arXiv:2303.02372v2 [math.CO] 11 Feb 2024

Refinements of degree conditions for the existence of a spanning tree without small degree stems

Michitaka Furuya^{1∗} Akira Saito^{2†} Shoichi Tsuchiya^{3‡}

1College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, Kitasato University, 1-15-1 Kitasato, Minami-ku, Sagamihara, Kanagawa 252-0373, Japan 2Department of Information Science, Nihon University, 3-25-40 Sakurajosui, Setagaya-Ku, Tokyo 156-8550, Japan 3School of Network and Information, Senshu University, 2-1-1 Higashimita, Tama-ku, Kawasaki-shi, Kanagawa, 214-8580, Japan

Abstract

A spanning tree of a graph without no vertices of degree 2 is called a homeomorphically irreducible spanning tree (or a HIST) of the graph. Albertson, Berman, Hutchinson and Thomassen [J. Graph Theory 14 (1990), 247–258] gave a minimum degree condition for the existence of a HIST, and recently, Ito and Tsuchiya [J. Graph Theory 99 (2022), 162–170] found a sharp degree-sum condition for the existence of a HIST. In this paper, we refine these results, and extend the first one to a spanning tree in which no vertex other than the endvertices has small degree.

Key words and phrases. homeomorphically irreducible spanning tree (HIST), [2, k]- ST, minimum degree, degree-sum.

AMS 2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 05C05, 05C07.

∗e-mail:michitaka.furuya@gmail.com †e-mail:saitou.akira@nihon-u.ac.jp ‡e-mail:s.tsuchiya@isc.senshu-u.ac.jp

1 Introduction

Let G be a graph. We let V (G) and E(G) denote the vertex set and the edge set of G, respectively. For u ∈ V (G), let N_G(u) and d_G(u) denote the neighborhood and the degree of u, respectively; thus N_G(u) = {v ∈ V (G) : uv ∈ E(G)} and d_G(u) = |N_G(u)|. For an integer i ≥ 0, let V_i(G) = {u ∈ V (G) : d_G(u) = i} and V_{≥i}(G) = {u ∈ V (G) : d_G(u) ≥ i}. We let δ(G) denote the minimum degree of G. We let σ_2(G) = min{d_G(u) + d_G(v) : u, v ∈ V (G), u ≠ v, uv /∈ E(G)} if G is not complete; we let σ_2(G) = ∞ if G is complete.

Let G be a connected graph. A spanning tree of G without a vertex of degree 2 is called a homeomorphically irreducible spanning tree, which we often abbreviate to a HIST, of G. In a sense, a HIST is the counterpart of a hamiltonian path, which is a spanning tree where every vertex other than the endvertices, referring to it as a stem hereafter, has degree 2. Partly for this reason, as the study of a hamiltonian path has evolved, a HIST has also been attracting attention (for example, see [1, 3, 4, 10, 15]). Also, a HIST is worth studying in its own right. For example, a HIST appears as an essential part in the construction of a Halin graph, which was constructed by Halin [9], and was named by Lovász and Plummer [12].

Since the existence of a hamiltonian path is often studied in relation with degree conditions, it is natural to study the relationship between the existence of a HIST and degrees of graphs. The first significant discovery in this direction was made by Albertson et al. [1]. An immediate consequence of Dirac’s Theorem states that a graph of order n with minimum degree at least^1_2 (n − 1) contains a hamiltonian path. While this result is sharp, they proved that a much weaker minimum degree condition guarantees the existence of a HIST.

Theorem A (Albertson, Berman, Hutchinson and Thomassen [1]) Let G be a connected graph of order n, and suppose that δ(G) ≥ 4 √ 2n. Then G has a HIST.

Dirac’s Theorem was later extended by Ore. Again an immediate consequence of Ore’s Theorem says that every graph G of order n with σ_2(G) ≥ n − 1 contains a hamiltonian path. As for a HIST, Ito and the third author of this paper [11] recently proved the following result.

Theorem B (Ito and Tsuchiya [11]) Let G be a connected graph of order n ≥ 8. If σ_2(G) ≥ n − 1, then G has a HIST.

One peculiar aspect is that they also proved the sharpness of the result : They constructed infinitely many connected graphs G with σ_2(G) = |V (G)| − 2 which does not contain a HIST. Therefore, while there is a wide discrepancy between minimum degree conditions for the existence of a hamiltonian path and a HIST, the gap disappears when we consider the degree sum conditions.

As a hamiltonian path has become a popular topic, its extended notion has also been pursued. As we have mentioned, a hamiltonian path is a spanning tree in which every stem has degree 2. Relaxing this restraint, for a integer k ≥ 2, we define a spanning k-tree as a spanning tree in which every stem has degree lying between 2 and k. A number of sufficient conditions for the existence of a hamiltonian path have been naturally generalized to those for the existence of a spanning k-tree.

If a HIST is the counterpart of a hamiltonian path and a spanning k-tree is a natural extension of a hamiltonian path, we may seek for a similar extension of a HIST. Partly under this motivation, the first and the third authors of this paper defined [2, k]-ST in [6]. In a spanning k-tree, we allow stems to have degree ranging in the interval [2, k]. So as a possible extension of a HIST, they forbade the degrees of stems to fall into [2, k] : A [2, k]-ST of a connected graph G is a spanning tree of G in which every stem has degree larger than k.

Though the term [2, k]-ST was introduced in [6], its notion had implicitly appeared in the literature before it. A graph of order n is said to be pancyclic if it contains a cycle of order k for every integer k with 3 ≤ k ≤ n. As we have remarked, a Halin graph is constructed from a HIST. Though it is not always pancyclic, Bondy and Lovász [2] and, independently Skowrońska [14] proved that a Halin graph constructed from a [2, 3]-ST is pancyclic. Also, when Albertson et al. proved Theorem A, they remarked that by adopting the same proof technique, they could prove that for every integer k ≥ 2, there exists a constant c_k such that every connected graph of order n and minimum degree at least c_k √ n contains a [2, k]-ST. Since the existence of a [2, k]-ST becomes stronger as k grows, the constant c_k is at least a non-decreasing function of k, and we expect that it is actually an increasing function. However, they did not mention the actual behavior of c_k.

