Stability results on the circumference of a graph

Jie Ma* Bo Ning'

Abstract

In this paper, we extend and refine previous Turdan-type results on graphs with
a given circumference. Let W, 1 . be the graph obtained from a clique K._j41 by
adding n — (¢ — k 4 1) isolated vertices each joined to the same k vertices of the
clique, and let f(n,k,c) = e(W, k). Improving a celebrated theorem of Erdés and
Gallai [8], Kopylov [18] proved that for ¢ < n, any 2-connected graph G on n vertices
with circumference ¢ has at most max{f(n,2,¢), f(n,[5],¢c)} edges, with equality if
and only if G is isomorphic to Wy, 2. or Wy, ¢ .. Recently, Fiiredi et al. [15, 14]
proved a stability version of Kopylov’s theorem. Their main result states that if G
is a 2-connected graph on m vertices with circumference ¢ such that 10 < ¢ < n
and e(G) > max{f(n,3,c), f(n,|§] — 1,¢)}, then either G is a subgraph of W, 2.
or Wy |g).c or ¢is odd and G is a subgraph of a member of two well-characterized
families which we define as &), . and Y, .

We prove that if G is a 2-connected graph on n vertices with minimum degree
at least k and circumference ¢ such that 10 < ¢ < n and e(G) > max{f(n,k +
L,c), f(n, 5] —1,¢)}, then one of the following holds:
(i) G is a subgraph of W, 1 . or W, 2],
(ii) k =2, ¢ is odd, and G is a subgraph of a member of X, .U Y, ., or
(iii) & > 3 and G is a subgraph of the union of a clique K. ;41 and some cliques
K1 1’s, where any two cliques share the same two vertices.

This provides a unified generalization of the above result of Fiiredi et al. [15, 14]
as well as a recent result of Li et al. [20] and independently, of Fiiredi et al. [12]
on non-Hamiltonian graphs. A refinement and some variants of this result are also
obtained. Moreover, we prove a stability result on a classical theorem of Bondy [2]
on the circumference. We use a novel approach, which combines several proof ideas
including a closure operation and an edge-switching technique. We will also discuss
some potential applications of this approach for future research.

1 Introduction

All graphs in this paper are simple and finite. The circumference ¢(G) of a graph G is
the length of a longest cycle in G. A graph G is called Hamiltonian if ¢(G) = |V (QG)|. Let
d(G) and e(G) denote the minimum degree and the number of edges in G, respectively.
Determining the circumference of a graph is a classical problem in graph theory. It is
well known that even determining if the graph is Hamiltonian is NP-hard. There has been
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extensive research investigating various relations between the circumference and other
natural graph parameters. One such example is the famous theorem proved by Dirac
[6] in 1952, which states that for any 2-connected graph G, ¢(G) > min{26(G), |V (G)|}.
In this paper, we mainly focus on the Turan-type problems on the circumference. One
cornerstone in this direction is the following celebrated Erdés-Gallai theorem.

P . . c(G)(n—1
Theorem 1.1 (Erdds and Gallai [8]). For any graph G on n vertices, e(G) < %.1

This is sharp if n — 1 is divisible by ¢ — 1 (where ¢ := ¢(G)), by considering the graph
consisting of cliques K.’s sharing only one common vertex. Theorem 1.1 also implies that
if an n-vertex graph G contains no paths of length k,2 then e(G) < @

Bondy [2] generalized this theorem by showing the following.

Theorem 1.2 (Bondy [2]). Let G be a graph on n vertices and let C' be a longest cycle
of G of length c. Then the number of edges with at most one endpoint in C is at most
§-(n—c). In addition, if G is 2-connected, then this number is at most | 5] - (n — c).
Since there are at most (;) edges spanned in V(C'), we see that Theorem 1.2 indeed is a
strengthening of Theorem 1.1. 3

Throughout this paper, let W, ;. be the graph obtained from a clique K. 11 by
adding n — (¢ — k + 1) isolated vertices each joined to the same k vertices of K._g41, and

<c—k‘—|—1

f(n,k,c):= 5

) +k-(n—c+k—1).
So Wy, ke has n vertices, minimum degree k and circumference ¢ with e(W,, ) = f(n, k, c).

1.1 Stability on non-Hamiltonian graphs with large minimum degree

For non-Hamiltonian graphs G (that is, ¢(G) < n — 1), Ore [21] proved that e(G) <
(";1) +1= f(n,1,n —1). This was generalized further by Erdds [7].

Theorem 1.3 (Erdés [7]). If G is a non-Hamiltonian graph on n vertices with §(G) > k,

where 1 < k < (n—1)/2, then e(G) < max{f(n,k,n—1), f(n, [%5*],n —1)}.

This bound is sharp for all 1 < k < (n — 1)/2. Recently, Li and Ning [20], and
independently, Fiiredi, Kostochka and Luo [12] proved a stability version of this theorem.

Theorem 1.4 ([20, 12]). Let G be a non-Hamiltonian graph on n vertices with 6(G) > k,
where 1 < k < (n—1)/2. If e(G) > max{f(n,k +1,n — 1), f(n, | %5t |,n — 1)}, then G
is a subgraph of either Wy, . ,—1 or the edge-disjoint union of two cliques K,_j and Kj1q
sharing a common vertex.

Very recently, Fiiredi, Kostochka and Luo obtained a stronger stability theorem (and
also some other related results) in [13].

'For a graph G without cycles, we view ¢(G) = 2.
2We specify that throughout this paper, a path of length k has k edges (and hence k + 1 vertices).
3 An improved version for 2-connected graphs can be found in Fan [9].



1.2 Stability on graphs with given circumference

There are many refinements of Theorem 1.1 in the literature, see [11, 19, 23, 18] or the
survey [16]. Among them, Kopylov [18] proved the following strong version in 1977.

Theorem 1.5 (Kopylov [18]). Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices. If ¢(G) = ¢ <
n — 1, then e(G) < max{f(n,2,¢c), f(n, [5],¢)}.

We also mention that another proof of Theorem 1.5 was found by Fan, Lv, and Wang
[10] in 2004. Using an edge-switching technique, the authors of [10] proved a slightly
stronger result when n — 1 > ¢(G) > %” + 1. This, together with a result of Woodall [23]
that if G is a 2-connected graph with circumference ¢ < # then e(G) < f(n, 5], ¢),
gives a different proof of Theorem 1.5. More importantly for us, the technique of [10]
provides an integral ingredient to the proof of our main theorem (see Subsection 4.3).

In 2016, Fiiredi, Kostochka, and Verstraéte [15] proved a stability result of Theorem
1.5 in the range of n > 3| §|. Together with this, Fiiredi, Kostochka, Luo, and Verstraéte
[14] recently obtained a completed stability version of the above theorem of Kopylov. To
state their result, we need to introduce two families X, . and ), ., which contain graphs
of a given circumference ¢ where c is odd, as follows:

— A graph G in the family X}, . has n vertices and V(G) = AU B U X such that G[A]
induces a clique K¢, both G[B] and G[X] are stable, (A, B) is complete bipartite, and
there exist two vertices a € A and b € B such that for any z € X, Ng(z) = {a, b}.

— A graph G in the family ), . has n vertices and V(G) = AU BUY such that G[A]
induces a clique K 1] G[B] is stable, G[Y] is a nontrivial star forest?, (A, B) is complete
bipartite, and there exist two vertices a,b € A such that every star S in G[Y] is {a,b}-
feasible: that is, Ng(S) = {a,b} and if |[V(S)| > 3, then all leaves of S have degree 2 in G
and have a common neighbor in {a, b}.

Theorem 1.6 (Firedi, Kostochka, Luo, and Verstraéte [14]). Let G be a 2-connected graph
onn vertices with circumference ¢, where 10 < ¢ < n—1. Ife(G) > max{f(n,3,¢c), f(n, |§]—
1,¢)}, then one of the following conclusions holds:

(a) G C Wn72,c;

(b)) GC Wy g or

(¢c) if ¢ is odd, then G is a subgraph of a member of Xy .U Yy c.

We remark that the case ¢ < 9 was also fully characterized in [15, 14]; in particular, the
case ¢ = 9 requires another extremal graph, besides those stated in Theorem 1.6. As
a corollary in [14], if in addition G is 3-connected in Theorem 1.6, then one must have
G S Walg)e

By imposing minimum degree as a new parameter, Woodall [23] asked the following
refinement of Theorem 1.1 in 1976.

Conjecture 1 (Woodall [23]). Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with §(G) > k.
If ¢(G) = ¢ < n—1, then e(G) < max{f(n,k,c), f(n, 5] c)}.

One may also view this as a unification of Theorems 1.3 and 1.5. It should be mentioned
that Kopylov’s original proof in [18] can be modified to give a solution of this conjecture.

The Turan-type problem of cycles of given lengths for graphs with a given minimum
degree is well-studied (see Chapter 5 of [1] for an inclusive discussion).

4We say a star forest is nontrivial, if it has at least two stars and every star has at least one edge.



1.3 The main result

Our main result is a stability version of Woodall’s conjecture, which also is a unified
generalization of Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 1.4 for 2-connected graphs. We define the
graph Z, . . to be the union of a clique K. ;41 and % cliques Kj41’s such that

any two cliques share the same two vertices.

Theorem 1.7. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with §(G) > k and circumfer-
ence ¢, where 10 < c<n—1.5 Ife(G) > max{f (n,k+1,¢), f (n7 L%J — 1,6)}, then one
of the following conclusions holds:

((J,) G C Wn,k,c;

(b) GC W g)e

(¢) if k =2 and c is odd, then G is a subgraph of a member of Xy U Yy, or

(d) if k > 3, then G C Zy j; ..

We make some remarks. First, we see that the case k = 2 of Theorem 1.7 gives the
precise statement of Theorem 1.6. Secondly, by letting ¢ = n — 1, Theorem 1.7 also
provides a refined version of Theorem 1.4 for 2-connected graphs. Also we have ¢ > 2k in
Theorem 1.7, which follows by Dirac’s theorem that ¢ > min{n, 2k}. Note that Z,, j . has
n vertices, minimum degree k (assuming ¢ > 2k) and circumference ¢ with

—-k+1 k+2
¢ +>++-(n—c—i-k—1).

ch:
e(Znk.c) < 5 5

Thus in certain range it holds that e(Z, ;) > max {f (n,k+1,¢), f (n, L%J -1, c) }
We also notice that every graph in &, . U Y, . has a vertex of degree 2, and the graph
Zn ke has a 2-cut. Therefore, it is prompt to deduce that

Corollary 1.8. Let G be a 3-connected graph on n vertices with 6(G) > k and circum-
ference ¢, where 10 < ¢ < n —1. Ife(G) > max{f(n,k +1,0),f (n7 L%J — 176)}, then
either G C Wy, .. or G C Wn,{%],e-

1.4 A refinement

Using a novel closure operation which we define below, we are able to refine Theorem 1.7
in more detail. We point out that the closure operation has proved to be a powerful tool
for finding long cycles (see [3, 4, 22]). However it is surprising for us that in some cases
one can even precisely describe the extremal graphs using closures.

The k-closure of a graph G is the graph obtained from G by recursively joining pairs
of nonadjacent vertices whose degree sum is at least k£ until no such pair remains. We also
say that the resulting graph is k-closed. Let G be a graph and C be a cycle of G of length
c. The C-closure of G, denoted as G, is obtained from G by replacing the subgraph G[C]
by its (c 4 1)-closure. It is crucial to observe that G C G.

Theorem 1.9. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with §(G) > k and let C be a
longest cycle in G of length ¢ € [10,n—1]. Ife(G) > max {f (n,k+1,¢), f (n,[$] = 1,¢)},
then one of the following holds:

(a) G =W, e, where G denotes the C-closure of G,

(b) G C WTL,L%J,C’

SFollowing the proofs, we shall see that the same statement also holds for the case ¢ = 8.



(c¢) if k =2 and c is odd, then G is a subgraph of a member of Xy, U Vp ., or
(d) if k >3, then G = Z, k..

1.5 Two variants

The following two variants of the main result also can be obtained analogously, from
which we see how the extremal graphs of Theorem 1.9 change as the parameters vary in
the function f(n,k,c).

Theorem 1.10. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with §(G) > k and let C' be a
longest cycle in G of length ¢ € [10,n —1]. If e(G) > max {f (n,k+1,¢), f (n,|5].c)},
then G = Wi ke 0T Zy ke, where G denotes the C-closure of G.

Theorem 1.11. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with 6(G) > k and let C be a
longest cycle in G of length ¢ € [10,n — 1]. If e(G) > max {f (n,k,c), f (n, L%J -1, C)} ,
then either G C Wni%J@ ork =2, cis odd and G 1is a subgraph of a member of X, ;U c.

In particular, if we choose ¢ = n—1 in Theorem 1.10, then it follows that G = W kn—1-
This is because that Z,, ;. ,—1 is valid only for £ = 2, but when k = 2, Wj, > . and Z,, o . are
identical. This provides another refined version of Theorem 1.4 for 2-connected graphs.

1.6 Stability on a theorem of Bondy

Our other result on the circumference of a graph is a stability version of Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 1.12. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices and C' be a longest cycle in G
of length c, where 10 < ¢ < n — 1. If the number of edges with at most one endpoint in C
&}

is more than (bj — 1) (n — c), then either G C Wn,\_%],c; or ¢ is odd and G is a subgraph
of a member of Xy, o U Yy c.

1.7 Proof reduction

In this subsection, we give a sketch of the proof of Theorem 1.9, which we emphasize is
quite different from the existing ones in [12, 14, 15].

The proof will be split into two parts, according to the simple observation that given
a longest cycle C' in the graph G which has many edges, either the number of edges with
at most one endpoint in C' is large or the number of edges spanned in V(C) is large. The
former case will be dealt with by Theorem 1.12, and the latter case will be handled by the
following result.

