
tices of NS ) (Cule)\ {u}) adjacent to D(e) and not adjacent to Cy(e) (see Figure 2). Thus
‘Ns(e ‘ < 2, while Ng(Cy(e)) = {u} U Ng()(Cu(e)) is a cut set of G, a contradiction.
So Cu(e) = {u}. If k(e) > 5, we know every vertex of Ng()(Cu(e)\{u}) is adjacent to D(e)
by Lemma 3.4 (2), and not adjacent to Cy(e) because G is claw-free. In the same conclusion as

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

C.(e) C.(e) D(e) C.(e) C(e) D(e)

S (e)

t| tz t3

- s

Figure 1. Cy u Figure 2. w is noncritical and Cy, # {u
g

Lemma 3.5. Let G be a minimally %—tough claw-free graph with 6(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 w; € Ng(u,v) and
S(e) ={w;|li =1,2,--- [ k(e)}.

First, we will prove C'(e) = {u,v}. By Lemma 3.4 (6), Cy(e) = {u}. Suppose to the contrary
that Cy(e) # {v} and assume z € ch(e)(v). As 0(G) > 4, then assume {wq, w3} C Ng(u).

Consider the following two cases according to the common neighbors of u and Cy(e)\ {v}.
Case 1. Ng(u,Cy(e)\{v}) = 0.

As K(G) = 3, then ‘NS 0 (Cole)\ {v} ‘ > 2. And as |Ng(u)| > 3, then k() > 5. By
Lemma 3.4 (2), we can assume Ng(c) (C’( )) = {w1, wa, w3, wq,ws}. Then Ng( ( v (e )\{v})
{wq, w5} and Ne(u) = {v, w1, ws, ws}.

By Lemma 3.4 (2), w1 € Ng()(D(e)). Since wi € Ng()(u,v,D(e)), then |[Ng(v,w1)| > 2 by
Lemma 3.4 (5). Obviously, Ng(v,w1) C {u} U Cy(e) U Ng()(C(e)). Since w1 € Ng(e)(u, D(e))

and G is claw-free, then N, . ., (w1) = 0. Hence Ng(v,w1) C {u, w2, w3, ws, ws}.
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Suppose wy € Ng(v,w1). By Lemma 3.4 (2), {wy, w2} € Ng()(D(e)). As {wy,wa} C
Ns(e)(u,v, D(e)), then Ng(v) = {u, z, w1, wz} and w3 ¢ Ng(wi) U Ng(ws) by Lemma 3.4 (5).
It follows that {v, w1, w2} N Ng(ws) = () and then uws is not contained in any triangle, which
contradicts Lemma 3.2. Suppose ws € Ng(v,w;). Similarly, we can obtain uws is not contained

in any triangle, a contradiction.

Suppose w4 € Ng(v,w1). By Lemma 3.4 (2), assume t1 € Np()(w1). By Lemma 3.4 (5),
then Ng(v) = {u, z,w1,ws} and Ng(wy) C {v, 61} U Ng(v). As zw; ¢ E(G) and 6(G) > 4, then
Ne(wi) = {u,v,wa, 1} Assume to € N, .\ (,,(ws1) and 3 € Np()(ws) by Lemma 3.4 (2). We
have t9 = z and t3 = t1, otherwise either G[{w4,t2, v,tg}] = Kj3or G[{w4,t2,w1,t3}] = K3,

a contradiction. So {t1,z} C Ng(w4). Let e = wiwy (see Figure 3). Clearly, {v,t1} C S(eq).
Claim. k(e1) =4, Ng(e,)(t1) = {wi, wa}, Ne,, (e)(w1) = {u} and N¢,, , (v) = {u, wi}.

Since Ng(v) C Ng(wi) U Ng(ws), then v ¢ Ng(.,)(D(e1)). By Lemma 3.4 (3), k(e1) = 4
and t] € Ns(el)(D(el)). Since t; € Ns(el)(wl,w4,D(el)) and G is claw-free, then NC(el)(tl) =
{w1, ws}. In addition, u ¢ S(e;). Otherwise, by Lemma 3.4 (3), S(e1)\ {v} = Ng(e,)(D(e1)) is
a 3-vertex-cut G, which contains u, a contradiction. So u € Cy,(e1) and Ng,, (¢y)(w1) = {u}.