With these backgrounds, we set two goals in this paper. First, we study the behavior of the constant c_k as a function of k and prove c_k = O ( k^32 ) . Theorem 1 Let k ≥ 2 be an integer. Let G be a connected graph of order n, and suppose that δ(G) ≥ √ k(k − 1)(k + 2 √ 2k + 2)n. Then G has a [2, k]-ST.

If k = 2, then √ k(k − 1)(k + 2 √ 2k + 2) = 4. Thus Theorem 1 slightly improves Theorem A. In Section 2, we also show c_k = Ω(k^12 ).

The second goal is to refine Theorem 2. As we have seen, while the minimum degree condition for the existence of a HIST is considerably weaker than that of a hamiltonian path, we cannot observe such a gap for the degree sum conditions. As the first step to understand this seemingly peculiar difference, we characterize the graphs with σ_2(G) = |V (G)| − 2 that does not contain a HIST. Let D_n be the graph obtained from a complete graph K of order n − 2 and a path P of order 3 by identifying a vertex of K and an endvertex of P . Then, as mentioned in [11], |V (D_n)| = n, σ_2(D_n) = n − 2 and D_n has no HIST.

Theorem 2 Let G be a connected graph of order n ≥ 10, and suppose that σ_2(G) ≥ n − 2. Then G has a HIST if and only if G is not isomorphic to D_n.

We remark that in [8], the first and the third authors of this paper extended Theorem 2 to [2, k]-STs by adopting a different approach. However, the proof strategy in [8] works only for graphs of sufficiently large order. In particular, the application of the result to the ordinary HIST verifies Theorem 2 only for graphs of order at least 295. Many arguments concerning HISTs are made by induction on the order of the graph, and the number 295 is rather too large to use as an induction basis. For this reason, we give Theorem 2 in this paper.

1.1 Further notations and a preliminary In this subsection, we prepare some notations and introduce a known result, which are used in our proof. For terms and symbols not defined in this paper, we refer the reader to [5].

Let G be a graph. For two disjoint subsets U_1 and U_2 of V (G), let E_G(U_1, U_2) = {u_1u_2 ∈ E(G) : u_1 ∈ U_1, u_2 ∈ U_2}. For u, v ∈ V (G), the distance between u and v, denoted by dist_G(u, v), is the minimum length of a path of G connecting u and v. The value diam(G) = max{dist_G(u, v) : u, v ∈ V (G)} is called the diameter of G. For F ⊆ E(G), let V (F ) = {u, v : uv ∈ F }. For a subgraph H of G and a subset F of E(G), let H + F be the subgraph of G with V (H + F ) = V (H) ∪ V (F ) and E(H + F ) = E(H) ∪ F . Let ω(G) be the number of components of G.

Let m ≥ 1 be an integer. Let p_1, p_2, . . . , p_m be integers with p_i ≥ 1. For each integer i with 1 ≤ i ≤ m, let A_i be a copy of K_{2,pi} , and let x_{i,1} and x_{i,2} be two vertices of A_i such that {x_{i,1}, x_{i,2}} is one of the partite sets of A_i. Let Â_m(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_m) be the graph obtained from A_1, A_2, . . . , A_m by identifying x_{1,1}, x_{2,1}, . . . , x_{m,1} and adding the edge set {x_{i,2}x_{j,2} : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ m}. For an integer p ≥ 1, let B_p be the graph obtained from Â_2(2, p) by adding the edge yy^′ where {y, y^′} = V (A_1) \ {x_{1,1}, x_{1,2}}. Let A = {Â_m(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_m) : m ≥ 1, p_i ≥ 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ m} and B = {B_p : p ≥ 1} x_{1,1} = · · · = x_{m,1}

x_{1,2} x_{2,2} x_{3,2} x_{m,2}

Â_m(3, 2, . . . , 2) : x_{1,1} = · · · = x_{4,1}

Â_4(1, 1, 1, 1) :

x_{1,2} x_{2,2} x_{3,2} x_{4,2} x_{1,2}

x_{1,1} = x_{2,1}

x_{1,2}x_{1,2} x_{2,2} y y^′

B_p :

Figure 1: Graphs belong to A ∪ B

(see Figure 1). Recently, Shan and Tsuchiya [13] proved the following theorem.

Theorem C (Shan and Tsuchiya [13]) Let G be a graph of order n ≥ 10 with diam(G) = 2. Then G has a HIST if and only if G is not isomorphic to any graph in A ∪ B.

2 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. Throughout this proof, we implicitly use the fact that k ≥ 2. Let c_k = √ k(k − 1)(k + 2 √ 2k + 2). Hence

c_k = √ k(k − 1)(k + 2 √ 2k + 2) ≥ √ k(k − 1)(k + 4 + 2) = √ k^3 + 5k^2 − 6k. Since n > δ(G) ≥ c_k √ n, we have √ n( √ n − c_k) > 0. Consequently, we obtain √ n > c_k ≥ √ k^3 + 5k^2 − 6k. (2.1) Let p =^{(c2k−k(k−1)(k−2))} √ n+kc_k 2c_k .

Claim 2.1 We have c_k √ n > p > k + 2.

