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Abstract

Given a graph G, a dominating set of G is a set S of vertices such that each vertex not

in S has a neighbor in S. The domination number of G, denoted γ(G), is the minimum

size of a dominating set of G. The independent domination number of G, denoted i(G),

is the minimum size of a dominating set of G that is also independent. Note that every

graph has an independent dominating set, as a maximal independent set is equivalent to an

independent dominating set.

Let G be a connected k-regular graph that is not Kk,k where k ≥ 4. Generalizing a result

by Lam, Shiu, and Sun, we prove that i(G) ≤ k−1
2k−1 |V (G)|, which is tight for k = 4. This

answers a question by Goddard et al. in the affirmative. We also show that i(G)
γ(G) ≤ k3−3k2+2

2k2−6k+2
,

strengthening upon a result of Knor, Škrekovski, and Tepeh. In addition, we prove that a

graph G′ with maximum degree at most 4 satisfies i(G′) ≤ 5
9 |V (G′)|, which is also tight.

1 Introduction

Let G be a finite simple graph. Let V (G) and E(G) denote the vertex set and the edge set,

respectively, of G. A dominating set of G is a subset S of V (G) such that each vertex not in

S has a neighbor in S. The domination number of G, denoted γ(G), is the minimum size of a

dominating set of G. Domination is an extensively studied classic topic in graph theory, to the

point that there are several books focused solely on domination, see [1, 11–13].
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A dominating set that is also an independent set is an independent dominating set. The in-

dependent domination number of G, denoted by i(G), is the minimum size of an independent

dominating set of G. Note that every graph has an independent dominating set, as a maximal

independent set is equivalent to an independent dominating set. This concept appears in the liter-

ature as early as 1962 by Berge [5] and Ore [17]. For a survey regarding independent domination,

see [9].

We focus on finding the maximum (constant) ratio of the independent domination number

and the number of vertices for regular graphs. Surprisingly, not much is known for k-regular

graphs when k ≥ 4. We are also interested in the class of graphs with bounded maximum degree.

We first lay out related literature for the independent domination number of regular graphs.

For a connected k-regular graph G where k ≥ 1, Rosenfeld [19] showed that i(G) ≤ |V (G)|
2

,

which is tight only for the balanced complete bipartite graph Kk,k. We are interested in lowering

the upper bound on the independent domination number when the balanced complete bipartite

graph is excluded. Note that there are no connected 1-regular graph when K1,1 is excluded. When

k = 2, so G is a cycle, one can easily calculate that i(G) ≤ 3
7
|V (G)| holds except for the 4-cycle,

which is K2,2. Extending this pattern, Lam, Shiu, and Sun [15] showed the below result for cubic

graphs, which are 3-regular graphs:

Theorem 1.1 ( [15]). If G is a cubic graph on at least 8 vertices, then i(G) ≤ 2
5
|V (G)|, and the

bound is tight by C5�K2. See the left graph in Figure 1.

Since the only cubic graph on at most 6 vertices that does not satisfy the above theorem is

K3,3, one can reinterpret the above theorem as the following: if G is a cubic graph that is not

K3,3, then i(G) ≤ 2
5
|V (G)|, which is tight for C5�K2.

. . .

. . .

Kq

· · ·

...

. .
.

p

p

p

Figure 1: The graph C5�K2, the 4-regular expansion of a 7-cycle, and the graph H(q, p)

As K3,3 is the only graph where equality holds in Rosenfeld’s upper bound on the independent

domination number for cubic graphs, Goddard and Henning [9] conjectured that there is only one

graph where the upper bound in Theorem 1.1 is tight. Namely, they conjectured that if G is a

connected cubic graph that is neither K3,3 nor C5�K2, then i(G) ≤ 3
8
|V (G)|. This conjecture is

2



still open, and as a partial result, Dorbec et al. [6] showed that the conjecture holds if in addition G

does not have a subgraph isomorphic to K2,3. For other conjectures and partial results regarding

the independent domination number of subclasses of cubic graphs, see [2, 7, 9, 10].