Define h(n, k) := ("gk) + k(k —1). We point out that h(n+ 1,k) = e(Wy 1.n)-

Theorem 1.13. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with §(G) > k and C be a
longest cycle in G of length ¢ € [6,n—1]. If e(G) > max {f (n,k+1,¢), f (n, |§] —1,¢)}
and e(G[C]) > h (¢ +1,|§] — 1), then either G C W 15160 or G € (Whke, Znkec}s where
G denotes the C-closure of G.

We give the formal reduction of Theorem 1.9 to Theorems 1.12 and 1.13.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. (Assuming Theorems 1.12 and 1.13.) Let G,C be as in Theorem
1.9. We notice that e(G) > f(n, 5] —1,¢) = (5] —1)(n—c)+h(c+1,[5] —1). So either
e(G—-C)+e(G-C,C)> (5] —1)(n—c)ore(G[C]) > h(c+1,|5] —1). If the former



case occurs, then by Theorem 1.12; either G C Wn,[%],cu or ¢ is odd and G is a subgraph of
a member of X, .UV, .. As every graph in &, .U Y, . has a vertex of degree 2, it is only
valid when £ = 2. So the latter case occurs. Then the assertion of Theorem 1.9 follows
from Theorem 1.13. O]

1.8 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, first we introduce notations and
terminologies, which include an important concept ‘locally maximal cycle’ for our proofs;
then we collect and prove some lemmas on cycles and closures. In Section 3, we prove
Theorem 1.12. In Section 4, we prove a stronger version (Theorem 4.1) of Theorem 1.13,
whose proof will be split into three technical lemmas. In Section 5, we complete the proofs
of the two variants, i.e., Theorems 1.10 and 1.11. In Section 6, we conclude this paper by
discussing some future research.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations

Let G be a graph and H be a subgraph of G. We use G — H to denote the resulting graph
obtained from G by deleting all vertices of H. If H consists of only one vertex v, then
we just write it as G — v. For convenience, sometime we would abuse the notation by
using the subgraph H as its vertex set. For instance, we often use |H| to express |V (H)|.
Let A be a subset of V(G). By Ngy(A), we mean the set of all vertices in V/(H)\ A which
have at least one neighbor in A. We write G[A] for the induced subgraph of G on A. We
say A is stable, if G[A] has no edges. If H, H' are two disjoint subgraphs (or subsets) in
G, we define (H, H') to be the induced bipartite subgraph of G on the two parts V(H)
and V(H'). For z,y € V(G), an (z,y)-path is a path in G with two endpoints z and y,
and an (x, H,y)-path is an (x, y)-path with all internal vertices in V/(H). We use dj;(x,y)
to denote the length of a longest (x, H,y)-path. We say G is Hamiltonian-connected, if
for any two vertices z,y € V(G), there exists an (x,y)-path which passes through every
vertex in G. The clique number of G is the maximum size of a clique in G. For a cycle or
path C with a given orientation, we denote v and v~ as the successor and predecessor of
the vertex v on C, respectively. For a subsect A C V(C), by AT (resp. A~) we mean the
set consisting of v (resp. v™) for all v € A. An (x,y)-path in C sometime is also written
as C[x,y]. Two edges are independent, if their endpoints are distinct.

Let C be a cycle of a graph G and R be a component of G — C. A subset M =
{z1,29,...,25} of V(G) is called a strong attachment of R to C, if z;’s lie on C in a
cyclic order, and for any ordered pair of vertices x;, z;+1, where xs11 = x1, there exist
Yi, Yi+1 € V(R) such that x;y;, ziy1yi+1 are independent edges.

A cycle C is locally maximal in a graph G if there is no cycle C’ in G such that
|E(C")| > |E(C)| and |[E(C")NE(C,G—C)| < 2. This concept will play an important role
in our proofs (for Section 4 especially). It seems that in most situations a locally maximal
cycle C captures the properties of a longest cycle, and yet it has its own advantages for
counting the number of edges incident with V' (C).

Lastly, we consider the monotonicity of the function f(n,k,c), where n,c are fixed.
Basic calculation shows that f(n,k,c) = 3 [k* — (452 + 1)k] + 622“ is convex in k. So




the maximum of f(n, k, ¢) over an interval [a, b] is always attained at either k = a or k = b.
Assuming that 10 < ¢ < n —1, we have L%J —-1> % + % > 205” + %, which implies that
f (n, L%J ,c) > f (n, L%J -1, c). This inequality will be needed in the proof of Theorem

1.10.

2.2 Some results on cycles

We collect and prove some results on cycles here. The following result is due to Bondy
[2], which strengthens Dirac’s theorem.

Theorem 2.1 (Bondy [2]). Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices. If every vertex
except for at most one vertex is of degree at least k, then ¢(G) > min{n,2k}.

The next result, which was proved by Fan [9], can be viewed as an average-degree
version of the classical Erdés-Gallai theorem. This will be frequently used in our coming
proofs for finding long paths between some specified vertices.

Theorem 2.2 (Fan [9]). Let x,y be two distinct vertices in a 2-connected graph G. Suppose
that the average degree of the wvertices other than x and y in G is r, then the longest
(xz,y)-path in G has length at least v, with equality if and only if r is an integer and
G € {J,J — zy}, where J denotes the union of some cliques K41 which pairwise share
the same vertices x and y.

One can derive the following lemma from Theorem 2 of [9] (choosing k = 2). ¢

Lemma 2.3 (Theorem 2, [9]). Let G be a 2-connected graph, C be a longest cycle of length
c in G, and H a component of G — C which is 2-connected. If the average degree of the
vertices of H in G is r, then ¢ > 2r, with equality only if H is a clique K,_1 in which
every vertex has the same two neighbors on C.

The following lemma studies some properties of a strong attachment.

Lemma 2.4 (Lemma 1, [9]). Let G be a graph, C be a cycle in G, and R a component
of G—C. Let T = {uy,ug,...,u} be a maximum strong attachment of R to C, S =
Ne(R)\T, t =|T| and s = |S|. Then,

(i) Every vertex in S is joined to only one vertex in R.

(it) For each 1 < i < t, suppose that Nc(R) NV (Clus, uit1]) = {ao,a1,...,ap}, where
ap = Ui, ap = Uiy1, and a;’s are in a cyclic order on C. Then there is a subscript m such
that Ng(a;) = Ng(ag) for 0 < j <m and Ngr(aj) = Ng(ap) form+1<j <p.

(i13) If C' is a longest cycle in G of length ¢ and t > 2, then ¢ > Zle dp(us, wig1) + 2.

Lastly, we bound the clique number on a long cycle by some parameters related to a
strong attachment.

Lemma 2.5. Let G be a 2-connected graph, C a locally maximal cycle in G, and R a
component of G—C. Let T be a strong attachment of R to C. Lett = |T|, ¢ = |[No(R)\T)|
and w be the clique number of G[C]. If for any z,2' € T, the longest (z, R, z’)-path is of
length at least d, where d > 2, then the following hold:

() w < |C] — (d—1)(t — 1);

(i1) If T is a mazimum strong attachment, then w < |C| — (d —1)(t —1) —gq.

5The original statement of Theorem 2 in [9] requires that “C' is locally longest with respect to H and
H is locally 2-connected to C”, which can be implied if C' is a longest cycle in G and both G and H are
2-connected as in Lemma 2.3.



Proof. We write C' = x129...xz.x1 and view 1, x2, ..., . appearing on C in the clockwise
order. (All subscripts are taken under modulo ¢ in this proof.) For z,y € V(C), by Clz, 3]
we denote the segment of C' from x to y in the clockwise order. Let T' = {uj,ug,...,ut}
and u; := x;;, where 1 <i; < ... <i; <c. Let W be a maximum clique in G[C].

We first prove (i). Since dj(uj,uj+1) > d and C is locally maximal, we see that
Cluj,ujt1] is a path of length at least d. For each j, let A; = V(C[xijJrl,xin%]]) and
B; = V(C[xijﬂﬂ%j’xij+1*1])' So A; and Bj are disjoint. Let A = U;A; and B = Uy By,.
We claim that for any j # k, there are no edges between A; and Aj. Suppose this was not
the case. Then there exist 1 < ¢, < [%51] such that e := Ti 4 0Ti e € E(GQ). Let P be
a (uj, R, ug)-path of length at least d. Then Clx;, y¢, ;] U P U Cla, g, 2] U {e} forms
a cycle, say C". We see that [C'| > |C| + (d+1) — (£ + ') > |C| + (d + 1) — 2[42] > |C|
and |E(C")NE(C,G — C)| < 2, a contradiction to that C is locally maximal, proving the
claim. The claim shows that the maximum clique W can intersect with at most one A;,
so [V(IW)NA| < [%] Similarly, there are no edges between B; and By, for any j # k,
and thus [V(W)NB| < L%J As A and B are disjoint, we have |AU B| = (d — 1)t. Now
we prove (i) by showing

w=[VIWNAUB)|+[V(IW)N (AU B)| < [V(C\(AU B)|+ [V(W) N (AU B)|
<|V(O) = AUB|+|[VIW)NA|+|VIW)NB|<c—(d—1)(t—1).

To prove (ii), we need a refined argument for (i). For any 1 < j < ¢, let No(R) N
V(Cluj,ujt1]) = {ao,a1,...,a,}, where ag = uj, ap = ujq1, and ag’s for 0 < £ < p
appear on C' in the clockwise order. By Lemma 2.4, there is a subscript m such that
Ng(ag) = Ng(uj) for 0 < ¢ < m and Ng(ay) = Nr(uj+1) for m+1 < £ < p. Consider the
segment C; := Clam, am41]. Since Ng(am) = Ng(u;) and Ng(am+1) = Ng(ujt1), we see
that di(am, am+1) = dp(uj,uj+1) > d. So Cj is a path of length at least d. Similarly as
in the proof of (i), let A; be the set of the first [%51] vertices on C; (starting from a,, but
not including a,,), and let B; be the set of the last |45 | vertices on C; (not including
am+1). Also let A = UjA; and B = U;B;. So A and B are disjoint. Similarly, we can
show that W intersects with at most one A;. Thus, [V(W)NA| < [%], with equality if
and only if V(W) N A = A; for some j. Also [V(W)NB| < |%451].

We consider (N¢(R))'. First we show (Ng(R))" is stable. Otherwise, there exist
z,y € No(R) with xty™ € E(G); let P be any (z, R, y)-path, which has length at least 2,
then (C' — {zzT,yy™}) UP U {zTyT} is a cycle contradicting that C' is locally maximal.
We point out that (Nc(R))" is disjoint from B, and it intersects with each A4; in exactly
one vertex a;, (i.e., the first vertex after a,, in C;). Let D := (N¢(R))"\(A U B), where
|D| = |N¢(R)| — t = q. We claim that [V/(W) N (AU D)| < [4]. Since D is stable, W
intersects with D in at most one vertex. If V(W)ND = (), then this claim follows from that
[VIW)NA| < [%] So we may assume that V(W)ND = {z} and |[V(W)N A| = [%1
By the above analysis, we then have V(W) N A = A; for some j. In particular, the
vertex a;; € Aj is in W. But then there are two vertices z,a;, in V(W) N (N¢(R))™, a
contradiction. This proves the claim. Combining the above bounds, we have

w< |[V(C\(AUBUD)|+ |V(W)Nn (AU BUD)|
<|V(C)|-|AUBUD|+(d—1)<c¢—(d=1)(t—1) —q.

This finishes the proof of Lemma 2.5. O



2.3 Lemmas on closures

In this subsection, we prove some lemmas on C-closures.

Lemma 2.6. Let G be a graph on n vertices. Then for any x,y € V(G), the longest
(z,y)-path in the (n+ 1)-closure of G has the same length as the longest (x,y)-path in G.

Proof. Tt suffices to prove the following: for two nonadjacent vertices u, v in G with dg(u)+
dg(v) > n+1 and for any 2,y € V(G), there exists a longest (z, y)-path P in G := G+{uv}
satisfying that F(P) C E(G). Suppose this is not true. Then any longest (x,y)-path P
in G’ must contain the new edge wv. Assume that x,u,v,y lie on P in this order. First
we observe that there is no common neighbor of v and v in V(G) — V(P), as otherwise
one can find an (z,y)-path longer than P in G'. Let P := P[z,u] and P, := Plv,y].
We claim that there are no vertices a € Ng(u) N V(P;) and b € Ng(v) N V(P;) such
that b = a™ (we view P from z to y). Suppose such a,b exist. Then b € V(P)\{u}.
By Posa’s rotation technique, (P — {ab,uv}) U {au,bv} is a longest (z,y)-path in G,
however all its edges are from E(G), a contradiction. This shows that (Ng(u)NV (P1))™ N
(Ng(v)NV(P1)) = 0. So |[Ng(u) NV (Py)|+|Ng(v)NV(P)| < |V(Py)]. Similarly, we have
|INg(u) NV (P2)| + |Na(v) N V(P)| < |V(P2)]. Combining the above bounds, it follows
that dg(u) + dg(v) < |V(G)| = n, contradicting that dg(u) + dg(v) > n+ 1. This proves
the lemma. O

Lemma 2.7. Let G be a graph and C be a locally maximal cycle of G. Then C' is also a
locally mazimal cycle of the C-closure of G.