Proof. By (2.1), c_k √ n − p = c_k √ n − (c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2)) √ n + kc_k 2c_k = (c^2_k + k(k − 1)(k − 2)) √ n − kc_k 2c_k > (k^3 + 5k^2 − 6k + k(k − 1)(k − 2))c_k − kc_k 2c_k = (2k^3 + 2k^2 − 4k) − k 2 > 0 and p − (k + 2) =

(c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2)) √ n + kc_k 2c_k − (k + 2) > (k^3 + 5k^2 − 6k − k(k − 1)(k − 2))c_k + kc_k − 2c_k(k + 2) 2c_k = (8k^2 − 8k) + k − 2(k + 2) 2 > 0. Therefore, c_k √ n > p > k + 2. □ Let u_0 ∈ V (G), and let F_0 be the graph with V (F_0) = {u_0}∪N_G(u_0) and E(F_0) = {u_0v : v ∈ N_G(u_0)}. Then by Claim 2.1, |V (F_0)| = d_G(u_0) + 1 > δ(G) ≥ c_k √ n > p and d_{F0} (u_0) = d_G(u_0) ≥ c_k √ n > k + 2. In particular, there exists a subforest F of G such that ⋃ 2≤i≤k+1 Vi(F ) = ∅ and every component of F has at least p vertices.

Choose F so that |V (F )| is as large as possible. Note that ω(F ) ≤ n p . (2.2)

Let A = V (G) \ V (F ). Fix a vertex a ∈ A. It follows from Claim 2.1 that if |N_G(a) ∩ A| ≥ p, then the graph F^′ with V (F^′) = V (F ) ∪ {a} ∪ (N_G(a) ∩ A) and E(F^′) = E(F )∪{ay : y ∈ N_G(a)∩A} is a subforest of G such that ⋃ 2≤i≤k+1 Vi(F ′) = ∅ and every component of F^′ has at least p vertices, which contradicts the maximality of F . Thus |N_G(a) ∩ A| < p. Again by the maximality of F , we also obtain N_G(a) ∩ V_{≥k+2}(F ) = ∅. Consequently, we have |N_G(a) ∩ V_1(F )| = |N_G(a) ∩ V (F )| = d_G(a) − |N_G(a) ∩ A| > c_k √ n − p. (2.3) Furthermore, for a vertex u ∈ V_1(F ), it follows from the maximality of F that

|N_G(u) ∩ A| ≤ k. This together with (2.3) implies that (c_k √ n − p)|A| < ∑ a∈A |N_G(a) ∩ V_1(F )| = |E_G(A, V_1(F ))| = ∑ u∈V_1(F ) |N_G(u) ∩ A| ≤ k|V_1(F )| < k(n − |A|), and hence |A| < kn c_k √ n − p + k . (2.4)

For each vertex a ∈ A, take u_a ∈ N_G(a) ∩ V_1(F ) (here, the condition that N_G(a) ∩ V_1(F ) ≠ ∅ is assured by (2.3) and Claim 2.1). Let F^∗ be the spanning subgraph of G with E(F^∗) = E(F ) ∪ {au_a : a ∈ A}. Then F^∗ is a forest with ω(F^∗) = ω(F ). Furthermore, since ⋃ 2≤i≤k+1 Vi(F ∗) ⊆ {u_a : a ∈ A}, we have | ⋃ 2≤i≤k+1 Vi(F ∗)| ≤ |A|. Since G is connected and F^∗ is a spanning subforest of G, there exists a spanning tree T_0 of G with E(F^∗) ⊆ E(T_0). Since |E(T_0)\E(F^∗)| is less than ω(F^∗) (= ω(F )), |( ⋃ 2≤i≤k+1 Vi(T0)) \ ( ⋃ 2≤i≤k+1 Vi(F ∗))| ≤ 2|E(T_0) \ E(F^∗)| < 2ω(F ). In particular, it follows from (2.2) and (2.4) that | | | | ⋃ 2≤i≤k+1 V_i(T_0) | | | | < |A| + 2ω(F ) < kn c_k √ n − p + k + 2n p = kpn + 2(c_k √ n − p + k)n (c_k √ n − p + k)p .

For a spanning tree S of G, let μ(S) = ∑ 2≤i≤k+1 (k + 2 − i)|V_i(S)|.

A spanning tree S is admissible if μ(S) <^{k(kpn+2(ck} √ n−p+k)n) (c_k √ n−p+k)p . Since μ(T0) ≤ k ∑ 2≤i≤k+1 |Vi(T0)| < k(kpn+2(c_k √ n−p+k)n) (c_k √ n−p+k)p , T0 is admissible. Now we choose an

admissible spanning tree T of G so that

(X1) (|V_2(T )|, |V_3(T )|, . . . , |V_k(T )|) is lexicographically as small as possible.

We show that T is a [2, k]-ST of G. By way of contradiction, suppose that ⋃ 2≤i≤k Vi(T ) ≠ ∅. Let s be the minimum integer such that 2 ≤ s ≤ k and V_s(T ) ≠ ∅, and let u ∈ V_s(T ). Claim 2.2 We have d_G(u) > (k − 1)μ(T ).

Proof. Since d_G(u) ≥ c_k √ n and T is an admissible spanning tree of G, it suffices to show that c_k √ n ≥ (k − 1)k(kpn + 2(c_k √ n − p + k)n) (c_k √ n − p + k)p . (2.5)

Since x = c^2_k (= k(k − 1)(k + 2 √ 2k + 2)) is a solution to an equation x^2 − 2k(k − 1)(k + 2)x + k^2(k − 1)^2(k − 2)^2 = 0, we have

c^4_k − 2k(k − 1)(k + 2)c^2_k + k^2(k − 1)^2(k − 2)^2 = 0.

Furthermore, it follows from (2.1) that

c^2_k − k^3 − k^2 + 2k ≥ (k^3 + 5k^2 − 6k) − k^3 − k^2 + 2k > 0.