Since 2wy € E(G), then z ¢ Cy, (e1) and Ng,, (ey)(v) = {u, w1 }. O

If Cy, (1) # {u, w1}, then Ng(Cuy(e1)\{u,w1}) € {u} U (S(e1)\{v,t1}) is a cut set of G

by Claim, a contradiction. If Cy, (e1) = {u, w1}, then S(e1) = {v,t1,wa, w3}. As zws € E(G),
then z € Cy,(e1) and Cy,(e1) # {wa}. Moreover, since S(e1)\{v} = Ng)(Cuw,(e1), D(e1))
by Lemma 3.4 (3) and G is claw-free, then the vertices of S(e;)\{v} are not adjacent to
Cuy(e1)\ {wa}. It follows that Ng(Cu,(e1)\{wa}) = {v,ws} is a 2-vertex-cut of G, a con-

tradiction.

In the same conclusion as above, we can obtain ws ¢ Ng(v,w;). Therefore we conclude

Ng(v,w1) = {u}, a contradiction with Lemma 3.4 (5).
Case 2. {w;} C Ng()(u, Cy(e)\ {v}) for some i € {1,2,--- ,k(e)}.

Since G is claw-free, then w; ¢ Ng() (D(e)). By Lemma 3.4 (3), k(e) = 4 and Ng() (D(e)) =
S(e)\ {w;}. Thus Ng() (u, Co(e)\ {v}) = {wi}. And as (G) = 3, then ‘Ns(e)(Cv(e)\ {v})|>2

So there exists a vertex w; € Ng(e)(D(e), Cy(e)\ {v} ) for some j # i. Since G is claw-free, then
wwj ¢ E(G). Thus w; = wg and Ng(u) = {v, w1, wa, w3z}.

10



Figure 3. e1 = wiwa

Case 2.1. Ng()(u, Cy(e)\ {v} ) = {w;} for some i € {2,3}.

Without loss of generality, we assume Ng(u, Cy(e)\{v}) = {wa}. Then Ng()(D(e)) =
{w1, w3, ws}. By a similar argument as Case 1, we can obtain |N(;(v,w1)‘ > 2 and Ng(v,wy) C

{U, wa, W3, w4}'

Consider that we € Ng(v,wi). As w; € Ng(e)(u,v,D(e)), then Ng(v) = {u,z,wi,wa}
and ws ¢ Ng(wi) by Lemma 3.4 (5). If wows ¢ E(G), then uws is not contained in any
triangle, which contradicts Lemma 3.2. If wows € E(G), as G[{v,wg,wg,w}] = K3 for each

we N

ouien (o) (W2) and w # z, we see that N (w2) = {z}. Suppose C,(e) # {v,z}, then

Cy(e)\{v}

Ne(Co(e)\{v,z}) C {z,w4} is a cut set of G by our assumption, a contradiction. Suppose
Cy(e) = {v,z}, then Ng(z) C {v,wa,ws}, a contradiction. Consider that wsz € Ng(v,w).
As {w1, w3} C Ng)(u,v,D(€)), then Ng(v) = {u,z wi,ws} and wy ¢ Ng(wi) U Ng(ws) by
Lemma 3.4 (5). Therefore {v,w;,ws} N Ng(w2) = @ and then wws 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 wy € Ng(v,w;). Therefore we conclude Ng (v, w;) = {u}, a contradiction.
Case 2.2. Ng()(u, Cy(e)\ {v}) = {w1}.

We claim that either vwy € E(G) or vws € E(G). Otherwise, since {wz, w3} N Ng(Cy(e)) =
(), then Ng(C’U(e)) = {u, w1, w4} is a 3-vertex-cut of G, a contradiction. Without loss of
generality, assume vwy € E(G). As wa € Ng()(u,v, D(e)), then Ng(v) = {u, z, w1, wz} and
Ne(wz2) € {v,y1}UNg(v) by Lemma 3.4 (5), where y1 € Np()(w2). Moreover, since 2wz ¢ E(G)
and dg(w2) > 4, then wiwy € E(G). Let ea = wiwsy. Clearly, u € S(e2). By Lemma 3.4 (4),
C(e2) = {w1, w2} and k(ez) = 4. This means S(e2) = {u,v,y1,y2} and Ng(wi) C S(e2) U {wa},
where y2 € N .\, (w1). Therefore {v, w1, w2} N Ng(ws) = 0 and then uws; is not contained

in any triangle, which contradicts Lemma 3.2.
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Therefore C(e) = {u,v}. Next, we will prove that |Ng(e(u,v)| = 2.