Proof. Let G denote the C-closure of G. We point out that G —C = G — C and E(C,G —
C) = E(C,G — C). Suppose this is not true. Then there is a cycle D in G such that
|D| > |C] and |E(D) N E(C,G — C)| < 2; and subject to this, we choose D such that
|D| is maximum. It is fair to assume that |E(D) N E(C,G — C)| = 2 (as otherwise
E(D)NE(C,G - C) =0, implying that D C G — C). Let xy, 'y’ be the two edges in the
intersection, where z,2’ € V(C). Then D consists of two internally disjoint (z,2’)-paths
P; and P, where P is an (x,G — C, 2')-path and P, is an (z,2’)-path in G[C]. Note that
Py is in G, and by the maximality of D, P; is a longest (z,2)-path in G[C]. By Lemma
2.6, there exists an (x,2')-path Ps in G[C] with |P2| = |Ps|. Set C' := Py U P3. Then
C’ is a cycle in G of length |C'| = |Pi| + |Ps3| = |P1| + |P2| = |D| > |C|. Furthermore,
|E(C"YN E(C,G - C)| = |E(D)NE(C,G — C)| <2, which contradicts the fact that C is
locally maximal in GG. This completes the proof. ]

Lemma 2.8. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices and C' be a locally maximal
cycle in G of length ¢, where ¢ <n — 1. Let G denote the C-closure of G. Then G[C] is
non-Hamiltonian-connected.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that G[C] is Hamiltonian-connected. As ¢ < n — 1,
there is a component R in G — C'. Since G is 2-connected, there exist two distinct vertices
z,2' € No(R). Let Py be an (z, R, 2')-path. Since G[C] is Hamiltonian-connected, there is
an (z,2')-path P, in G[C], which passes through all vertices in V(C). Then ¢’ := PLU P,
is a cycle in G which is longer than C and |E(C") N E(C,G — C)| < 2. This contradicts
Lemma 2.7 that C' is locally maximal in G. This proves the lemma. O

We need a theorem of Chvatal [5] on the degree sequences of non-Hamiltonian graphs.



Theorem 2.9 (Chvatal [5]). Let G be a graph with degree sequence dy < dg < ... < dj
and n > 3. If G is non-Hamiltonian, then there is some integer s < n/2 such that ds < s

and dp_s < n — s.
We can get a corollary of Chvatal’s theorem on non-Hamiltonian-connected graphs.

Lemma 2.10. Let G be a non-Hamiltonian-connected graph on n vertices with minimum
degree at least 2. Then there exists a set of s — 1 vertices in G of degree at most s, where
2<s<|3).

Proof. Since G is non-Hamiltonian-connected, there exist z,y € V(G) such that there is
no Hamiltonian path from z to y in G. Let G’ be obtained from G by adding a new vertex
z and two edges xz,yz. Clearly, G’ is not Hamiltonian. Let d; < dy < ... < d,41 be the
degree sequence of G'. Since §(G) > 2, we have d; = 2, which denotes the degree of z in G.
By Theorem 2.9, there is some integer s < "TH such that d; < s and dp41-s <n+1—s.
Asdy =2, wesee that 2 < s < |5 ]. If welet fi < fo < ... < f, be the degree sequence of
G, then each f; corresponds to the vertex associated with d;+; and thus f; < d;;1. This
shows that fs_1 < ds < s, proving the lemma. ]

The next lemma (in particular, its special case when § = 1) will play an important role
in the proof of Theorem 4.1. We establish a general version for possible studies in future.
Its proof is analogous to Lemma 6 in [12].

Lemma 2.11. Let G. be a graph on c vertices with minimum degree at least 2. Further
suppose that G. is (¢ + 1)-closed and non-Hamiltonian-connected with
c

e(Ge) > h (c—i— 1, b

J - p) for some integer p > 0.

Then one of the following holds:
(i) G. contains a subset S of s —1 vertices of degree at most s, where2 < s < |[§] —p—1,
such that G. — S is a clique; or
(ii) G contains a subset T of t—1 vertices of degree at mostt, where | 5] —p+1 <t < [§].

Proof. Suppose neither (i) nor (ii) holds. Since G, is non-Hamiltonian-connected, by
Lemma 2.10, there exists some 2 < s < L%J such that G, contains s — 1 vertices of degree
at most s. Subject to this, we choose s to be maximal, and let S be the set of all vertices
in G. with degree at most s. If |§] —p+1 < s < [§], then (i) holds. If s = | §] —p, then
e(Ge) < (s—1)s+ (C_ZH) = h(c+1,s) = h(c+1,|5] — p), a contradiction. So we may
assume that 2 < s < |§] — p — 1. Moreover, by the maximality of s, we have |S| = s — 1.

Next, we will show that G.— S is a clique. Suppose that there are nonadjacent vertices
u,v € V(G.) — S. Without loss of generality, assume that u is the one with the maximal
degree among all vertices in V(G.) — S, each of which is not adjacent to every vertex in
V(Ge) — S. Let 8" :=V(G) — N(u) — {u} and ¢’ := |S'| + 1 = ¢ — d(u). For any w € 5’,
since wu ¢ FE(G.) and G. is (¢ + 1)-closed, we have d(w) < ¢ —d(u) = s'. So S’ is a set
of s’ — 1 vertices of degree at most s’. Since v ¢ S, by the maximality of S, it follows
that d(v) > s. So s < d(v) < s'. By the maximality of s, we get that s’ > [§] + 1. As
s" = ¢ —d(u), we get d(u) < |§]. We then claim that any vertex € S’ has degree at
most | §]. Indeed, if z € S then d(z) < s < |§| —p — 1; otherwise 2 € S’\S, then by the
choice of u, d(x) < d(u) < [§]. Now observe that S’ is a set of at least |§| vertices of
degree at most | ], so (i7) holds, a contradiction. This shows that G. — S is a clique and
thus (7) holds. This proves the lemma. O
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We remark that if p = 0, then only (i) occurs in Lemma 2.11.

3 Stability on a theorem of Bondy

In this section, we prove a stability result on a classic theorem due to Bondy [2]. We
restate the statement here for the convenience of the readers.

Theorem 1.12. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices and C be a longest cycle in
G of length ¢, where 10 < c < n—1. Ife(G—C) +e(G—C,C) > (|§] = 1) (n —c), then
either G C Wn,L%J,c or c is odd and G is a subgraph of a member of Xy, .U Yy c.

To prove Theorem 1.12, a crucial step is to find a vertex in G —C with | §] neighbors in
C' (see Theorem 3.1); this will be done in Subsection 3.1. As we shall see later (somehow
surprisingly), the existence of such a vertex can give a lot of structural information of the
graph G. We then complete the proof of Theorem 1.12 in Subsection 3.2.

3.1 A vertex with large degree

In this subsection, we prove the following result.

Theorem 3.1. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices and C' be a longest cycle in G
of length ¢, where 10 < c < n—1. Ife(G - C) +e(G—C,C) > ([5] — 1)(n — ¢c), then
there exists an isolated vertex u in G — C with do(u) = [ §].

Just as in the original theorem of Bondy, we also can drop off the connectivity condi-
tion. A more general statement is as follows.

Theorem 3.2. Let G be a graph on n vertices and C be a longest cycle in G of length
c, where 4 <c<n—1 Ife(G—-C)+elG—C,C)> (5] —1)(n—c), then one of the
following holds:

(a) c € {6,7,9};

(b) there exists a vertex u € V(G — C) with dc(u) = [5];

(c) there exists a cycle C' in G satisfying that |V(C NC")| <1 and

—if V(CNC') =0, then |C'] > 2[§] — 3,

—if [V(CNC')| =1, then |C'| > 2| 5] — 1.

Proof. We prove the theorem by contradiction. Suppose that there exists an n-vertex
non-Hamiltonian graph G and a longest cycle C' in G of length ¢ > 4 such that e(G —
C)+e(G—-C,C) > ([5] —1)(n —c) and none of (a), (b) and (c) holds. We choose such
a counterexample G that ¢ is minimum and subject to this, the order n is minimum.
Throughout this proof, let H := G — C and so

e(H) + e(H,C) > (EJ - 1) (n—c). (1)
Claim 1. ¢>5and n > ¢+ 2.

Proof. Assume that ¢ = 4. Then by (1) we have e(H) + e(H,C) > n — 4. Suppose that
there is a cycle C' in G — E(C). So |[C'| = 3 or 4. If |[V(C'NC)| < 1, then clearly
(¢) holds; otherwise |V (C’" N C)| > 2, then there exists either a cycle longer than C' or
a vertex in H with two neighbors in C' (thus (b) holds), a contradiction. So there is no
cycle in G — E(C). Consider any component R in H, which must be a tree. If do(R) > 2,
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then either there is a vertex in R with two neighbors in C, or we can find a longer
cycle, a contradiction. Thus do(R) < 1 and as G — E(C) has no cycles, e(R,C) < 1.
This implies that e(R) + e(R,C) < |R|. Summing over all components R in H, we have
e(H)+e(H,C) <> |R|=n—4, a contradiction. This proves that ¢ > 5.

Now suppose that n = ¢+ 1. Let V(H) = {u}. By (1), dc(u) > |§]. Since C' is a
longest cycle in G, we must have dc(u) = [§]. This proves Claim 1. O

Claim 2. For any vertex v € V(H), dg(v) > |5].

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that there exists a vertex u € V(H) with dg(u) <
5] —1. Set G’ :== G — u. So C remains a longest cycle in G'. By Claim 1, n > ¢ + 2,
implying that G’ is non-Hamiltonian. We also have e(G' — C) + e(G' — C,C) = e(H) +
e(H,C) —dg(u) > (|5] — 1)(n — ¢ —1). By the choice of G, one of (a), (b) and (c) holds
in G'. Tt is obvious to see that the same case also holds in G. This proves the claim. [J

Claim 3. H is connected.

Proof. Suppose that H is not connected. Then by averaging, there exists a component
R in H such that e(G[R]) + e(G[R],C) > (5] — 1) - |R|. It is clear that G[RU C] is
non-Hamiltonian. Then by the choice of G, one of (a),(b) and (¢) holds in G][R U C],
which also holds in G, a contradiction. This proves Claim 3. 0

Claim 4. G is 2-connected.

Proof. Suppose that G is not 2-connected. Then there exists an end-block” B of G such
that [V(B N C)| < 1. Let b be the unique cut-vertex of G with b € V(B) (if it exists).
By Claim 2, every vertex in V(B), except the vertex b, has degree at least |§| in B. By
Theorem 2.1, we have ¢(B) > min{|B|,2|5]}. If [B| > 2[§] — 1, then ¢(B) > 2[5] — 1, a
contradiction to (c). Hence we may assume that |B| < 2[5] — 2.

Let H; := G— (B —b). Clearly C is still a longest cycle in H;. We claim that H; is not
Hamiltonian. Indeed, otherwise C' must be a Hamiltonian cycle of H; and thus we have
H=B~b. 80 WBEVBL > o(B) = e(H) +e(H,0) > (|§] - D(n—c) = (1§] - 1)(|B| - 1),
which implies that |B| > 2[§]| — 1, a contradiction.

Note that we have e(H;) = e(G) —e(B). So e(H; — C) +e(H, — C,C) = e(H;y) —
e(G[C)) = e(G—C)+e(G—C,C)—e(B) > (15| —1)(n—c)— BB “since | B| < 2|5 -2,
it follows that e(Hy — C) + e(Hy — C,C) > (5] — 1)(]V(H1)| — ¢). By the choice of G,
one of (a), (b) and (c¢) holds in Hy, which also holds in G. This proves Claim 4. O

Claim 5. |V(H)| > 3.

Proof. Otherwise, in view of Claims 1 and 3, we may assume that H is just an edge vvs.
So we have e(H,C) > 2(|5]—1). Let T' = {uy,ua, ..., u} C No(H) be a maximum strong
attachment of H to C. Let S := No(H)\T, t = |T'| and s = |S|. For any u;,u;+1 € T,
the (u;, H,u;;+1)-path is of at least length 3. By Lemma 2.4, we have e(H,C) < 2t + s
and ¢ > 3t +2s > 3e(H,C) > 3(|5] — 1). From this, we can derive a contradiction if
¢ > 8is even or ¢ > 11 is odd. Thus, ¢ € {5,6,7,9}. It only needs to consider ¢ = 5, as
otherwise (a) holds. In case of ¢ = 5, we have e(H,C) > 2 and as G is 2-connected, there

“A block B in a graph G is a maximal connected subgraph of G such that there exists no cut-vertex of
B. An end-block in G is a block in G containing at most one cut-vertex of G.
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are two independent edges in (H, ('), which would lead to a cycle of length at least 6, a
contradiction. This proves Claim 5. 0

Claim 6. H is 2-connected.

Proof. Suppose that H is not 2-connected. As |V(H)| > 3, there exist two end-blocks
By, By of H. Let b; be the unique cut-vertex of H with b; € V(B;) for i € {1,2}. Since G
is 2-connected, there exists a vertex vy € V(B2 — bg) with a neighbor uy € V/(C).

First assume that B; is an edge, say v1b;. By Claim 2, we have dc(v1) > [§] — 1.
If dc(v1) > 5], then (b) holds, a contradiction. Thus, dc(v1) = [§] — 1. Notice that
there is a (v1,v2)-path in H of length at least 2. If us is the unique neighbor of v; on
C, then we have ¢ = 5 and there exists a cycle in G[H U {uz}] of length at least 4, a
contradiction to (¢). Hence, we may assume that N (vi)\{ua} # 0. Let wy,wy, ..., w; be
the neighbors of v1 on C which appear in a cyclic order, where t = dc¢(vi) = [§] — 1.
For any w; € N¢(v1)\{uz2}, since there exists a (w;, H, ug)-path of length at least 4, any
(wi, uz)-segment of C' has length at least 4. So we have ¢ > 8 and thus ¢t > 3. Let
wi, wj € No(v1)\{uz} be two vertices such that uy is contained in a (w;, w;)-segment P
of C' and subject to this, P is minimal. Since P is a union of a (wj, us)-segment and a
(wj, uz)-segment of C', we get that [P| > 8. There are at least t —2 = | 5] — 3 segments
between two consecutive wy, wyy1 in C' — E(P), each of which has length at least 2. So
c=|C| > |P|+2(|5] —3) >8+2(|5] —3) > c+ 1, a contradiction.