Hence

((c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2)) √ n + kc_k)^2 − 8c_kk(k − 1)(c_k √ n + k) √ n = (c^4_k − 2k(k − 1)(k + 2)c^2_k + k^2(k − 1)^2(k − 2)^2)n + 2kc_k(c^2_k − k^3 − k^2 + 2k) √ n + k^2c^2_k > 0, and so

((c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2)) √ n + kc_k)^2 4c_k − 2k(k − 1)(c_k √ n + k) √ n > 0. (2.6)

Since p =^{(c2k−k(k−1)(k−2))} √ n+kc_k 2c_k , − c_k √ np^2 + ((c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2))n + kc_k √ n)p = −c_k √ n ( p − (c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2)) √ n + kc_k 2c_k )_2 + ((c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2)) √ n + kc_k)^2 √ n 4c_k = ((c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2)) √ n + kc_k)^2 √ n 4c_k . This together with (2.6) leads to c_k √ n(c_k √ n − p + k)p − (k − 1)k(kpn + 2(c_k √ n − p + k)n) = −c_k √ np^2 + ((c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2))n + kc_k √ n)p − 2k(k − 1)(c_k √ n + k)n = ( ((c^2_k − k(k − 1)(k − 2)) √ n + kc_k)^2 4c_k − 2k(k − 1)(c_k √ n + k) √ n ) √ n > 0. Consequently, (2.5) holds. □

Fix a vertex v ∈ N_G(u) \ N_T (u). Let Q_v be the unique path in T joining u and v, and write N_{Qv} (v) = {w_v }. Let t_v be the integer with w_v ∈ V_{tv} (T ). Since uv /∈ E(T ), w_v ≠ u. In particular, |N_{Qv} (w_v)| = 2. By the definition of s, we have

2 ≤ s ≤ t_v. (2.7)

Q_v u (∈ V_s(T )) v Z_v w_v (∈ V_{tv} (T )) ∈ E(G) \ E(T )

Figure 2: A vertex v and related notations

Let Z_v = {v} ∪ (N_T (w_v ) \ N_{Qv} (w_v)) (see Figure 2). Then |Z_v| = t_v − 1. Remark that for vertices v, v^′ ∈ N_G(u) \ N_T (u), v^′ ∈ Z_v if and only if w_v′ = w_v. (2.8)

Claim 2.3 Let v ∈ N_G(u) \ N_T (u). Then

(i) t_v ∈ {s, s + 1}, and (ii) Z_v ⊈ N_G(u).

Proof. We first prove (i). Suppose that t_v /∈ {s, s + 1}. By (2.7), t_v ≥ s + 2. Let T_1 = (T −vw_v)+uv. Then T_1 is a spanning tree of G, and d_{T1} (u) = d_T (u)+1 = s+1, d_{T1} (w_v) = d_T (w_v ) − 1 = t_v − 1 (≥ s + 1) and d_{T1} (y) = d_T (y) for all vertices y ∈ V (G) \ {u, w_v }. Now we calculate the value μ(T ) − μ(T_1). Recall that s ≤ k. If t_v ≤ k + 1, then μ(T ) − μ(T_1) = (k + 2 − s) + (k + 2 − t_v) − (k + 2 − (s + 1)) − (k + 2 − (t_v − 1)) = 0; if t_v = k + 2, then

μ(T ) − μ(T_1) = (k + 2 − s) − (k + 2 − (s + 1)) − (k + 2 − (k + 1)) = 0; if t_u ≥ k + 3, then μ(T ) − μ(T_1) = (k + 2 − s) − (k + 2 − (s + 1)) = 1.

In any case, we have μ(T ) ≥ μ(T_1), and hence T_1 is an admissible spanning tree of G. However, by the definition of s, |V_i(T_1)| = |V_i(T )| = 0 for all integers i with 2 ≤ i ≤ s − 1 and |V_s(T_1)| = |V_s(T ) \ {u}| = |V_s(T )| − 1, which contradicts (X1). Thus (i) holds.

Next we prove (ii). Suppose that Z_v ⊆ N_G(u). Let T_2 = (T − {w_vz : z ∈ Z_v})+{uz : z ∈ Z_v}. Then T_2 is a spanning tree of G, and d_{T2} (u) = d_T (u)+(t_v −1) = s+t_v −1 (≥ s+1), d_{T2} (w_v ) = 1 and d_{T2} (y) = d_T (y) for all vertices y ∈ V (G)\{u, w_v }. Now we calculate the value μ(T )−μ(T_2). By (i), t_v ≤ s+1 ≤ k+1. If s+t_v −1 ≤ k+1, then

μ(T ) − μ(T_2) = (k + 2 − s) + (k + 2 − t_v) − (k + 2 − (s + t_v − 1)) = k + 1; if s + t_v − 1 ≥ k + 2, then μ(T ) − μ(T_2) = (k + 2 − s) + (k + 2 − t_v) > 0.

In either case, we have μ(T ) > μ(T_2), and hence T_2 is an admissible spanning tree of G. However, by the definition of s, |V_i(T_2)| = |V_i(T )| = 0 for all integers i with 2 ≤ i ≤ s − 1 and |V_s(T_2)| = |V_s(T ) \ {u}| = |V_s(T )| − 1, which contradicts (X1). Thus (ii) holds. □

By Claim 2.3(i), N_G(u) \ N_T (u) = {v ∈ N_G(u) \ N_T (u) : w_v ∈ V_s(T ) ∪ V_{s+1}(T )}. By (2.8) and Claim 2.3(ii),

for a vertex w ∈ V_s(T ), |{v ∈ N_G(u) \ N_T (u) : w_v = w}| ≤ s − 2 and for a vertex w ∈ V_{s+1}(T ), |{v ∈ N_G(u) \ N_T (u) : w_v = w}| ≤ s − 1.