Unlike cubic graphs, little was known for k-regular graphs where k ≥ 4. Let H ′ be the 4-

regular expansion of a 7-cycle, see the middle graph in Figure 1. Goddard et al. [10] observed

that H ′ satisfies i(H ′) = 3
7
|V (H ′)|, and asked the following question:

Question 1.2 ( [10]). If G is a connected 4-regular graph that is not K4,4, then does i(G) ≤
3
7
|V (G)| hold?

Our first result answers the above question in affirmative. We actually prove a theorem that

applies to all k-regular graphs where k ≥ 3, so our result also encompasses Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.3. For k ≥ 3, if G is a connected k-regular graph that is not Kk,k, then i(G) ≤
k−1
2k−1 |V (G)|.

To our knowledge, this is the best upper bound on the independent domination number for

general k. Note that the left and middle graphs in Figure 1 demonstrate that the bound in

Theorem 1.3 is tight for k ∈ {3, 4}. Whether the bound is tight or not for k ≥ 5 is unknown as

we were unable to construct such examples.

We turn our attention to the ratio of the independent domination number and the domination

number for connected regular graphs. Note that the ratio can be arbitrarily large, as it is for the

complete bipartite graph, so we seek to obtain a bound that depends on the regularity. Note that

the independent domination number and the domination number does not differ for k-regular

graphs when k ≤ 2.

For cubic graphs, Goddard et al. [10] proved that if G is a connected cubic graph, then
i(G)
γ(G)
≤ 3

2
, and the bound is tight if and only if G = K3,3. Southey and Henning [20] extended the

result by showing that i(G)
γ(G)
≤ 4

3
when G 6= K3,3, and the bound is tight if and only if G = C5�K2.

O and West [16] constructed an infinite family of connected cubic graphs G such that i(G)
γ(G)

= 5
4
,

and asked if there are only finitely many exceptions to the statement that a connected cubic

graph G satisfies i(G)
γ(G)
≤ 5

4
.

There was recent activity in investigating the ratio under consideration for k-regular graphs

where k ≥ 4. Babikir and Henning [4] showed that the statement of Goddard et al. in the previous

paragraph also holds for k-regular graphs where k ∈ {4, 5, 6}. Very recently, Knor, Škrekovski,

and Tepeh [14] generalized the result to all k ≥ 3; namely, it is now known that for all k ≥ 2, if

G is a connected k-regular graph, then i(G)
γ(G)
≤ k

2
, and the bound is tight if and only if G = Kk,k.

It is natural to ask if there exists a better bound than k
2

when Kk,k is excluded, as it is the

case for cubic graphs. Using Theorem 1.3, we are able to provide a better upper bound than k
2
.
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Theorem 1.4. For k ≥ 4, if G is a connected k-regular graph that is not Kk,k, then i(G)
γ(G)

≤
k3−3k2+2
2k2−6k+2

.

Note that k3−3k2+2
2k2−6k+2

< k
2

for all k ≥ 4. In particular, the bound becomes 9
5

when k = 4. To our

knowledge, this is the first partial answer to the following question asked in [10]: does i(G)
γ(G)
≤ 3

2

hold for a connected 4-regular graph G that is not K4,4? If the aforementioned question is true,

then it is tight by the 4-regular expansion of a 7-cycle (and also an 8-cycle).

We now switch gears and consider the family of graphs with bounded maximum degree. Since

an isolated vertex, which is a vertex of degree 0, must be part of every independent dominating

set, we consider the class of graphs without isolated vertices; we call these graphs isolate-free.

Let H(q, p) be the graph obtained by attaching p pendent vertices to every vertex of a complete

graph on q vertices. See the right graph in Figure 1.