Now suppose that |V (Bjg)| > 3. So By is 2-connected. Let d := ¢(By) and r := |B;|—1.
By the Erdés-Gallai theorem (Theorem 1.1), we have e(B1) < &. If d > 2| | — 3, then
(c) holds. So we have d < 2|5 — 4.

We claim that e(By — b1,C) > ([5] — 1 — 2)r. Suppose for a contradiction that
e(By — b1,C) < (l§] =1 —%)r. Consider Gy := G — (B; — by). Since e(B1) < ¥,
e(H)=e(B1)+e(G1—C) and e(H,C) =e(B; —b1,C) + e(G1 — C,C), we have

e(G1 — C) +e(Gy — C,C) = e(H) + e(H, C) — e(By) — e(By — by, C)
- (5 -1)-tmr-ar= (18] ) vt e

As Gy is not Hamiltonian (because |G1| > |C|), by the choice of G, we see that one of
(a), (b) and (c) holds in G; and thus in G, a contradiction.

Therefore by averaging, there exists a vertex v1 € V(B1—b1) with ¢ := de(v1) > |§] 4.
As we have d < 2| 5] —4, it follows that t > | 5| —g > 2. Let wy, wa, ..., w; be the neighbors
of v1 on C which appear in a cyclic order. Since ¢(Bj) = d and Bj is 2-connected, B
contains a (vi, by)-path of length at least [2]. So for each wy € N¢(v1)\{uz}, there exists a
(we, H,uz)-path of length at least [4] +3, which in turn implies that any (wy, u2)-segment
of C has length at least [%1 + 3. This shows that if ¢ = 2 (and thus % +2 > [5]),
then ¢ > 2([%] +3) > 2([5] +1) > c+ 1, a contradiction. So we have ¢t > 3. Let
w;,w; € No(vi)\{uz} be two vertices such that uy is contained in a (w;, w;)-segment P
of C' and subject to this, P is minimal. Since P is a union of a (w;,uz)-segment and a
(wj, ug)-segment of C, we have |P| > 2([%] + 3). Also there are at least t — 2 segments
between two consecutive wy, wpi1 in C' — E(P), each of which has length at least 2. So
c>2(t—2)+2([4]+3) >2|5] +2>c+1, a contradiction. This proves Claim 6. [

We now distinguish between the parities of ¢. First assume that c is even. By Claim
2, the average degree of H in G is at least §. By Lemma 2.3, either [C| > c+1, or H is a
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complete graph K c1 in which every vertex has the same two neighbors on C. Thus, the

latter case occurs. Then we have (551) +c—2=¢e(H)+e(H,C) > (5-1)(n—c) = (§—1),
which implies that 2 < ¢ < 8. As ¢ > 5 is even, we have ¢ = 6. However, in this case H
becomes a Ko, a contradiction to Claim 5.

In what follows we consider the case that ¢ is odd. Set p := |[N¢(H)|. By Claims 2
and 6, every vertex v € V(H) has at least p := max{|5] — p,2} neighbors in H. Let
T = {uy,...,ut} be a maximum attachment of H to C, and S := N¢(H)\T, where t > 2,
s:=1S5| and p = s+t. By Theorem 2.2, there exists a (u;, H, u;1+1)-path of length at least

w+ 2. If t > 3, then by Lemma 2.4, we have
C
th(u+2)+2$:(t—2),u+2(u+s+t)22+2L§J >c+1,

a contradiction. Now we only need to consider the case t = 2.

Let T = {uj,us} and viuy,vaus be two independent edges for some vi,v9 € V(H).
By Lemma 2.4, every vertex in S has a unique neighbor in H, which is either vy or wvs.
This shows that for any u € V(H)\{v1,v2}, du(u) > <1 — 2. By Theorem 2.2, there is
a (v1,v2)-path in H of length ¢ > 0;21 — 2. So we have a (u1, H, uz)-path of length ¢ + 2.
If S| > 1or ¢ > <2 —1, then by Lemma 2.4, ¢ = [C] > 2(0+2) +2[S| > c+1, a
contradiction. So S =) and ¢ = 51 — 2. This implies that every u € V/(H)\{v1,v2} has
dp(u) = % — 2 and thus is adjacent to both of uj,us.

As S =0, it also holds that §(H) > <3 — 2. Since H is 2-connected, Dirac’s theorem
[6] shows that ¢(H) > min{|H|,20(H)} > min{|H|,c — 5}. If ¢(H) > ¢ — 4, then (c¢)
holds. So we have 3 < ¢(H) < ¢—5 (note that this shows ¢ > 8). This implies that either
¢(H) =c—5,or ¢(H) = |H| < c— 6. If the latter case holds, then e(H) + e(H,C) <
% +2(n—c) < W +2(n—c¢) = %2(n —¢), a contradiction to (1). So we
have ¢(H) = |H| = ¢ — 5. Recall that u;,us are adjacent to all vertices in H — {v1,va}
and wjvi,ugvy € E(G). There exist two consecutive vertices on the longest cycle in
H as the neighbors of uj,us. Using these, we can then find a cycle of length at least
[§1+2+(c—6) >c+1 (as ¢ > 8is odd). This final contradiction completes the proof

of Theorem 3.2. O]

Now we can prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. By Theorem 3.2, one of its three cases holds. Since ¢ > 10, (a) does
not hold. Suppose that (¢) holds, i.e., there exists a cycle C’ with |[V(C'NC")| < 1. Since G
is 2-connected, there exist two disjoint paths Py, P, from x1,29 € V(C) to y1,y2 € V(C"),
respectively; moreover, in the case of |V (C N C’)| =1, the path P, can be chosen so that
P, consists of the single vertex in V/(C' N C’). One can then find a cycle D in the union
C U C'U Py U Py satisfying that |[D| > [§] + [|C"]/2] + |P1| + |P2|. If V(CNnC') =0,
then |[D| > [§]+ (|5] —1) +2 = ¢+ 1, a contradiction; otherwise |V (C' N C")| = 1, then
|ID| > [§] + [§] +1 = ¢+ 1, also a contradiction. This shows that (c) does not hold.
Hence, (b) holds, i.e., there exists a vertex u € V(G — C) with dc(u) = [§]. It remains
to show that u is an isolated vertex in G — C. Suppose this is not the case. Then u is
contained in a component R of G — C with |R| > 2. Since G is 2-connected, there exists
a vertex v € V(R — u) with a neighbor in V(C'). Using this, one can easily find a cycle of
length at least ¢ 4+ 1. This finishes the proof of Theorem 3.1. O
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3.2 Proof of Theorem 1.12

To prove Theorem 1.12, in view of Theorem 3.1, it suffices to show the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Let G be a 2-connected non-Hamiltonian graph on n vertices and C be a
longest cycle in G of length c. Suppose that there exists an isolated vertex u in G — C with
do(u) = [5].

— If ¢ is even, then G C Wn,t%J,C'

—Ifc>9 s odd, then G C WmL%LC or G is a subgraph of a member of Xy, o U Yy c.

Proof. Throughout this proof, let N := N¢(u).

We first consider the case that ¢ is even. Let C = x1xo...x.x1. We may assume
that N = {x1,x3,...,7.—1}. Consider any component R in G — C with v ¢ V(R). As
G is 2-connected, |[N¢(R)| > 2. We also have that C' — N consists of isolated vertices
and |[No(R)\NN| < 1 (otherwise one can easily find a cycle longer than C using Posa’s
rotation technique). Suppose that there exist some vertices say x2 € No(R)\N and z; €
No(R)NN. We assume that ¢ ¢ {1, 3} (as otherwise there is a cycle longer than C'). There
exists an (x2, R, x;)-path P of length at least 2, then PU(C — x;41 — xox3) U{uxs, uzita}
forms a cycle of length at least ¢+ 1, a contradiction. Thus No(R) C N. If |R| > 2, then
there exist distinct x;, z; € No(R)N N and an (x;, R, z;)-path @Q of length at least 3. One
can find a longer cycle easily if the distance between x; and x; on C' is two; otherwise,
QU (C —{ziy1,zj41}) U {uxiso, uzrjio} forms a cycle longer than C. This shows that
|R| =1 and N¢(R) C N for any component R in G—C. Therefore indeed G is a subgraph
of Wn,%,c when c is even.

From now on we assume that ¢ > 9 is odd. Let ¢:=2a+ 1 and C = z1x3. .. T20+171,
where o > 4. We may assume that N = N¢(u) = {1, 3, ..., T2q—1}. First we observe an
easy fact that C' — N consists of a unique edge x2,T24+1 and isolated vertices. Next we
determine the structures of all components R in G — C.

Claim. Any component R in G — C' is of one of the following three types:
(i) |R| = 1 and No(R) C No(u);

(ii) ’R‘ =1 and Nc'(R) = {33211—171'204—}—1} or Nc(R) = {xl,xga};

(iii) R is an induced star, which is {x1, 22,1 }-feasible.®

Proof of Claim. First assume that there are two vertices a,b in No(R)\N. Then there ex-
ists an (a, R, b)-path P of length at least 2. If {a, b} = {224, T20+1}, then (C—z2q22q+1)UP
forms a cycle of length at least c+1. Otherwise, we have either a™,b™ € Nora=,b~ € N.
We may assume the former case occurs. Then P U (C' — {aa™,bb"}) U{ua™, ub™} forms a
cycle of length at least ¢ 4 1, a contradiction.

Now assume that No(R) C N. If |R| = 1, then R is of type (i). So |R| > 2. As G is
2-connected, there exist x2;_1,22;—1 € Nc(R) and an (z2;—1, R, x2;_1)-path P of length
at least 3. Suppose that {z;—1,22j_1} # {1, 224—1}. If the distance between x9;_1 and
x2j—1 on C is two, then it is easy to find a cycle of length at least ¢ + 1; otherwise, since
a > 4, without loss of generality we may assume that 1 <25 —1<2j+1<2i—1<
2i4+1 < 2o —1, then P U (C — {xg;,x2}) U {uxgjt1,uxsi+1} forms a cycle of length at
least ¢ + 1, a contradiction. This shows that No(R) = {z1,%2q0—1}. If there exists an
(z1, R, xoq—1)-path P of length at least 4, then (C' — {x2q, T24+1}) U P is a cycle of length
at least ¢+ 1. Hence, all (21, R, ©24—1)-paths in G[RU N¢(R)] are of length 3. This forces

8Recall the definition of {a,b}-feasible from Subsection 1.2.
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R to be an induced star, and moreover, if |R| > 3, then all leaves of R are only adjacent
to the same vertex in {z1,x2,—1}. So R is of type (iii).

It remains to consider that |[No(R)\N| = 1. As G is 2-connected, there exists some
x9j—1 € No(R)NN. Let P be an (x9;_1, R, No(R)\N)-path of length at least 2. Let us first
consider that 2 < j < a—1. If No(R)\N = {x9;}, where 1 < i < a, then we may assume
that z9;_1 and xg; are not adjacent (as otherwise there is a longer cycle). By symmetry, we
may also assume 2j —1 < 2¢—1 < 2i. Thuswehave1 <27-3 <2j—-1<2i—1 < 2i < 2a.
Then PU (C' — x9j_2 — T2;—122;) U {x9j_3u, uxe;—1} forms a cycle of length at least ¢+ 1,
a contradiction. So, No(R)\N = {z2q+1}. Then, (C —x9j — x204+121) UP U{z 10, uz9jt1}
is a cycle of length at least ¢ + 1, again a contradiction. Hence, we have that j € {1, a}.
By symmetry, we may just consider j = 1. In this case, x;1 € Ng(R) N N (so clearly
T2, T20+1 € Nc(R)) and we claim that No(R)\N = {z2,}. Suppose for a contradiction
that No(R)\N = {x9;} for 2 <i < a—1. Then (C—xo—x9;x2;1+1)UPU{z3u, urs11 } forms
a cycle of length at least ¢ + 1, a contradiction. This shows that No(R) = {x1,x2,}. If
|R| > 2, then P can be chosen to be a path of length at least 3 and the cycle PU(C —z2441)
contradicts the maximality of C. Therefore, |R| = 1 and N¢(R) = {z1,724,}. So R is of
type (ii). This proves the claim. O

We show that all components R in G — C of type (ii) have the same two neighbors in C'
(say No(R) = {x1,224}). Otherwise there are two components in G — C' of type (ii), say
Ry = {v1} and Ry = {w2}, such that No(v1) = {®24-1,%24+1} and Ng(v2) = {x1, 224},
then G[V(C) U {v1,v2}] contains a cycle of length ¢ + 2, a contradiction.

If all components in G — C are of type (i), then as NT is independent, we have
G C W, 2] So there exists at least one component in G — C' of type (ii) or (iii).

Suppose that there is no component in G — C of type (iii). Then there exists some
component in G — C, say {v}, of type (ii). So we can assume N¢(v) = {x1, x24}. We show
that Ng(z2a+1) = {21,724}. To see this, consider C’" := (C' — {x1224+1, T20+1%24}) U
{z1v, v, }, which also is a longest cycle in G. Then x94+1 is contained in a component
R'in G—C". As No/(R') D {z1, 224}, by the Claim, R’ must be of type (ii) and thus we
have Ng(zoa+1) = {1,224} Let Jy (resp. J2) be the set of all vertices in components in
G —C of type (i) (resp. type (ii)). Now set A := N, B:= NTUJ; and X := {x9411} U Jo.
Then both B and X are stable and for any w € X, Ng(w) = {x1, 224 }. This shows that
G is a subgraph of some graph from &7, ..