Again by (2.8), it follows that |N_G(u) \ N_T (u)| = ∑ w∈V_s(T )∪V_{s+1} (T ) |{v ∈ N_G(u) \ N_T (u) : w_v = w}| ≤ (s − 2)|V_s(T )| + (s − 1)|V_{s+1}(T )|. (2.9) Since

(k − 1)(k + 2 − s) − (2s − 2) = k^2 + k − s(k + 1) ≥ k^2 + k − k(k + 1) = 0 and (k − 1)(k + 2 − (s + 1)) − (s − 1) = k^2 − sk ≥ k^2 − k^2 = 0, we have

(k − 1)(k + 2 − s) ≥ 2s − 2 and (k − 1)(k + 2 − (s + 1)) ≥ s − 1. (2.10) Since u ∈ V_s(T ), |V_s(T )| ≥ 1. This together with Claim 2.2, (2.9) and (2.10) implies that d_G(u) > (k − 1)μ(T ) ≥ (k − 1)((k + 2 − s)|V_s(T )| + (k + 2 − (s + 1))|V_{s+1}(T )|) ≥ (2s − 2)|V_s(T )| + (s − 1)|V_{s+1}(T )| = s|V_s(T )| + (s − 2)|V_s(T )| + (s − 1)|V_{s+1}(T )| ≥ s + |N_G(v) \ N_T (u)|,

+ +

H_1 H_2 H_l

u_1 u_2 u_l

U_2 U_1 \ {u_i : 1 ≤ i ≤ l} v_1 v_2 v_l

Figure 3: Graph G_{k,d}

and hence d_G(u) − s > |N_G(u) \ N_T (u)|, which contradicts the fact that u ∈ V_s(T ).

This completes the proof of Theorem 1. □

We expect that the coefficient of √ n in Theorem 1 can be further improved.

However, in our proof, the coefficient of √ n is best possible: Let c be a positive number that is (slightly) smaller than √ k(k − 1)(k + 2 √ 2k + 2), and suppose that a connected graph G of order n satisfies δ(G) = c √ n. Then we can verify that c^4 − 2k(k − 1)(k + 2)c^2 + k^2(k − 1)^2(k − 2)^2 < 0, and hence (2.6) does not hold if n is sufficiently large.

We conclude this section by showing that the coefficient of √ n in Theorem 1 cannot be improved with √ k − 1 − ε for any ε > 0. It suffices to construct infinitely many connected graphs G of order n such that δ(G) ≥ √ (k − 1)n +^{(2k−1)2}_4 − k +^1_2 and G has no [2, k]-ST. Let k and d be positive integers such that k ≥ 2 and l :=^d_{k−1} is an integer. Let H_0, H_1, . . . , H_l be vertex-disjoint graphs such that H_0 is a complete bipartite graph having a bipartition (U_1, U_2) with |U_1| = |U_2| = d and for an integer i with 1 ≤ i ≤ l, H_i is a complete graph of order d + 1. Take l vertices u_1, u_2, . . . , u_l ∈ U_1, and for each integer i with 1 ≤ i ≤ l, take a vertex v_i ∈ V (H_i). Let G_{k,d} = ( ⋃ 0≤i≤l Hi) + {uivi : 1 ≤ i ≤ l} (see Figure 3). Then Gk,d is a connected

graph of order n := 2d +^{d(d+1)}_{k−1} and δ(G_{k,d}) = d = √_{4(k−1)n+(2k−1)2 −2k+1} 2 . This together with the following proposition leads to a desired conclusion.

Proposition 3 There exists no [2, k]-ST of G_{k,d}.

Proof. Suppose that G_{k,d} has a [2, k]-ST T . Let G_0 be the subgraph of T induced by {u_i : 1 ≤ i ≤ l} ∪ U_2. Then |V (G_0)| = l + d =^{kd}_{k−1} . For each integer i with 1 ≤ i ≤ l, since u_i is a cut-vertex of G_{k,d}, d_T (u_i) ≥ k + 1. Hence |E(G_0)| = ∑ 1≤i≤l |NT (ui) ∩ U2| ≥ kl = kd k−1 = |V (G_0)|. This implies that G_0 contains a cycle, which contradicts the assumption that G_0 is a subgraph of a tree T . □

3 Proof of Theorem 2

Throughout this proof, we implicitly use the fact that n ≥ 10. As we mentioned in Section 1, D_n has no HIST, and so the “only if” part holds. Thus we suppose that that G is not isomorphic to D_n and prove that G has a HIST.

Set d = diam(G). If d = 1, then G is a complete graph, and hence G has a HIST. Since we can easily verify that every graph A ∈ A ∪ B of order n has two non-adjacent vertices of degree 2, we have σ_2(A) = 4 (< n − 2). In particular, G is isomorphic to no graph in A ∪ B. Hence by Theorem C, if d = 2, then G has a HIST. Thus we may assume that d ≥ 3.

Let P be a diametral path of G, i.e., P is a path of length d joining two vertices with the distance d in G, and write P = u_0u_1 · · · u_d. Choose P so that

(P1) d_G(u_0) is as small as possible, (P2) subject to (P1), max{3 − d_G(u_1), 0} is as small as possible, and (P3) subject to (P2), |N_G(u_0) ∩ (N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(u_2))| is as large as possible.

Since d ≥ 3, N_G(u_0) and N_G(u_d) are disjoint, and hence

n − 2 ≤ σ_2(G) ≤ d_G(u_0) + d_G(u_d) = |N_G(u_0) ∪ N_G(u_d)| ≤ |V (G) \ {u_0, u_d}| = n − 2.

This forces N_G(u_0)∪N_G(u_d) = V (G)\{u_0, u_d} and σ_2(G) = d_G(u_0)+d_G(u_d) = n−2. Since u_2 /∈ N_G(u_0), we have u_2 ∈ N_G(u_d), and so d = 3. In the remaining of the proof, we implicitly use the facts that N_G(u_0) ∪ N_G(u_3) = V (G) \ {u_0, u_3} and σ_2(G) = d_G(u_0) + d_G(u_3) = n − 2.

Claim 3.1 Let i ∈ {0, 3}, and let v ∈ N_G(u_i). Then

(i) d_G(v) ≥ n − 2 − d_G(u_{3−i}) = d_G(u_i), and

(ii) if N_G(v)∩N_G(u_{3−i}) = ∅, then N_G(v) = (N_G(u_i)\{v})∪{u_i}, and in particular, N_P (u_i) ≠ {v} and v is adjacent to the unique vertex in N_P (u_i).

Proof. Since vu_{3−i} /∈ E(G), d_G(v) ≥ σ_2(G)−d_G(u_{3−i}) = n−2−d_G(u_{3−i}) = d_G(u_i), which proves (i).