Akbari et al. [3] proved that if G is an isolate-free graph with maximum degree at most 3,

then i(G) ≤ |V (G)|
2

, and they also characterized all graphs where equality holds. In this vein, we

extend their result by proving a sharp upper bound on the independent domination number for

isolate-free graphs with maximum degree at most 4.

Theorem 1.5. If G is an isolate-free graph with maximum degree at most 4, then i(G) ≤ 5
9
|V (G)|,

and equality holds for H(3, 2).

The above theorem is tight, as demonstrated by the graph H(3, 2). We actually think the

family of graphs H
(⌊

D
2

⌋
+ 1,

⌈
D
2

⌉)
has the maximum independent domination number among

isolate-free graphs with maximum degree at most D, so we put forth the following conjecture:

Conjecture 1.6. If G is an isolate-free graph with maximum degree D ≥ 1, then

i(G) ≤

 D2+4
(D+2)2

|V (G)| if D is even,

D2+3
(D+1)(D+3)

|V (G)| if D is odd.

If Conjecture 1.6 is true, then H
(⌊

D
2

⌋
+ 1,

⌈
D
2

⌉)
demonstrates that the bound is tight. Note

that one can easily check that Conjecture 1.6 is true for D ≤ 2, and we remark that Conjecture 1.6

is true for D = 3 and D = 4 by the result of Akbari et al. [3] and by Theorem 1.5, respectively. In

addition, we checked that the conjecture holds for D ∈ {5, 6, 7, 8}, but we decided to not include

the proofs as it mainly consists of tedious case checking. For results regarding the ratio of the

independent domination number and the domination number for graphs with bounded maximum

degree, see [8, 18].

In Section 2, we prove Theorem 1.3. The proof essentially boils down to one (implicit) in-

equality, which was inspired by an idea in [15]. However, unlike their proof, we use discharging
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to prove that the inequality holds. Using Theorem 1.3 and an idea in [20], we prove Theorem 1.4

in Section 3. In Section 4, we prove a statement slightly stronger than Theorem 1.5, where the

proof adopts the approach of [6].

We end the introduction with some notation and terminology used in this paper. Given a

graph G, let ∆(G) and δ(G) denote the maximum degree and the minimum degree, respectively,

of G. For each X ⊆ V (G), let G−X denote the subgraph of G induced by V (G) \X. Let n0(G)

denote the number of isolated vertices of G. For each vertex v ∈ V (G), the degree of v in G

is denoted by degG(v). For each v ∈ V (G), let NG(v) denote the set of neighbors of v, and let

NG[v] = NG(v)∪ {v}. For each X ⊆ V (G), let NG(X) =
⋃
v∈X NG(v) and NG[X] = NG(X)∪X.

For a vertex v and X ⊆ V (G), an X-neighbor of v is a neighbor of v in X. A minimum dominating

set of G is a dominating set of G with size γ(G), and a minimum independent dominating set of

G is an independent dominating set of G with size i(G).

2 Independent domination of regular graphs

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3. For I ⊆ V (G), let GI be the spanning bipartite graph

obtained from G by deleting the edges joining two vertices in I and the edges joining two vertices

in V (G) \ I. For brevity, denote NGI
(v) and degGI

(v) by NI(v) and degI(v), respectively.

For k = 3, the theorem holds by Lam, Shiu, and Sun [15]. Fix k ≥ 4. Let G 6= Kk,k be a

connected k-regular graph. Choose a minimum independent dominating set I of G that

(1) minimizes the number of subgraphs in GI isomorphic to Kk−1,k, and

(2) maximizes the number of pendent vertices v of GI such that the I-neighbor w of v has a

neighbor x ∈ V (G) \ I satisfying degI(x) = k.

Since I is an independent set of G, all vertices in I have degree k in GI . Let J = V (G) \ I and

Ji = {v ∈ J | |NI(v)| = i} for each i ∈ [k]. Note that J1, . . . , Jk form a partition of J , since

I is a dominating set of a k-regular graph G. For two integers s, t ∈ {1, . . . , k}, let J[s,t] denote⋃
i∈{s,...,t} Ji.