Now we assume that there exists some component R in G—C of type (iii). Let Jy, Jo, J3
be the sets of all vertices in components in G—C of type (i), (ii), (iii), respectively. Set A :=
N, B :={x9,24, ..., x20—2}UJ1, and Y := {xa4, T2441 }UJ2UJ3. Clearly B is stable. Since
every vertex v € Jy satisfies No(v) = {x1, 24}, we see that G[{x2q, T2a+1} U J2| induces a
star, say S, with the center xo,. If we can show that S is {1, x24—1 }-feasible, then G is a
subgraph of some graph from ), . (note that G[Y] has at least two stars). To show this, we
note that there exists an edge xy in R such that C' := (C—{zaq, 2041 })U{212, Y, YT20-1}
is a longest cycle in G. Then S = G[{z2q, T20+1} U J2| is contained in a component R’ in
G —C'. By the Claim, R’ must be of type (iii), i.e., R (and thus S) is {21, z2q—1 }-feasible.
This proves Lemma 3.3. 0

We have completed the proof of Theorem 1.12.

16



4 Stability from many edges spanned in a long cycle

In this section, we prove the following strengthened version of Theorem 1.13, where the
longest cycle in Theorem 1.13 is generalized to a locally maximal cycle.
Recall that h(n, k) = (";*) + k(k — 1).

Theorem 4.1. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with §(G) > k and C be a locally
mazimal cycle in G of length ¢ € [6,n—1]. Ife(G) > max {f (n,k+1,¢), f (n, |§] —1,¢)}
and e(G[C]) > h(c+1,[5] — 1), then either G S W), ¢ ., or G € {Wyke, Znke}, where
G is the C-closure of G.

We will reduce Theorem 4.1 to the following three lemmas, which are needed when
dealing with the two situations arising from Lemma 2.11.

Lemma 4.2. Let G, be a Hamiltonian graph on ¢ > 6 vertices. Further suppose that G,
is (¢ + 1)-closed and non-Hamiltonian-connected with e(G.) > h(c+ 1,[§] —1). If there
eist | 5| — 1 vertices of degree at most [5] in Ge, then Ge = W ¢ | .

Lemma 4.3. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices and C' be a locally mazimal cycle
in G of length ¢ < n — 1. Suppose that e(G) > max{f (n,k+1,¢), f (n, L%J - 1,0)}. If
G[C] contains a subset S of s — 1 vertices of degree at most s in G[C] for some integer
2 < s < |5] — 1 such that G[C] = S is a clique, then 2 < s < k and the clique number of
G[C] is at least ¢ — k + 1.

Lemma 4.4. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with 6(G) > k and C be a locally
mazimal cycle in G of length ¢ < n — 1. If the clique number of G[C] is at least c — k + 1,
then G € {ka#, Zn,k,c}-

This reduction will be done in Subsection 4.1. We then prove these lemmas in Subsec-
tions 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4, respectively.

4.1 Reducing Theorem 4.1 to the lemmas

Proof of Theorem 4.1. (Assuming Lemmas 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4.) Let G, C be as in Theorem
4.1. Let G be the C-closure of G. Since G C G, we see that G is 2-connected with
§(G) > k and e(G) > e(G). By Lemma 2.7, we see that the cycle C' remains a locally
maximal cycle of length ¢ in G. By Lemma 2.8, G[C] is non-Hamiltonian-connected. It is
also clear that G[C] is (¢ + 1)-closed and e(G[C]) > e(G[C]) > h(c+ 1, 5] — 1).
Applying Lemma 2.11 (with § = 1) to G[C], we see that one of the following holds:

(i) G[C] contains a subset of [§] — 1 vertices of degree at most [§] in G[C], or

(i)

[C] contains a subset S of s — 1 vertices of degree at most s in G[C] for some
<5 < |§] — 2 such that G[C] — S is a clique.

N Q)

Suppose that (i) holds. Then by Lemma 4.2 (applied to G[C]), we have G[C] = Weg]e
Let B C V(C) consist of all vertices of degree ¢ — 1 in G[C]. We observe that for any two
vertices z,y € V(C), if {z,y} € B, then there is a Hamiltonian path from z to y in G[C].
Thus, for any component R in G—C, if No(R) € B, then there is a cycle C’ longer than C
with |E(C") N E(C,G — C)] <2, a contradiction. So, we have No(R) C B. Furthermore,
for any {z,y} C B, there is an (z, y)-path of length at least ¢c—2 in G[C]. If |[V(R)| > 2, as
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G is 2-connected, we can find a cycle C’ longer than C with |[E(C")NE(C,G—C)| <2, a
contradiction. Hence, for any component R in G—C, we have |V (R)| = 1 and N¢(R) C B.
This implies that G C G C Wn,[%J,C'

So we may assume that (ii) holds. By Lemma 4.3 (applied to G and C), we get
that the clique number of G[C] is at least ¢ — k + 1. By Lemma 4.4, this shows that
Ge {Whk.es Znpec}, completing the proof of Theorem 4.1. O

4.2 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof. Throughout this proof, define o := |§|, e := e(G.), A := {u € V(G,) : d(u) <
a}, and B := V(G.)\A. Since G, is (¢ + 1)-closed, B induces a clique. Let V(G.) =
{ui,ug,...,uc.t and f1 < fo < ... < f. be the degree sequence of G, such that d(u;) = f;
for every 1 < i < ¢. There are oo — 1 vertices of degree at most « in G, in other words,
we have f,_ 1 < a.

We establish some facts to be used later. The first two facts are straightforward.

Fact 1. If G. has t vertices of degree at most r, then e(G.) < tr + (Cgt).
Fact 2. We have

(1o 5] - 5T S5 -l o { B3 e

Fact 3. fo_1 =« and fo_o < c— a. Thus, when c is even, we have fg = 3.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that fo—1 < o — 1. By Facts 1 and 2, we have the
following: if ¢ is even, then e < (§ —1)%+ (%;1) = % —X41<h(l+c|5]-1)<ea
contradiction; if ¢ is odd, then e < ([ §] —1)2+([%]2+1) = %—%—FZ <h(l+c, [5]-1) <e,
also a contradiction. Thus, f,_1 = a.

Suppose that f._o > ¢ — a + 1. First assume that c is even. As f, = feo > a + 1,
we have d(uq) + d(uq—1) > ¢+ 1, s0 uq—1 is adjacent to all vertices in {uq, Ua+1,- .-, Uc}-
This implies that d(uq—1) = fa—1 > a + 1, a contradiction. Now consider that ¢ is
odd. As fa+1 > a+ 2, uq—1 is adjacent to all vertices in {uq+1,Uat2,--.,U20+1}, thus
fa—1 =d(uq—1) > a+ 1, again a contradiction. This finishes the proof. O

Fact 4. For every vertex u € V(G,), either d(u) =c—1 or2 <d(u) <c— 3.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that there exists a vertex u with d(u) = ¢ — 2. Then
there exists a vertex v not adjacent to u. As G, is (¢+ 1)-closed, we have d(u) + d(v) < ¢,
implying th?t d(v) < 2. Since G. is Hamiltonian, d(v) = 2. When c is even, we have
e <2+ Y7, fi+e(Glucir . ud)) <2+ (5 -Dg+(3) =32 - 42 < h(1+
¢,[§] —1) < e, a contradiction. If ¢ is odd, then e < 2—1—2]0‘;1 fi+e(G{uasa, ..., uct]) <
24+ (@ —2)a+2(a+1)+(5) = % — 5 +4 <, a contradiction. This proves Fact 4. [

Fact 5. If it exists, let u € B be the vertex such that d(u) := ¢ — i is mazimum over
all vertices in B with degree at most ¢ — 2, where 3 < i < ¢—«a — 1. If |B| > i, then
e(Ge) <2 — LB+ a+2)+ 2(c+ 1)+ Ll(c—a).
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Proof. Since B induces a clique, all i — 1 non-neighbors of u are in A. Let A’ be the subset
of A consisting of such i — 1 vertices. Since G. is (¢ + 1)-closed, every vertex x € A’ has
2 < d(z) <i. Choose a fixed vertex x € A" and let B’ C B be the set of all non-neighbors
of z in B. Then |B’| > |B| — i, and for any y € B’, we have d(y) < c¢—d(z) < c¢—2. By
Fact 4, we see that any y € B’ has degree at most ¢ — 3, therefore, by the choice of u,
d(y) < d(u) = ¢ —i. Now we get that

e(Gc)Z;;ﬁ:;(Z aw)+ Y dw)+ Y de)+ Y dw)

veA’ veA\A’ veB’ veEB\B’

5 (= 1)i+ (Al =i+ Dot [Bl(e— 1) + (|B] — |B)(c— 1)

<i? —i(|Bl+a+2)/2+a(c+1)/2+|B|(c —a)/2,

IN

where the last inequality holds because |A| = ¢ — |B| and |B’| > |B| — i. O

We divide the rest of the proof into two cases depending on the parity of c.
Case 1. c is even.

In this case, we have fc 1= fé- = 5. First we claim that f-+2 > 5 + 1. Otherwise,
+2 = 5, then [A] > § + 2 and |B\ < § — 2. This 1mphes that e = %Z;Zl fi <
(5+ ) +(5—2)(c— 1)) = % — 2% 4+1<h(l+c[5]—1)<e, acontradiction.

Next we show that f%H > §+41. Suppose not. Then we have f%H = gsand |B| = §—

('D

Fo+
3(

Suppose there exists some vertex in B with degree at most ¢ — 2. By Fact 5, there exists
some 3 <1 < % — 1 such that e <42 — %(c—i— 1)+ % < % — % 4+ 3 < e, a contradiction.
To see why the second inequality holds, let f(i) := i* — £(c + 1); then we have f(@) <
max{f(3), f(§—1)} and it is routine to check that as ¢ > 6, this is at most —3¢+ 2. Hence
we may assume that every vertex in B has degree ¢ — 1. Let H be the spanmng subgraph
of G, consisting of all edges in E(B)U(A,B). Ase(H) = (§+1)(§—1)+ (%;1) = % — 3
and e > 3& — 3¢ + + 3, we see that F(A) has at least 4 edges. Observe that every vertex in
A has degree at most ¢/2 in G. and is already adjacent to the ¢/2 — 1 vertices in B. This
shows that there exists a matching of size at least 4 in A. One can check that the subgraph
obtained from H by adding a matching of size 3 in A is already Hamiltonian-connected.
So is the host graph G.. But this is a contradiction. This proves that f%“ > 5+ 1 and
thus |A| = |B| = £

Lastly, we show that any vertex u € B has degree ¢ — 1. Suppose for a contradiction
that there exists a vertex v € V(B) with d(u) < ¢ — 2. By Fact 5, there exists some
3§z’§%—1suchthategiQ—%(chQ)—l—%—l—%§%—%+3<e,wherethesecond
inequality can be verified similarly as above for ¢ > 6, a contradiction.

Now, we see that B induces a clique K £ and (A, B) is complete bipartite. As every
vertex in A has degree at most §, we see that E(A) contains no edge. This shows G. =
WC@C, completing the proof of Case 1.

Case 2. c¢is odd.

Let H be the spanning subgraph of G, consisting of all edges in E(B)U (A, B). In
this case, ¢ = 2a + 1, where a > 3. By Facts 1 and 2, we have % —5+5<e<
(a—Da+ (O‘+2) % + 5 +1; by Fact 3, fo-1 =a and fo11 < a+ 1.
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We show in a sequence of claims that f, = fo+1 = a+ 1. First we show f,43 > a+1.
Otherwise, fo43 < a. Then |A| > a + 3 and |B| < a — 2, from which we derive a
contradiction that e < £((a + 3)a) + (a — 2)(2a)) = ?’O‘QT*Q <e.

Next we show that fy12 > a + 1. Suppose not. Then fo_1 = fo = fat+1 = far2 = .
So B = {ug+3,.-.,u2a+1} and |B] = a — 1. Suppose that there are vertices in B with
degree at most c—2. Let u € B be such a vertex with maximum degree d(u) = ¢—1, where
3<i<a. If3<i<a-—1,then by Fact 5, we have e < iQ—%(2a—|—1)+(a2+a)+% <
% — 5 +5 < e, where the second inequality holds since i%— %(204 +1) takes the maximum
at ¢ = 3 or « — 1. This is a contradiction. So ¢ = «, that is, d(u) = a + 1. Then
e<i(a+2a+(a+1)+(a-2)(20) =1iBa2—a+1) <3 - 215 < e again a
contradiction. Now we may assume that every vertex in B has degree 2a. So (A, B) is
complete bipartite and thus every vertex in A has degree o — 1 in the subgraph H defined
above. By the definition of A, every vertex in A has degree at most « in GG.. This shows
that F(A) must be a matching (if not empty). Since e(H) = (agl) +(a—1)(a+2) =
% — 5 —1ande > % — § +5, we see that E(A) forms a matching of size at least
7. One can check that the subgraph obtained from H by adding a matching of size 4
in A is Hamiltonian-connected, so the host graph G, is also Hamiltonian-connected, a
contradiction. This proves fo4o > a + 1.