We suppose that N_G(v)∩N_G(u_{3−i}) = ∅, and prove (ii). Since N_G(v) ⊆ (N_G(u_i)\ {v}) ∪ {u_i}, we have d_G(v) ≤ |(N_G(u_i) \ {v}) ∪ {u_i}| = d_G(u_i). This together with (i) forces N_G(v) = (N_G(u_i) \ {v}) ∪ {u_i}. In particular, either N_P (u_i) = {v} or v is adjacent to the unique vertex in N_P (u_i). If N_P (u_i) = {v}, then v is a vertex of P , and so N_G(v) ∩ N_G(u_{3−i}) ≠ ∅, which contradicts the assumption in this paragraph. Consequently, we obtain the desired conclusion. □

Now we focus on the following conditions for a subtree T of G:

(T1) {u_0, u_3} ∪ N_G(u_0) ⊆ V (T ), (T2) V (T ) \ {u_3} ⊆ V_1(T ) ∪ V_{≥3}(T ), and (T3) n − |V (T )| + d_T (u_3) − 3 ≥ 0.

Claim 3.2 If there exists a subtree T of G satisfying (T1)–(T3), then G has a HIST.

Proof. Suppose that there exists a subtree T of G satisfying (T1)–(T3). Since every vertex in V (G) \ V (T ) is adjacent to u_3 by (T1), T^′ := T + {u_3v : v ∈ V (G) \ V (T )} is a spanning tree of G. Furthermore, it follows from (T3) that |V (G) \ V (T )| = n − |V (T )| ≥ 3 − d_T (u_3), and so

d_T ′ (u_3) = d_T (u_3) + |V (G) \ V (T )| ≥ d_T (u_3) + (3 − d_T (u_3)) = 3.

This together with (T2) implies that T^′ is a HIST of G. □

We divide the proof into two cases. Case 1: d_G(u_0) ≤ 3.

Claim 3.3 We have d_G(u_1) ≥ 3.

Proof. Suppose that d_G(u_1) ≤ 2. Then N_G(u_1) = {u_0, u_2}. For the moment, we further suppose that d_G(u_0) = 1. For a vertex v ∈ N_G(u_3) \ {u_2}, since N_G(v) ∩ N_G(u_0) = ∅, it follows from Claim 3.1(ii) with i = 3 that N_G(v) = (N_G(u_3) \ {v}) ∪ {u_3}. Since v is arbitrary, N_G(u_3) ∪ {u_3} is a clique of G. This implies that G is isomorphic to D_n, which is a contradiction. Thus d_G(u_0) ≥ 2.

Let v^′ ∈ N_G(u_0) \ {u_1}. Since d_G(u_1) = 2, u_1v^′ /∈ E(G). Hence by Claim 3.1(ii) with (i, v) = (0, v^′), we have N_G(v^′) ∩ N_G(u_3) ≠ ∅. In particular, P^′ = u_0v^′wu_3 is a diametral path of G where w ∈ N_G(v^′) ∩ N_G(u_3). Since u_1v^′ /∈ E(G), d_G(v^′) + 2 = d_G(v^′) + d_G(u_1) ≥ σ_2(G) ≥ n − 2 > 4, and hence d_G(v^′) ≥ 3. Since P^′ is a diametral path of G, this contradicts to (P2). □

By Claim 3.3, there exists a vertex a ∈ N_G(u_1) \ {u_0, u_2}. Choose a so that a ∈ N_G(u_0) if possible.

Claim 3.4 If N_G(u_0) ⊆ N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(u_2), then G has a HIST.

Proof. Suppose that N_G(u_0) ⊆ N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(u_2). For each v ∈ N_G(u_0) \ {u_1}, take w_v ∈ N_G(v) ∩ {u_1, u_2}. By Claim 3.1(i) with (i, v) = (3, u_2), d_G(u_2) ≥ n − 2 − u_0 u_1 u_2 u_3 b a z_2 z_1 c

u_0 u_1 u_2 u_3

T_1 : T_2 :

u_0 u_1 u_2 u_3 a z_1

T_3 :

b^′ a b c^′ z_2

Figure 4: Trees T_1, T_2 and T_3

d_G(u_0) ≥ 10 − 2 − 3 = 5, and hence there exists a vertex a^′ ∈ N_G(u_2) \ {u_1, u_3, a}. Let T = P + ({u_1a, u_2a^′} ∪ {vw_v : v ∈ N_G(u_0) \ {u_1, a, a^′}}). Then T is a tree and satisfies (T1) and (T2). Furthermore, n − |V (T )| + d_T (u_3) − 3 ≥ n − 8 + 1 − 3 ≥ 0, and so T satisfies (T3). Hence by Claim 3.2, G has a HIST. □

By Claim 3.4, we may assume that N_G(u_0) ⊈ N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(u_2). Since u_1 ∈ N_G(u_2), this implies that d_G(u_0) ≥ 2 and there exists a vertex z_1 ∈ N_G(u_0) \ (N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(u_2)). In particular,

|N_G(u_0) ∩ (N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(u_2))| ≤ d_G(u_0) − 1. (3.1)

Since u_1z_1 /∈ E(G), it follows from Claim 3.1(ii) with (i, v) = (0, z_1) that N_G(z_1) ∩ N_G(u_3) ≠ ∅. Let z_2 ∈ N_G(z_1) ∩ N_G(u_3). Since u_2z_1 /∈ E(G), z_2 ≠ u_2.

Claim 3.5 If N_G(u_0) \ {u_1, z_1} ⊆ N_G(u_1), then u_1z_2 /∈ E(G), and in particular, z_2 ≠ a.