Suppose ‘NS(S)(U, v)‘ > 3. Assume {wy,w, w3} C Ng(e(u,v). Combing k(G) = 3 and
Lemma 3.4 (2), we can assume w; € Ng()(D(e)). By Lemma 3.4 (5), Ng(v) = {u, w1, w2, ws}.
Hence Ng(u) = {v} U Ng()(C(e)). If k(e) = 4, then N (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 ez = uw;.
Clearly, v € S(e3). As Ng(v) € {u} U Ng(u), then Np(e,)(v) = 0. By Lemma 3.4 ,
k(es) = 4 and Ng,)(D(e3)) = S(es)\{v}. Moreover, since Cy(e3) = {u} by Lemma 3.4
(6) and dg(u) > 5, then S(es) = Ng(u)\{wi}. It follows that Np((wi) € Cu, (es) and
S(es)\{v} C Ng(ey)(u, D(e3)). Since G is claw-free, then the vertices in S(es)\{v} are not
adjacent to Cy, (e3)\ {w1}. And as Ng(v) C {u, w1} U S(es), then Ng(Cu, (e3)\ {w1}) = {wi}

is a cut set of G, a contradiction. Thus ‘Ns(e) (u, v)‘ < 2.

If k(e) = 4, as §(G) > 4, then |NS(6)(u,v)’ = 2. If k(e) > 5, then assume Ng(C(e)) =
{w1, w2, w3, ws, ws} by Lemma 3.4 (2). As §(G) > 4, then |Ns(e) (u,v)’ > 1. Suppose |Ns(e) (u,v)’
= 1. As w1 € Ng()(u,v), then Ng()(u,v) = {w1}. Assume Ng(u) = {v, w1, ws, w3} and
Ng(v) = {u,w1,ws, ws}. By Lemma 3.4 (2), assume 21 € Np(,)(w1). By Lemma 3.4 (5),
Ng(wi) C {v,21} U Ng(v). Since dg(wy) > 4, then either wywy € E(G) or wyws € E(G).
Consider that wiws € E(G). Note that waws € E(G), otherwise G[{u,v,ws,ws}]| = K3,
a contradiction. Thus Ng(v) € Ng(wi) U Ng(wy). And we have z; € Ng(ws), otherwise
G[{u, W1, Wy, zl}] = K 3, a contradiction. Similarly as in Case 1, one can derive a contradic-
tion for considering the edge wiwy as well. Similarly, we can also obtain a contradiction for

wiws ¢ E(G). Thus we can obtain |N5(e) (u,v) | =2. O

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 §(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 6(G) > 4. Let e = uv and S(e) = {w;|i =1,2,--- ,k(e)}. By Lemma 3.4 (6),
Cy(e) = {u}. Since dg(u) > 4, then k(e) > 3.

Case 1. k(e) = 3.

As Lemma 3.4 (1) and x(G) = k(e) = 3, then Ng(v) = {u}US(e) and S(e) C Ng(c)(u, v, D(e)).
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By Lemma 3.4 (5), Ng(w1) € {v,t1} U Ng(v), where t1 € Np()(w1). Since dg(w1) > 4, then
either wywy € E(G) or wiws € E(G). Without loss of generality, assume e; = wiws € E(G).
Clearly, {u,v} € S(e1). By Lemma 3.4 (4), Np(,)(v) # 0 and then ws € D(e;). Hence
{w1, w2} N Ng(w3) = 0. By Lemma 3.4 (5), Ng(w3) C {v,t2} U Ng(v), where t3 € Np(ey(w3).
Since {w1, w2} N Ng(ws) = 0, then dg(ws) < 3, a contradiction.

Case 2. k(e) >4

By Lemma 3.5, C(e) = {u,v} and assume Ng()(u,v) = {w, wa}.

Case 2.1. k(e) =

As k(G) = 3, assume w; € Ng()(D(e)). By Lemma 3.4 (5), dg(v) = 4 and Ng(wi) C
{v,t3} U Ng(v), where t3 € Np()(w1). Since Ng(e)(u,v) = {wi, w2} and 6(G) > 4, we can
assume Ng(u) = {v,wy, w2, w3} and Ng(v) = {u,wi,wa,ws}. As dg(wi) > 4, then either
wiwe € E(G) or wywy € E(G).

Suppose wiwy € E(G). If wows ¢ E(G), then {v,w;, w2} N Ng(ws) = (. This means
uwws is not contained in any triangle, which contradicts Lemma 3.2. If wows € E(G), assume
ez = wows. Clearly, u € S(ez). By Lemma 3.4 (), C(e2) = {wa, w3} and k(ez) = 4. Then
{v,u,wi} C S(e2) and Ng(ws) C {we} U S(ez). Since v,w; ¢ Ng(ws), then dg(ws) < 3, a
contradiction.