We also claim that f,11 = o+ 1. Suppose not. Then we have fo,—1 = fo = fa+1 =
and B = {uq+2,...,U20+1}- S0 |B] = a. First suppose that every vertex b € B has
degree ¢ — 1. Then the subgraph H is just a vertex-disjoint union of a clique K, and
an independent set of size a + 1, with a complete bipartite subgraph between the two
parts. So % +54+1>e>eH) =ala+1)+(5) = % + 5, which implies that
E(A) has at most one edge. Thus, G. = H or We 2] But for the former case, G, = H
is not Hamiltonian. Hence in this case, we prove G, = ole] e Now we may assume
that there are vertices in B of degree at most ¢ — 2. Let u € B be such a vertex with
maximum degree d(u) = ¢ — i, where 3 < i < a. If 3 <i < a—1, by Fact 5 we have
e<i—i(la+1)+3(a®+a)< % — 5 + 5 < e, where the second inequality holds since
i? —i(a + 1) takes the maximum at i = 3 or & — 1. So we must have i = . This shows
that for any b € B, either d(b) = 2« or d(b) = o + 1. If there exist at least two vertices in
B of degree a + 1, then e < $((a+ L)a + 2(a + 1) + (o — 2)(20)) = %—%—Fl <e, a
contradiction. So B contains o —1 vertices of degree 2 and a vertex say u of degree av+ 1.
Every z € A has at least o — 1 neighbors in B; this shows that E(A) is a matching. Note
that the vertex u has two neighbors in A. So e(H) = (5) +2+ (a—1)(a+1) = % -5+1
This, together with e > % — § + 5, shows that E(A) is a matching of size at least 5.
One can check that H plus one additional edge in A is already Hamiltonian-connected.
Therefore, G, is Hamiltonian-connected, a contradiction. This proves fo+1 = o+ 1.

We now claim that f, = a4+ 1. Suppose not. Then f, = a. As fo+1 = a+1, it follows
that B = {uq+1,-..,U2a+1} S0 |A| = aand |B| = a+1. Since d(uq+1) = a+1and Bisa
clique, uq+1 has only one neighbor in A, say x. If every vertex in B\{uq+1} has degree 2«
then d(x) > |B| = a+1, contradicting the fact that x € A. Thus, there exist some vertices
in B\{uqa+1} of degree at most 2a — 1. Among all such vertices, choose u € B\{uq+1}
such that d(u) = 2a — i is maximum. By Fact 4, we have 2 < ¢ < a — 1. Suppose that
2 < i < a— 2. By the similar argument as in Fact 5, there exists A’ = A\N(u) with
|A’| = i such that d(z) < i+1 for any z € A’; and there also exists B’ C B with |B'| = a—i
such that d(y) < 2a —i for any y € B’ (except the vertex us11). Notice that in this case,
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|B|=a—i>2 Soe<i(i(i+1)+(a—i)a+(a+l)+(a—i—1)2a—1i)+(i+1)(2a)) =
i — (o —1)i + 3“2;7‘”1 < % — 5§ +5 < e, where the second inequality holds as the
maximum of 72 — (a — 1)i occurs at either i = 2 or i = a — 2. This shows that for any
u € B\{ua+1}, d(u) = a+1 or 2a. If there are two vertices in B\{uq+1} of degree a + 1,
then e < 1(a® +3(a+ 1) + (a — 2)(22)) = 3(3a® — a + 3) < e, a contradiction. Hence,
there exists only one vertex u € B\{uq+1} with d(u) = a+ 1. Then each of {ug+1,u} has
a neighbor in A, say x,2’, respectively. We see that x, 2’ are distinct (as otherwise z =
is adjacent to all vertices in B and then d(z) > a + 1). It is easy to see that x, 2’ have
degree o in H, while all other vertices in A have degree «—1in H. So E(A) is a matching
(if not empty). Since e(H) = (O‘;rl) +24+ (a—1Da = % —5+2ande > % -5 +5,
E(A) is a matching of size at least 4. We can verify that H plus any edge in A (which is
independent of x, 2’) is Hamiltonian-connected; so G, is Hamiltonian-connected as well, a
contradiction. This proves that f, = « + 1. Note that |[A| =a —1 and |B| = o + 2.

Lastly we claim that any vertex in B\{uq, ua+1} has degree 2a: in G.. Suppose this is
not true. Then there exists a vertex u € B\{uq, ta+1} with d(u) = 2a — i, where 2 <14 <
a — 1, and subject to this, we choose d(u) to be maximum. Similarly as above, there is a
subset A = A\N (u) with |A’| = i such that each vertex in A’ is of degree at most i+1. Take
any x € A’. Then, there exists B’ C B\N(z) with |B’| = |B|—(i+1) = a—i+1 such that
forany y € B', d(y) < 2a—i. If 2 <i < a—3, then |B'| = a—i+1 > 2 and possibly uq, ta+1
are in B', thus we have e < 1(i(i+1)+(a—1—i)a+2(a+1)+(a—i—1)(2a—i)+(i+1)(2a)) =
2 —(a— 1)i+3a2+++2 < % —§+5 < e, a contradiction. If i = o — 2, then d(u) = a+2,
soe< 3(i(i+1)+ (a—1—da+2(a+1)+ (a+2)+ (a—1)(20)) = % —3+3<e,also
a contradiction. Hence, i must be a — 1. This implies that every vertex in B\{uq, Ua+1}
has degree 2 or av+ 1. If there are at least two vertices in B\{uq, uq+1} of degree a + 1,
then e < 3((a — Do+ 4(a + 1) + (a — 2)(2a)) = % — 5 +2 < e So B has exactly
three vertices (uq,uq+1 and say u) of degree a + 1, while other vertices in B have degree
2a. Note that (A, B — {uq, ua+1,u}) forms a complete bipartite Ko—1 o—1. This, together
with the fact that B induces a clique, shows that G, is Hamiltonian-connected, finishing
the proof of this claim.

Now we see that B induces a clique K2, uq and w41 have no neighbors in A, and
(A, B — {uq,uq+1}) is complete bipartite. So every vertex in A has « neighbors in B,
which in turn shows that A is stable. We have proved that G, = Wc,Lg |- The proof of
Lemma 4.2 is completed. O

4.3 Proof of Lemma 4.3: an estimate of the clique number

Lemma 4.3. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices and C' be a locally mazimal cycle
in G of length ¢ < n — 1. Suppose that e(G) > max{f(n,k—l— 1,0),f (n, L%J — 1,0)}. If
G[C] contains a subset S of s — 1 vertices of degree at most s in G[C] for some integer
2 < s < 5] — 1 such that G[C] = S is a clique, then 2 < s < k and the clique number of
G[C] is at least ¢ — k + 1.

To prove this, we will need some ingredient in the proof of [10] by Fan, Lv and Wang.
An important tool in [10] is an edge-switching technique, which we introduce as follows.
Let zy be an edge in a graph G and let A C N(y)\(N(z)U{x}). The edge-switching graph
of G with respect to A (from y to z), denoted by G[y — x; A], is the graph obtained from
G by deleting all the edges yz, z € A and adding all the edges zz, z € A.
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Lemma 4.5 (Lemma 2.4, [10]). Let G be a 2-connected graph, C' a locally mazimal cycle
in G, and R a component in G — C. Then one of the following holds:

(i) Nr(x) = V(R) for every vertex v € No(R);

(i) There exists a vertex y € Ng(x) for some © € Nco(R) and a nonempty set A C
Nr(y)\(Ng(x) U{zx}) such that

o Gly — x; A] if Gly — x; A] is 2-connected,
| Gly — x; A] + ya! otherwise.

is 2-connected, where ' € No(R)\{z}, and C remains a locally mazimal cycle in G'.

We now prove Lemma 4.3. We point out that the graph G’ defined in Lemma 4.5(ii)
satisfies that e(G’) > e(G) and G'[C] = G[C].

Proof. When applying Lemma 4.5(ii), we see that the cycle C' remains locally maximal
in the resulting graph, which is 2-connected. So we may repeatedly apply Lemma 4.5(ii).
Note that as the set A is nonempty, each time Lemma 4.5(ii) is applied, the number of
edges not incident with C' strictly decreases. So this process will eventually stop (at some
graph say G*); and when it stops, (i) must occur for any component R in G* — C, i.e.,

every vertex z € Ng«(R) NV (C) is adjacent to all vertices in V(R) in G*. (2)

Let w be the clique number of G[C] = G*[C]. Then w > |V(C)\S| > ¢ — s + 1. Also we
have that e¢(G) < e(G*) and e(G*[C]) = e(G[C]) < (67‘;“) + (s —1)s.

Let Ry, R, ..., R be all components of G* —C'. For any 1 <i <, let p; = |[Ng«(R;)N
V(C)|, and d; be the length of the longest path between any two vertices in Ng«(R;)NV (C)
with all internal vertices in R;. In view of (2), we see that d; — 2 denotes the length of
the longest path in R;. By a theorem of Erd6s and Gallai (see [8, Theorem 2.6]), we have
ec+(R;) < w. Let R, be the component in G* — C' which attains the maximum
of {d; +2p; : 1 <i <t}, and let p := p, and d := d,. Then

e(G) < e(G*) < e(G¥[C)]) + Z <(di 2— 2)

— 1 d+2p—2
g(c ;+ >+(s—1)s++2p(n—c).

Next we claim that d + 2p < 2 4+ 2s. Suppose that d + 2p > 3 4+ 2s. Consider the
component R := R, in G*—C. If d = 2, then it follows p > s+1. Since (Ng«(R)NV (C))*
is an independent set in V(C') of size p (otherwise, it would contradict that C' is locally

V(R + i |v<Ri>|)

maximal in G*), we have w < ¢ — (p — 1) < ¢ — s, a contradiction to that w > ¢ — s+ 1.

Now we may assume d > 3. This shows that |V(R)| > 2. Since G* is 2-connected, by

(2), we see that Ng-(R) NV (C) is a strong attachment of R to C. By Lemma 2.5(i),

w<e—(d—1)(p—1). Asp > 2, we have (%51 —1)((p — 1) — 1) > 0, which implies that

Clp—1) > G+ (p—1)—1, thatis, (d—1)(p—1) > d+2p—5. Sow < c—(d—1)(p—1) <

c—(d+2p)+5<c—2s+2<c—s, again a contradiction. This proves the claim.
Combining the above bounds, we obtain that

(@) < (c_ o 1)+(s—1)s—|—d+22p_2(n—c) < (“;* 1>+s(n—c+s—1) ~ f(n,s,0)

If k4+1 < s < |5] — 1, then by the monotonicity of the function f(n,k,c), it holds that
e(G) <max{f(n,k+1,c), f(n,|5] —1,c}, a contradiction. Thus we must have 2 < s <k
and then w > ¢ — s+ 1> ¢ — k + 1, finishing the proof of Lemma 4.3. O
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4.4 Proof of Lemma 4.4

Lemma 4.4. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with 6(G) > k and C be a locally
mazximal cycle in G of length ¢ < n — 1. If the cligue number of G[C] is at least ¢ — k + 1,
then G € {Wn,k,m Zn,k,c}-

Proof. Consider any component R in G — C. Let T be a maximum strong attachment of
Rto C and Q := No(R)\T. Let t :== |T|, ¢ := |Q| and w be the clique number of G[C]. So
w > c¢—k+1. We define the triple ch(R) := (t,q,w) to be the character of the component
R; and we say a component R is infeasible, if [No(R)| < k—1 and ch(R) # (2,0,c—k+1).

We now proceed by establishing a sequence of claims. An important step for our proof
is to show that in fact there is no infeasible component R in G — C.

Claim 1. For any component R in G — C, both (N¢(R))' and (N¢(R))™ are stable, and
INc(R)| < k.

Proof. If (N¢(R))" contains an edge say 1y ™, where z,y € No(R), then there exists an
(x, R,y)-path P and C’ := (C — {zat,yy™}) U P U {zty*} is a longer cycle than C with
|[E(C"YNE(C,G — C)| =2, a contradiction. So (N¢(R))"™ and (N¢(R))™ are stable. This
implies that ¢ — k + 1 <w < ¢ — |[N¢(R)| + 1, proving the claim. O

Claim 2. For any infeasible component R in G — C' with ch(R) = (t,q,w), we have
[V(R)| >2and t > 2.

Proof. Suppose that |[V(R)| = 1, say V(R) = {z}. By Claim 1, we have |[N¢(z)| < k. But
d(G) > k. This shows that |[No(x)| = k, a contradiction to the definition of an infeasible
component. So |[V(R)| > 2. As G is 2-connected, we have at least two independent edges
between C' and R, implying that t > 2. O

Claim 3. For any infeasible component R in G — C, 2 < |N¢(R)| < k — 2.

Proof. Suppose not. Set N := N¢g(R), then |[N| = k — 1. As G is 2-connected, |N| > 2,
implying that k£ > 3.

Suppose that w > ¢ — k + 2. Let W be a maximum clique of size w > ¢ — k + 2 in
G[C] and I := V(C)\W. By Claim 1, N* is stable, so |[IW N NT| < 1. By the inclusion-
exclusion principle, c —k+2 < |[W|=|[WUN*T|+|[WNN*T| - [Nt <c+1-(k—1).
This shows that [W| = c—k+2, [IWNNT| =1, and WU Nt = V(C), the last of
which implies that I € NT. Similarly, we have I € N~. Then ITUI- C N. So
k—1=|N|>|ITUIl |=|IT|+|I"|-|ITNnI|=2(k-2)—|I"NI"|, implying that
[ITNI7|>k—3. Let C = z129...xcx1. Since |I| = k — 2, it is not hard to see that
I ={%i41,%it3, ..., Titop_5} for some i. So N =1TUI" = {x;,xi12,...,Titox—a}. In this
case, for any two xj, 12 € N, every (z;, R, xj12)-path must be of length 2, implying that
Ng(z;) = Nr(xjt2) = {z} for some x € V(R). So z is the unique neighbor of N¢(R) in
R. Since §(G) > k and |[N¢(R)| = k — 1, x should have other neighbors in R and thus
R — {z} # 0. But we also have No(R — {z}) = {z}, contradicting that G is 2-connected.