Proof. Suppose that N_G(u_0) \ {u_1, z_1} ⊆ N_G(u_1) and u_1z_2 ∈ E(G). Then u_0u_1z_2u_3 is a diametral path of G. However, it follows from (3.1) that |N_G(u_0) ∩ (N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(z_2))| = |N_G(u_0)| = d_G(u_0) > |N_G(u_0) ∩ (N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(u_2))|, which contradicts (P3). □

By Claim 3.1(i) with (i, v) = (3, u_2), d_G(u_2) ≥ n − 2 − d_G(u_0) ≥ 5. Since u_2z_1 /∈ E(G), this implies that there exist vertices b, b^′ ∈ N_G(u_2) such that b /∈ {u_1, z_1, a, z_2, u_3} and b^′ /∈ N_G(u_0) ∪ {a, u_3} where b might be equal to b^′.

Suppose that d_G(u_0) = 2. Then by Claim 3.1(i) with (i, v) = (3, z_2), d_G(z_2) ≥ n − 2 − d_G(u_0) ≥ 6, and hence there exists a vertex c ∈ N_G(z_2) \ {z_1, a, u_2, b, u_3}. By Claim 3.5, z_2 ≠ a and c ≠ u_1. Hence by the definition of b and c, the vertices u_0, u_1, u_2, u_3, z_1, z_2, a, b, c are pairwise distinct. Let T_1 = P +{u_1a, u_2b, u_3z_2, z_2z_1, z_2c} (see the left graph in Figure 4). Then T_1 is a tree and satisfies (T1) and (T2). Furthermore, n − |V (T_1)| + d_{T1} (u_3) − 3 ≥ n − 9 + 2 − 3 ≥ 0, and so T_1 satisfies (T3). Hence by Claim 3.2, G has a HIST. Thus we may assume that d_G(u_0) = 3.

Suppose that a /∈ N_G(u_0). Then by the choice of a, N_G(u_0) ∩ N_G(u_1) = ∅. Recall that a ≠ b^′ and b^′ /∈ N_G(u_0). Let T_2 = P + ({u_1a, u_2b^′} ∪ {u_0v : v ∈ N_G(u_0) \ {u_1}})

(see the middle graph in Figure 4). Then T_2 is a tree and satisfies (T1) and (T2). Furthermore, n − |V (T_2)| + d_{T2} (u_3) − 3 ≥ n − 8 + 1 − 3 ≥ 0, and so T_2 satisfies (T3). Hence by Claim 3.2, G has a HIST. Thus we may assume that a ∈ N_G(u_0), i.e., N_G(u_0) = {u_1, z_1, a}.

If z_2a ∈ E(G), then u_0az_2u_3 is a diametral path of G, max{3 − d_G(a), 0} = 0 and |N_G(u_0) ∩ (N_G(a) ∪ N_G(z_2))| = 3 > |N_G(u_0) ∩ (N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(u_2))| by (3.1), which contradicts (P3). Thus

z_2a /∈ E(G). (3.2)

By Claim 3.1(i) with (i, v) = (3, z_2), d_G(z_2) ≥ n − 2 − d_G(u_0) ≥ 5, and hence there exists a vertex c^′ ∈ N_G(z_2) \ {z_1, u_2, b, u_3}. By Claim 3.5 and (3.2), c^′ /∈ {u_1, a}. Hence by the definition of b and c^′, the vertices u_0, u_1, u_2, u_3, z_1, z_2, a, b, c^′ are pairwise distinct. Let T_3 = P + {u_1a, u_2b, u_3z_2, z_2z_1, z_2c^′} (see the right graph in Figure 4). Then T_3 is a tree and satisfies (T1) and (T2). Furthermore, n−|V (T_3)|+d_{T3} (u_3)−3 ≥ n − 9 + 2 − 3 ≥ 0, and so T_3 satisfies (T3) Hence by Claim 3.2, G has a HIST. Case 2: d_G(u_0) ≥ 4.

By (P1), d_G(u_3) ≥ d_G(u_0) ≥ 4. This together with Claim 3.1(i) implies that

d_G(v) ≥ d_G(u_i) ≥ 4 for v ∈ V (G) \ {u_0, u_3}, (3.3)

where i is the integer with i ∈ {0, 3} and v ∈ N_G(u_i). In particular, we can take vertices a_j ∈ N_G(u_j ) \ V (P ) (j ∈ {1, 2}) with a_1 ≠ a_2 so that

(A1) min{|N_G(u_i) \ {a_1, a_2}| : i ∈ {0, 3}} is as large as possible, and (A2) subject to (A1), |{u_1a_2, u_2a_1} ∩ E(G)| is as small as possible.

If min{|N_G(u_i) \ {a_1, a_2}| : i ∈ {0, 3}} ≥ 3, then P + ({u_1a_1, u_2a_2} ∪ {u_iv : v ∈ N_G(u_i) \ {a_1, a_2}, i ∈ {0, 3}}) is a HIST of G, as desired. Thus we may assume that there exists an integer i_0 ∈ {0, 3} such that |N_G(u_{i0} ) \ {a_1, a_2}| ≤ 2. Since d_G(u_3) ≥ d_G(u_0) ≥ 4, it follows from (A1) that d_G(u_{i0} ) = 4, {a_1, a_2} ⊆ N_G(u_{i0} ) \ V (P ) and

(N_G(u_j ) \ V (P )) ∩ N_G(u_{3−i0} ) = ∅ for each j ∈ {1, 2}. (3.4)

In particular, |N_G(u_{i0} ) ∩ (N_G(u_1) ∪ N_G(u_2))| ≥ |N_P (u_{i0} ) ∪ {a_1, a_2}| = 3 > 1 = |N_P (u_{3−i0} )| = |N_G(u_{3−i0} )∩(N_G(u_1)∪N_G(u_2))|. Since d_G(u_3) ≥ d_G(u_0), this together with (3.3) and the choice of P (i.e., (P1)–(P3)) leads to i_0 = 0.