Suppose wiws € E(G). Let e3 = uw;. Clearly, v € S(esz). Since Ng(v) € Ng(u) U Ng(wr),
then v is not adjacent to D(es3). By Lemma 3.4 (3 . Ns(es)(D(e3)) = S(es)\ {v}. Moreover, since
Cyu(es) = {u} by Lemma 3.4 @, then {wy, w3} C S(es). Thus {ws, w3} C Ng(ey)(u, D(es)).
Since G is claw-free, then {ws, w3} N Ng(eq) (Cuy (€3)\ {w1}) = 0. And as {wa, w3} N Ne(wr) = 0,
then {wy, w3} N Ng(eq) (Cuy (e3)) = 0. Hence Ng(Cuy(e3)) € {u} U (S(es)\ {wa, w3}) is a cut
set of G. However, since k(e3) = 4 by Lemma 3.4 (3), then ’NG (Cw1 (63))’ < 3, a contradiction.

Thus we conclude wywe ¢ E(G) and wiwy ¢ E(G), a contradiction.
Case 2.2. k(e) > 5

By Lemma 3.4 (2), we can assume Ng.y (C(e)) = {w1, wa, w3, wy, ws} and wi € Ny (D(e)).
As w1 € Ng)(u,v,D(e)), then dg(v) = 4 by Lemma 3.4 (5). Assume Ng(v) = {u, w1, w2, ws}.

Since Ng(e)(u,v) = {w1,wa}, then Ng(u) = {v, w1, w2, w3, ws}. Let e, = uws. By Lemma 3.4
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(6), Cu(eq) = {u}. Then Ng(u)\{ws} C S(eq). Clearly, k(eq) > 4.

If k(es4) = 4, then S(eq) = Ng(u)\ {w1}. By Lemma 3.4 (2), ) # Np()(w3) € Cusy(eq). As
k(G) = 3, then Ng(ey) (Cw3 (e4)\ {ws} )‘ > 2. Since Ng(,) (Cw3<64)\ {wg}) C Ns(e4)(u) and G is
claw-free, then Ng(e,)(Cus;(ea)\ {ws}, D(es)) = 0. Hence ‘Ns(e4)(D(€4))‘ < 2, a contradiction.

If k(eq) > 5, then {v,w;,ws} C NS(64)(u,D(e4)) by Lemma 3.4 (2). As G is claw-free,
then {v,wi, w2} N NS(64)(Cw3(e4)\{w3}) = (). Moreover, by Lemma 3.4 (2), {wi,wy} C
Ng(e)(u,v,D(€)). Then ws ¢ Ng(w1)UNg(w2) by Lemma 3.4 (5). So {v, w1, w2 }NNg(e,) (Cus (€4))
= . Hence Ng(Cus(es)) € {u} U Ng(e,)(Clea))\ {v, w1, wa} is a cut set of G. However, as
‘NS(64)(C(64))’ =5 by Lemma 3.4 (2), then |Ng(Cu;(es))| < 3, a contradiction.

Therefore we can obtain §(G) = 3. O

References

[1] H.Broersma, E. Engbers, H. Trommel, Various results on the toughness of graphs, Networks

33 (1999) 233-238.
[2] V. Chvatal, Tough graphs and hamiltonian circuits, Discrete Math. 306 (2006) 910-917.

[3] R.C. Entringer, P.J. Slater, A theorem on critically 3-connected graph, Nanta Math. 11
(1978) 141-145.

[4] A. Kabel, T. Kaiser, 10-tough chordal graphs are hamiltonian, J. Combin. Theorey Ser. B
122 (2017) 417-427.

[5] T. Kaiser, Problems from the workshop on dominating cycles, http://iti.zcu.cz/history/
2003 /Hajek/problems/hajek-problems.ps.

[6] G.Y. Katona, K. Varaga, Minimally toughness in special graph classes, arXiv:1802.00055,
2018.

[7] G.Y. Katona, D. Soltész, K. Varga, Properties of minimally ¢-tough graphs, Discrete Math.
341 (2018) 221-231.

14


http://iti.zcu.cz/history/2003/Hajek/problems/hajek-problems.ps
http://iti.zcu.cz/history/2003/Hajek/problems/hajek-problems.ps
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.00055

[8] H. Lu, M. Kano, Characterization of 1-tough graphs using factors, Discrete Math. 343
(2020) 111901.

[9] W. Mader, Eine Eigenschaft der Atome endlicher Graphen, Arch. Math 22 (1971) 333-336.

[10] M.M. Matthews, D.P. Sumner, Hamiltonian results in K 3-free graphs, J. Graph Theory 8
(1984) 139-146.

[11] C. Thomassen, Reflections on graph theory, J. Graph Theory 10 (1986) 309-324.

15



	1 Introduction
	2 Proof of Theorem 1.6
	3 Proof of Theorem 1.7