Now we may assume that w = ¢—k+1. Recall the definitions of T', @, ¢, q, respectively.
We have t + ¢ = |[N¢(R)| = k — 1. Since |V(R)| > 2, the longest (z, R,y)-path for all
x,y € T is of length at least 3. By Lemma 2.5(ii), we have w < ¢ —2(t — 1) — ¢ =
c—k—t+3. If t > 3, then w < ¢ — k, a contradiction. So ¢t = 2. If ¢ = 0, then
ch(R) = (t,q,w) = (2,0,c — k + 1), a contradiction. So we may assume that ¢ = 2 and
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q > 1. Let T = {x1,22} and z1y1,x2y2 be two independent edges in F(R,C), where
y1,y2 € V(R). Suppose that |V(R)| = 2. Then V(R) = {y1,y2}. Since 6(G) > k, we have
do(y1) > k—1 and de(y2) > k—1. So N = N¢(y1) = Ne(y2) and every vertex in N
belongs to T. So ¢ = 0, a contradiction.

It remains to consider |V(R)| > 3. As g > 1, there exists some vertex w € Q. By
Lemma 2.4, we may assume that y; is the unique neighbor of w in R. Then y; also is the
unique neighbor of z; in R (as otherwise counting w, z1, z2 in, we would have ¢t > 3). Since
t = 2, the maximum matching between (R, C) has size two, so by Ko6nig’s theorem [17],
either {y1,y2} or {y1,z2} is a vertex cover in (R,C). In the former case, let z = yo and
H = GIR]; and in the latter case, let z = x9 and H = G[R U {x2}]. As G is 2-connected
and |V (H)| > 3, H 4y 2 is 2-connected; and every vertex in H +y; z, except y1, 2, has the
same degree as in (G, which is at least k. Applying Theorem 2.2 to H + y; 2, there exists a
(y1, z)-path in H + y;z of length at least k. Clearly this path also lies in H, which implies
an (x1, R, z9)-path of length at least k + 1. By Lemma 2.5(ii) with t = 2 and d = k + 1,
w<c—k—qg<c—k—1, a contradiction. This proves Claim 3. O

Note that Claim 3 also shows that if there exist infeasible components in G — C, then
k> 4.

Claim 4. For any infeasible component R in G—C, |V(R)| > 3 and R is not 2-connected.

Proof. It [V(R)| < 2, then by Claim 3, any vertex v € V(R) has degree at most 1 +
INc(R)| < k—11in G, a contradiction. So |V (R)| > 3.

Suppose for a contradiction that R is 2-connected. For any z,y € V(G), let I, be 1
if xy € F(G) and 0 otherwise. Then for any u € V(R), we have dr(u) = dg(u) — dc(u) >
k—t— ZUEQ I,. By Theorem 2.2, for any two vertices y,y’ € V(R), there is a (y, y')-path
of length at least
Duev B\ fyy} (F =t = 2ueq Tuv) q

V(R) -2 zk—t- o

>

First we consider that |V(R)| = 3. In this case, R is a triangle, say V(R) = {y1,y2,ys}. For
any ¢, it follows from |Ng(y;)| = 2 that No(y;) > k —2. By Claim 3, N¢(y;) = Nco(R) for
each i and thus t = |[N¢(R)| = k—2 and ¢ = 0. By Lemma 2.5, c—k+1 < w < ¢—3(k—3).
So k < 4. Recall that k > 4. So we have k = 4,t =2, g = 0 and w = ¢ — 3. That is,
ch(R) = (t,q,w) = (2,0,c—3) = (2,0,c — k + 1), a contradiction.

Now we may assume that |V(R)| > 4. In this case, following the above inequality,
we have £ > k —t -3 > k-1t — kfzzft = % + 1, where the last inequality holds as
t+q=|Nc(R)| <k —2. By Lemma 2.5(i),

c—k+1<w<e—Ul+1D)({t—-1)<c— <k2_t+2> (t—1),
which implies that (k —¢+4)(t — 1) < 2(k — 1), and thus
k(t—3)<(t—4)(t—1)—2.

If t > 4, then k < %:(7&—2)—% Sk—2—q—% < k — 2, a contradiction.
If ¢t = 3, this becomes that 0 < —4, which is impossible. Thus t = 2. Let T' = {x,z2}

and x1y1, z2y2 be two independent edges for y;,y2 € V(R). Then any v € V(R)\{y1,y2}

24



has N¢(v) C {x1, 22}, so dr(v) > k — 2. Since R is 2-connected, by Theorem 2.2, there is
a (y1,y2)-path in R of length at least k — 2. By Lemma 2.5(ii), w <c—(k—1)—g<c—k
if ¢ > 1, a contradiction. So we have ¢ = 0 and w = ¢ — k + 1. In this case, we have
ch(R) = (t,q,w) = (2,0,c — k + 1). This proves this claim. O

Claim 5. Let R be an infeasible component in G — C' and B an end-block of R with the
cut-vertex b. Let T':= {v € V(C) : [Ng_(v)| > 2} with ¢ := |T'|. Then the following hold:
(i) B is 2-connected with |V (B)| > 5;

(i) For any y € V(B — b), there is a (y, b)-path in B of length at least Z(k — t + 1);
(iii) For any y1,y2 € V(B — b), there is a (y1,y2)-path in B of length at least %(kz —t);
(iv) t < 2.

Proof. Let Q := N¢(B —b)\T and ¢ := |Q|. By Claim 3, we have t + ¢ < k — 2.

(i). For any v € V(B —b), dr(v) = dg(v) —dc(v) > k— (k—2) = 2. So any end-block
B of R is 2-connected and thus |V (B)| > 3. Suppose that |V(B)| € {3,4}. First we claim
that |[Nc(B —b)| > 2. If |V(B)| = 3, then it is clear, as k > 4 and every vertex in B — b
has degree at most 2 in B, there are at least 2 neighbors in V(C). For |V (B)| = 4, by the
similar argument we also see that |[No(B — b)| > 2, unless k = 4 and B is a K4. In the
latter case (say N¢(B —b) = {z} and k = 4), since G is 2-connected, there exists some
' € V(C)\{z} which has a neighbor in V(R — (B — b)); as B is a Ky, there exists an
(z, R, x')-path of length at least 5. By Lemma 2.5 (with d = 5 and the strong attachment
{z,2'}), we have ¢ — 3 = w < ¢ — 4, a contradiction. This proves that |[No(B — b)| > 2.
By Claim 4, there exists another end-block By of R. Let by be the cut-vertex of R with
bo € V(By). As |No(B —b)| > 2, there exist y € V(B —b) and y € V(B — by) such
that yz,y'2’ € E(G) are independent edges, where z,2’ € V(C). As B and By are 2-
connected, there is a (y,y’)-path of length at least 4. By Lemma 2.5 (with d = 6 and the
strong attachment {z,z'}), we have ¢ — k + 1 < w < ¢ — 5, which implies that k£ > 6.

Suppose |V (B)| = 3. Then obviously B is a triangle, say byiy2b. And de(y;) > k — 2
for ¢ = 1,2. On the other hand, dc(y;) < |Nc(R)| < k —2 for i = 1,2. Thus, y1,y2 both
are adjacent to all vertices in No(B —b). So T = Ng(B —b) and t = |T| = k — 2. There
is a (y1,y2)-path in B of length 2. By Lemma 2.5 (with d = 4 and the strong attachment
T), as k > 6, we obtain w < ¢ — 3(k — 3) < ¢ — k, a contradiction.

Suppose |V (B)| = 4. Then B contains a cycle of length 4, say by;yaysb. If [No(B—b)| <
k—3, then dp(y;) = 3 for i = 1,2, 3, and this also implies that each of y1, y2, y3 is adjacent
to all vertices in No(B —b). So N¢(B — b) is a strong attachment of size £ — 3. Note
that B is a K4. By Lemma 2.5 (with d = 5 and the strong attachment N¢o(B — b)), we
have w < ¢ — 4(k — 4) < ¢ — k, where the last inequality holds as k > 6, a contradiction.
So [Ne(B —b)] > k — 2. By Claim 3, No(B — b) = N¢(R) is of size k — 2. We claim
that No(B — b) is a strong attachment. If @ # ), choose x € Q. Suppose that y; is
the unique vertex in Np_p(x). Then by the degree condition, we see that y, and y3 are
adjacent to every other vertex in B and have the same neighborhood N¢ (B —b) — {z} in
C. So, N¢(B — b) is also a strong attachment. If Q@ = ), then No(B —b) = T is clearly
a strong attachment. This proves the claim. By Lemma 2.5 (with d = 4 and the strong
attachment N¢o(B — b)), we have w < ¢ — 3(k — 3) < ¢ — k (since k > 6), a contradiction.
This proves (i).

(ii). For z,y € V(G), let I, = 1 if zy € E(G) and 0 otherwise. Then for any vertex
u € V(B —b), we have dp(u) > k —t — >, o luv. Since B is 2-connected, by Theorem
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2.2, for any y € V(B — b) there is a (y, b)-path of length £, such that

dp(u
Zoeve—pn ) g 20

L — >
vb = |B| — 2 = B|—2~ 3

where the last inequality holds because |B| > 5 and ¢ < k — ¢t — 2. This proves (ii).
(iii). Recall that for any u € V(B —b), dp(u) > k —t — >, o lup- By Theorem 2.2,
for any distinct v,y € V(B), there is a (y,y')-path of length ¢,,/ at least

ZuGV(B—{y,y’}) dp(u) B (ZuGV(B—{y,y’J)}) dp(u)) +dp(b) >

|B| — 2 B |B| -2 -
(D uevB—{yyop k=t =2 o Tvu)) +2 S (IB|—=3)(k—1t)—q+2 - k—t—k —t+q—2
|B| -2 - |B| -2 - |B| -2

On the other hand, |B> — |B| > 2¢(B) > Y, cp_y(k =t = > Tou) +2 = (|1B] = 1)(k —
t) — (¢ — 2), which implies that |B| > k —t — ‘%‘__21. So, Tgf:; <1+ W. Hence,
kE—t+q—2 q—2 q q—2 q 5¢ —2 _ 5(k—1t)
S i | <1 Z=1 <

B—2 T UB-O(B-2 "B-2°" " 12 37" "T 1 > 1

since |[B| >5and ¢ <k —t—2. Solyy >k—1t— kTéT_q2_2 > 7(1;;)' This proves (iii).

(iv). Suppose that ¢ > 3. Since T is a strong attachment, by (iii) and Lemma 2.5, we
have that

T(k—t
c—k+1<w<c— <(12)+1> (t—1),
which implies that (k —¢)(7t — 19) < 0. As t > 3, it follows k < t, a contradiction to
t <k—2—q<k—2. This proves (iv). O

Claim 6. There is no infeasible component in G — C. In other words, any component R
in G — C has either |[N¢(R)| =k or ch(R) = (2,0,¢c — k+1).

Proof. Suppose that there exists an infeasible component R in G — C. By Claim 4, R
is not 2-connected, so there exist two end-blocks B, By of R, with cut-vertices by, bo,
respectively. By Claim 5, each B; is 2-connected and for any vertex y € V(B; — b;), there
exists a (y, b;)-path in B; of length £y, > 2(k;t+1) > 2(’?1).

Suppose there exist distinct vertices x € Neo(By — b1) and 2/ € No(Bg — by). Then
there exist y € By — by and ¢y € By — by such that xy, 2’y are two independent edges.

So {z,2'} is a strong attachment of R to C; and moreover, there exists an (z, R,’)-
path of length at least £y, + £y, +2 > ZL(kT_I) + 2. By Lemma 2.5, as k > 4, we have
c—k+1<w<c— (%(k:— 1)+1) < ¢ — k, a contradiction.

Therefore, we may assume that No(By — b1) = No(B2 — by) = {z} for some vertex
x € V(C). Let y be a neighbor of z in B; —b;. Note that dp, (u) > k—1 for any u € By —b;.
By Theorem 2.2, there exists a (y, by )-path of length at least k—1. Since G is 2-connected,
there exists an edge 2y’ € F(G) with 2’ € V(C —z) and ¢ € V(R) — (B1 —b1) U (B —b2).
Clearly {z, 2’} is a strong attachment of R to C' and using the above (y, b)-path, one can
easily find an (z, R, 2')-path of length at least k + 1. By Lemma 2.5, we have ¢ —k+1 <

w < ¢ — k, a contradiction. This proves Claim 6. ]

In the remaining, we let C' = x125...2x.x1 and take the index of x; under modulo c.
By Dirac’s theorem, ¢ > min{n, 2k}. We also have ¢ < n — 1. This shows that ¢ > 2k.
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Claim 7. Let R be a component in G — C with |[N¢(R)| = k. Then, there exists i € [c]
such that I := {zj41,Tit+3,...,Tiror_3} is a stable set, V(C)\I is a clique of size c—k+1,
and No(R) = {x;, Tit+2, ..., Tirok—2}; moreover, |V (R)| = 1.

Proof. Let N := N¢(R). Let W be a maximum clique in G[C] and I := V(C)\W. By
Claim 1, N7 is stable and thus [W N N*t| < 1. By the inclusion-exclusion principle, we
have c —k+1 < |W| = |[WUNT|+|[WNNT|—|NT| <c+1-k. This shows that
W|=c—k+1,|WNN*t =1, and WUNT = V(C). In particular, we have I C NT.
Similarly, one can show that I C N~. Thus, ITUI~ C N. Sok = |N| > |[[TUl"| = |It]|+
|[I7|—|ITNI~| =2(k—1)—|ITNI"|, implying that [ITNI~| > k—2. Since |I| = k—1 (and
¢ > 2k), it is not hard to see that the indices of the vertices in I must form an arithmetic
progression with difference two, say I = {41, %i+3,...,Titok—3} for some i € [¢]. Also
since ITUI~ C N and |N| =k, it follows that No(R) = N = {z;, Tit2, ..., Titok_2}-
For any z;, 242 in No(R), since C is locally maximal, there exists some vertex y €
V(R) such that Np(z;) = Ng(zj+2) = {y}. This further implies that y is the unique
neighbor in R for every vertex in N¢(R). If |[V(R)| > 2, then y is a cut-vertex of G,
contradicting the fact that G is 2-connected. Thus |V (R)| = 1. This proves the claim. [

Claim 8. Let R be a component in G — C with ch(R) = (2,0,c — k+ 1), and T :=
N¢(R). Then there exists some integer i € [c¢| such that T = {z;,Tjjc—r} and W =
GH{zi, xit1, ..., Tite—k}] is a clique of size ¢ — k + 1; moreover, GIRUT] is a clique of size
kE + 1 and there are no edges between V(W)\T and V(C)\V(W).