If N_G(u_0) \ {u_1, a_2} ⊆ N_G(u_1), then T^′_1 := P + ({u_2a_2} ∪ {u_1v : v ∈ N_G(u_0) \ {u_1, a_2}}) is a tree satisfying (T1)–(T3) because n − |V (T^′_1)| + d_T ′_1 (u_3) − 3 = n − 7 + 1 − 3 > 0 (see the left graph in Figure 5). Hence by Claim 3.2, G has a HIST. Thus we may assume that N_G(u_0) \ {u_1, a_2} ⊈ N_G(u_1). Since d_G(u_1) ≥ u_0 u_1 u_2 u_3 z^′_1 z^′_2 w T^′_2 :

u_0 u_1 u_2 u_3 z^′_1 z^′_2 w T^′_3 :

a_2 a_1

u_0 u_1 u_2 u_3

T^′_1 :

a_2

Figure 5: Trees T^′_1, T^′_2 and T^′_3

d_G(u_0) = 4 by (3.3), it follows from (3.4) that |N_G(u_0)\(N_G(u_1)∪{u_1})| = 1, and so N_G(u_0)∩N_G(u_1) = {a_1, a_2}. Write N_G(u_0)\(N_G(u_1)∪{u_1}) = {z^′_1}. If z^′_1u_2 ∈ E(G), then |N_G(u_0) \ {a_1, z^′_1}| = 2 = |N_G(u_0) \ {a_1, a_2}| and |{u_1z^′_1, u_2a_1} ∩ E(G)| = |{u_2a_1} ∩ E(G)| < |{u_1a_2, u_2a_1} ∩ E(G)|, which contradicts (A1) and (A2). Thus z^′_1u_2 /∈ E(G). This together with Claim 3.1(ii) with (i, v) = (0, z^′_1) implies that z^′_1 is adjacent to a vertex z^′_2 ∈ N_G(u_3) \ {u_2}. Since d_G(z^′_2) ≥ 4 by (3.3), there exists a vertex w ∈ N_G(z^′_2) \ {z^′_1, u_3}. By (3.4), w /∈ {u_1, u_2}.

Suppose that w ∈ N_G(u_0). Then w ∈ {a_1, a_2}. Let T^′_2 be a subgraph of G with V (T^′_2) = V (G)\(N_G(u_3)\{u_2, z^′_2}) and E(T^′_2) = {u_1u_2, u_1a_1, u_1a_2, wu_0, wz^′_2, z^′_2z^′_1, z^′_2u_3} (see the middle graph in Figure 5). Then T^′_2 is a tree and satisfies (T1) and (T2). Furthermore, n − |V (T^′_2)| + d_T ′_2 (u_3) − 3 = n − 8 + 1 − 3 ≥ 0, and so T^′_2 satisfies (T3). Hence by Claim 3.2, G has a HIST. Thus we may assume that w ∈ N_G(u_3). Recall that w ≠ u_2. Let T^′_3 = P + {u_1a_1, u_2a_2, u_3z^′_2, z^′_2z^′_1, z^′_2w} (see the right graph in Figure 5). Then T^′_3 is a tree and satisfies (T1) and (T2). Furthermore, n − |V (T^′_3)| + d_T ′_3 (u_3) − 3 = n − 9 + 2 − 3 ≥ 0, and so T^′_2 satisfies (T3). Hence by Claim 3.2, G has a HIST.

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.

Acknowledgment

This work was supported by the Research Institute for Mathematical Sciences, an International Joint Usage/Research Center located in Kyoto University. This work is also supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant numbers 18K13449 (to M.F.), 20K11684 (to A.S.) and 19K14584 (to S.T) and research grant of Senshu University 2023 (to S.T).

References

[1] M.O. Albertson, D.M. Berman, J.P. Hutchinson and C. Thomassen, Graphs with homeomorphically irreducible spanning trees, J. Graph Theory 14 (1990),

247–258.

[2] J.A. Bondy and L. Lovász, Lengths of cycles in Halin graphs, J. Graph Theory 9 (1985), 397–410.

[3] G. Chen, H. Ren and S. Shan, Homeomorphically irreducible spanning trees in locally connected graphs, Combin. Probab. Comput. 21 (2012), 107–111.

[4] G. Chen and S. Shan, Homeomorphically irreducible spanning trees, J. Combin.

Theory Ser. B 103 (2013), 409–414.

[5] R. Diestel, “Graph Theory” (5th edition), Graduate Texts in Mathematics 173, Springer, Berlin (2017).

[6] M. Furuya and S. Tsuchiya, Forbidden subgraphs and the existence of a spanning tree without small degree stems, Discrete Math. 313 (2013), 2206–2212.

[7] M. Furuya and S. Tsuchiya, Large homeomorphically irreducible trees in pathfree graphs, J. Graph Theory 93 (2020), 372–394.

[8] M. Furuya and S. Tsuchiya, New strategy on the existence of a spanning tree without small degree stems, submitted, arXiv:2303.03762 .

[9] R. Halin, Studies on minimally n-connected graphs, In Combinatorial Mathematics and its Applications, Academic Press, London (1969) pp. 129–136.

[10] A. Hoffmann-Ostenhof, K. Noguchi and K. Ozeki, On homeomorphically irreducible spanning trees in cubic graphs, J. Graph Theory 89 (2018), 93–100.

[11] T. Ito and S. Tsuchiya, Degree sum conditions for the existence of homeomorphically irreducible spanning trees, J. Graph Theory 99 (2022), 162–170.

[12] L. Lovász and M.D. Plummer, On a family of planar bicritical graphs, Proc.

London Math. Soc. 30 (1975), 160–176.

[13] S. Shan and S. Tsuchiya, Characterization of graphs of diameter 2 containing a homeomorphically irreducible spanning tree, J. Graph Theory 104 (2023), 886–903.

[14] M. Skowrońska, The pancyclicity of Halin graphs and their exterior contractions, Ann. of Discrete Math. 27 (1985), 179–194.

[15] S. Zhai,E. Wei, J. He and D. Ye, Homeomorphically irreducible spanning trees in hexangulations of surfaces, Discrete Math. 342 (2019), 2893–2899.