Proof. Let T = {x,y} and W be a maximum clique in G[C] of size ¢ — k + 1.

First we show that the longest (z,y)-path in G[C] has length at least ¢c—k, with equality
if and only if T' = {z;, x; 4.k} for some integer i € [¢], W = G[{xs, Tit1,- .., Tite—k}], and
there are no edges between V(W)\T and V(C)\V (W). We first observe that there are two
disjoint subpaths of C, say L1, L from x,y to V (W), respectively. Let the other end of L;
be a;. Then, as W is a clique, there exists an (a1, as)-path in W through all vertices of W,
which, together with L; and Ls, gives an (z,y)-path in G[C] passing through all vertices
of W. Since |V(W)| = ¢ — k + 1, this (z,y)-path has length at least ¢ — k. Now suppose
that the longest (z,y)-path has length exactly ¢ — k. Let P;, Py be the two (z,y)-subpaths
on C. If W intersects both P, — {z,y} and P» — {z,y}, then we could find an (z,y)-path
through all vertices of W and thus it has length at least ¢ — k + 1, a contradiction. So we
may assume that V(W) C V(Py). This further shows that V(W) = V(P;). That is, there
exists i € [c] such that T' = {z;, Tisc—r} and W = G[{zi, Tit1, ..., Tite—k}]. In this case,
if there is some edge uv with u € V(W)\T and v € V(C)\V (W), then one can easily find
an (x;, Tiyc_k)-path of length at least ¢ — k + 1, a contradiction.

Next we show that the longest (z, y)-path in G[C] has length exactly ¢c—k and moreover,
G[R UT] is a clique of size k + 1. To see this, we notice that since G is 2-connected,
G[RUT] + zy is 2-connected and every vertex in G[R U T| + xy, except x and y, has
degree at least k. By Theorem 2.2, the longest (x,y)-path P in G[RUT] + xy has length
at least k, with equality if and only if G[R U T| + xy is the union of some cliques Kj11’s
which pairwise share the same vertices = and y. For our case, as the deletion of {z,y}
only results in one component R, the equality holds if and only if G[R U T] + zy is a
clique Kj41. It is also clear that P lies in G[RUT]. Let P’ be the longest (z,y)-path in
G[C], which is of length at least ¢ — k. Then C’ := P U P’ is a cycle of length at least
¢ with the property that |[E(C") N E(C,G — C)| = 2. If C’ has length at least ¢ + 1, it
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will contradict that C' is locally maximal. So C’ must have length ¢, and thus the longest
(z,y)-paths in GIRUT] + zy and in G[C] are of lengths exactly k and ¢ — k, respectively.
This, together with the last paragraph, imply that {z,y} = {x;, zj1c—x} for some i € [¢],
W = G[{xi, Tit1,- .-, Tire—r}] 18 a clique, and G[RUT|+xy is a clique Kj11. In particular,
we see xy € E(G), so GIRUT] is a clique Kiy1. This proves Claim 8. O

Claim 9. If there exists a component R in G — C with ch(R) = (2,0,¢ — k + 1), then
G= Zn,k,c-

Proof. Let R be a component in G —C with ch(R) = (2,0,c—k+1). By Claim 8, we may
assume that T := No(R) = {x1, Te—p+1} and W = G[{z1, 22, ..., Tc—k+1}] is a clique.

Let A :=V(C)\V(W). We first show that for every z € A, Ng(x) C AUT. Suppose
not. In view of Claim 8, we may assume that there exists another component R’ in G — C
which has a neighbor x in A (because = has no neighbors in R or W\T'). By Claim 6,
either [No(R')| = k or ch(R') = (2,0,c—k—1). If INc(R')| = k, then by Claim 7, No(R')
is a clique with vertices {z;, xi12,...,T;i1op_o} for some i € [c]. Since x € No(R')N A and
A only consists of k— 1 consecutive vertices on C, there must be y € No(R')N(V(W)\T).
So xy € E(G), contradicting Claim 8. So assume that ch(R') = (2,0,c — k — 1). Then
Nc(R') = {xj, 24 (c—k)} for some j € [c], where x; € A. In this case, we also see that
TiTiq (k) is an edge between V(W)\T and A, a contradiction, finishing the proof.

Therefore, as 6(G) > k and [AUT| = k + 1, we also see that G[A U T] induces
a Kiiq1. Together with Claim 8, this shows that if R is a component in G — C with
ch(R) = (2,0,c—k+1), then G[C] is a union of a clique K1 and another clique K. 1
which share the vertices in No(R).

Now consider any component Ry in G —C other than R. We just proved No(Rp)NA =
0, so No(Rp) C V(W). By Claim 6, either |[No(Ro)| = k or ch(Rp) = (2,0,c — k — 1).
Assume that |[No(Ro)| = k. Let x;, 42, ..., x;1or_2 be the vertices of No(Rp) for some 1,
which are in V/(W). Then there exist two vertices in (N¢(Rp))™, which are also in V/(W),
a contradiction to Claim 1 that (No(Rp))™ is stable. So we have ch(Rg) = (2,0,c—k—1).
By the above paragraph, we must have No(Rp) = N¢(R); moreover, by Claim 8, G[Ry U
Nc(Ry)] forms a clique Kjyq. This shows that G = Z,, ., proving this claim. O

Hence, by Claims 6, 7 and 9, we may assume that every vertex y in G —C' is an isolated
vertex with |Ne(y)| = k.

Claim 10. For any y,y’ € G — C, it holds that N¢(y) = Nea(y').

Proof. Suppose that Ne(y) # Ne(y'). Then there exist distinet indices i, € [¢] such
that No(y) = {zi, it2, ..., Tivow—2} and Ne(y') = {xj,Tj42,..., 24062} Also I :=
{Zit1, ®ivs, .. xipor—3} and I' := {&j41,2j43, ..., 21263} are independent. Moreover,
W :=V(C)\I and W’ := V(C)\I’ are cliques. So |[I'NW| < 1, implying that |[I'NI| > k—2.

First consider the case that ¢ = 2k. If k£ = 2, then without loss of generality, we may
assume that No(y) = {x1,23}, No(y') = {z2,24}, I = {z2}, and W = zjx32427 IS 2
triangle. Then one can easily find a 5-cycle xoy'x42371 22, contradicting that C' is locally
maximal. If £ > 3, then I’ N I # (). This implies that the indies of the vertices in I and
in I are of the same parity, so we must have N¢(y) = Ne(y'), a contradiction.

Hence we may assume that ¢ > 2k + 1. In this case, as No(y) # Ne(y'), we see that
I #I'. Since |I'NI| > k—2, it holds that |[I'NI| = k—2. If k = 2, then x ;41 is in the clique
W = V(C)\{zi+1}. One of z;_1,xj43 cannot be x;41 (by symmetry, say z;11 # =;43).
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So zjr1xj3 € E(G). Then (C —A{zjp1, xjr2}) Uzjy Uy'wjro Urjrorj Urjazs is
a cycle which is longer than C, a contradiction. Now let k& > 3. Then without loss of
generality, we may assume that j = i + 2. Since 241, zj10r € W', we have x; o211 €
E(G). Let P be the unique subpath of C' from ;9 to x;125_2 which contains x;3, and
let P' = zjiopwiv1 U xip12; Uy Uyziso U P be a path from ;10 to z;10p_2. Since
A= (V(CO\V(P") U{iton, Tivok—2} = V(C) — {xs, Tit1, ..., Tivor—3} C W, there exists
a path from x; 9 to x;1 052 and consisting of the vertices in A, which, together with P,
forms a cycle C satisfying that |C’| > |C| and |[E(C")NE(C,G—C)| < 2. This contradicts
that C is locally maximal, completing the proof of this claim. O

We now prove that G = Wy, 1, .. By Claim 10, we may assume that for all y € G — C,
No(y) = {x1,x3,...,x95—1}. By Claim 7, I = {x2, 24, ..., Tok_2} is an independent set and
W = V(C)\I is a clique of size ¢ — k + 1. Therefore, to prove G = W, ;. ., it remains
to show that for every vertex € I, Ng(x) = {z1,x3,...,29-1}. Since §(G) > k, it
suffices to show that any vertex z; € I cannot be adjacent to some vertex z in V(C) —
{z1,x3,...,xo1_1}. Suppose for a contradiction that z;z € F(G), wherei € {2,4, ...,2k—2}.
As I is independent, such x must be in V(C)—{x1, 29, ..., zox_1}. Let P, P’ be two disjoint
subpaths in the segment zjxs...x95_1 of C from z;, x;41 to x1,x9k_1, respectively. Then
Q = zx; UPUxyUyx; 1 U P is a path from z to x9,_1 and passing through some vertex
Yy € G — C. Note that A := (V(C)\V(Q)) U {x,x%_l} = V(C) - {ZL‘l,SUQ, ...,CCQk_Q} is
a subset of the clique W. So there exists a path from x to x9r_1 and consisting of all
vertices in A. This path, together with @, forms a cycle C’, which is longer than C' and
|[E(C")NE(C,G — C)| <2, a contradiction. The proof of Lemma 4.4 is completed. [

We now have finished the proof of Theorem 4.1 (and thus Theorem 1.13).

5 Proofs of Theorems 1.10 and 1.11

Theorem 1.10. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with §(G) > k and let C' be a
longest cycle in G of length ¢ € [10,n —1]. If e(G) > max {f (n,k+1,¢), f (n,|5].c)},
then G = W ke 0T Zy e, where G denotes the C-closure of G.

Proof. We derive this from Theorem 1.9. By the discussion in Subsection 2.1, f (n, L%J , c) >
f (n, L%J - l,c). So we have e(G) > max {f(n,k—l— 1,¢), f (n, L%J - 1,0)}. By Theo-
rem 1.9, either G = Wike O Zpge, G C Wn,Lch, or G is a subgraph of a member of
Xpe U Yne (only when k = 2 and ¢ is odd). If G C Wn,L%J,C or (G is a subgraph of a
member of X, . U YV, c, then it is easy to see that e(G) < f (n, L%J ,c), a contradiction to
that e(G) > f (n, L%J ,c). So it must be that G = W, . or Zy, k... O

The proof of Theorem 1.11 is more involved, as we are not guaranteed to be able to
use Theorem 1.9. This is because

max{f(n,k‘,c),f(n, LEJ fl,c)} Zmax{f(n,kJrl,c),f(n, [gJ 71,c>}

holds only when [§] —1 > k4 1. In fact when ¢ < 2k + 3, this inequality can be reversed.

Theorem 1.11. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with 6(G) > k and let C be a
longest cycle in G of length ¢ € [10,n — 1]. If e(G) > max {f (n,k,c), f (n, L%J -1, c)} ,
then either G C Wmtéj,c’ ork =2, cisodd and G is a subgraph of a member of X, ;U c.
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Proof. Since e(G) > f(n,[5] —1,¢) = ([§] —1)(n —¢) + h(c+1,[§] — 1), it holds that
either (G — C) +¢e(G — C,C) > (|5] —1)(n —¢) or e(G[C]) > h(c+1,[5] —1). If the
former case occurs, then by Theorem 1.12, either G C Wn,L%J’m or ¢ is odd and G is a
subgraph of a member of &, . U Y, . (if this occurs, then k£ = 2). So we may assume that
e(G[C]) > h(c+1,[§] —1). It suffices to show the following

Claim. Let G be a 2-connected graph on n vertices with 6(G) > k and C be a locally
mazimal cycle in G of length ¢ € [10,n — 1]. If e(G) > max {f (n,k,c), f (n,|5] — 1,¢) }
and e(G[C]) > h(c+1,|5] — 1), then G S W, ¢ ).

The remaining proof is similar to the one of Theorem 4.1. Let G be the C-closure of
G. By Lemma 2.7, C remains a locally maximal cycle in G; and by Lemma 2.8, G[C] is
non-Hamiltonian-connected. Using Lemma 2.11, we see that one of the following holds:

(i) G[C] contains a subset of [§] — 1 vertices of degree at most |$| in G[C], or

(i) G[C] contains a subset S of s — 1 vertices of degree at most s in G[C] for some
2 < s < |§] — 2 such that G[C] — S is a clique.

Suppose that (i) holds. Lemma 4.2 implies G[C] = We <), Following the same augments
in Theorem 4.1, we have G € G C W), ¢ .. Now assume that (ii) holds. Since e(G) =
e(G) > max{f (n,k,c), f (n, L%J - 1,6)}, by using k instead of k + 1 in Lemma 4.3, we
derive that the clique number of G[C] is at least ¢ — k + 2. By Lemma 4.4, we have
G e {Wh ke Znkec}, but in each of the two graphs, the corresponding clique number is
c—k+1, a contradiction. This proves the claim. Thus we have proved Theorem 1.11. [

6 Concluding remarks

The approach used here seems to be applicable for the following problem of Fiiredi, Kos-
tochka and Verstraéte in [15]: for n > %, to describe the structures of 2-connected n-vertex
graphs with circumference at most ¢, where c is even, and with at least f(n, §—2,c) edges.
We also wonder if a general and clear stability result can hold for k-connected graphs G (or
even for 3-connected graphs with minimum-degree at least k) for which G has n vertices,
circumference ¢ and e(G) > max{f(n,k +a,c), f(n, 5] —b,c)} for fixed integers a,b > 1.
Finally we would like to mention that some related problems can be found in [13].
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