For each v ∈ Jk, let X(v) be the set of vertices in J \ {v} whose I-neighbors are in NG(v),

namely,

X(v) = {w ∈ J \ {v} | NI(w) ⊆ NG(v)}.

For each v ∈ J[1,k−1], let Y (v) be the set of vertices w ∈ Jk such that v belongs to X(w),

namely,

Y (v) = {w ∈ Jk | v ∈ X(w)}.
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For u ∈ J[1,k−1] and v ∈ Jk, note that u ∈ X(v) if and only if v ∈ Y (u). Using this terminology,

(2) can be rephrased as the following:

(2) maximizes the number of vertices v ∈ J1 such that Y (v) 6= ∅.

Claim 2.1. The following holds:

(i) If v ∈ J[1,k−1], then |Y (v)| ≤ k − 1.

(ii) If v ∈ Ji for i ∈ [k], then there are at least i vertices w such that NI(w) ⊆ NI(v). In

particular, if v ∈ Jk, then |X(v)| ≥ k − 1.

Proof. Since G is k-regular, (i) follows from the definition of Y (v).

To show (ii), let v ∈ Ji for some i ∈ [k]. Note that I ′ = (I \ NG(v)) ∪ {w | NI(w) ⊆ NI(v)}
contains an independent dominating set of G. To be precise, if X ′ is a maximal independent set

of the subgraph induced by {w | NI(w) ⊆ NI(v)} such that v ∈ X ′, then (I \NG(v)) ∪X ′ is an

independent dominating set of G. If |{w | NI(w) ⊆ NI(v)}| ≤ i− 1, then |X ′| ≤ i− 1, so I ′ is a

smaller independent dominating set than I, which is a contradiction to the choice of I. Hence,

|{w | NI(w) ⊆ NI(v)}| ≥ i, so (ii) holds.

Claim 2.2. For v ∈ Jk, if X(v) contains at most k− 3 vertices in J1 and there are k− 1 distinct

vertices v1, . . . , vk−1 ∈ X(v) ∩ Jk−1 such that NI(v1) = · · · = NI(vk−1), then v1, . . . , vk−1 have a

common J1-neighbor u such that |Y (u)| ≤ k − 3 and ∪w∈Jk−1∩NG(u)Y (w) = {v}.

Proof. Assume NI(v1) = · · · = NI(vk−1) = {v′1, . . . , v′k−1} and let NG(v) = {w′, v′1, . . . , v′k−1}.
Now, I ′ = (I \ {v′1, . . . , v′k−1}) ∪ {v1, . . . , vk−1} contains an independent dominating set of G. See

Figure 2 for an illustration.

v ∈ Jk v1 v2 · · · vk−1∈ Jk−1 u ∈ J1

I
w′ v′1 v′2

· · ·
v′k−1 u′

Figure 2: An illustration for the proof of Claim 2.2

Since I and I ′ have the same size but I was chosen over I ′, according to condition (1) of

the choice of I, the number of subgraphs of GI′ isomorphic to Kk−1,k in GI′ is at least that in

GI . Since v, v1, . . . , vk−1, v′1, . . . , v
′
k−1 form a graph isomorphic to Kk−1,k in GI , it follows that

v1, . . . , vk−1 are part of a subgraph of GI′ isomorphic to Kk−1,k. Thus v1, . . . , vk−1 have a common
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neighbor u in J . Since Y (vi) = {v} for all i ∈ [k − 1], we have ∪w∈Jk−1∩NG(u)Y (w) = {v}. Since

I must dominate u, we know u ∈ J1, and let u′ be the I-neighbor of u.

Now, I ′ = (I\{w′, v′1, . . . , v′k−1, u′})∪{v}∪(X(v)∩J1)∪(NG(u′)\Y (u)) contains an independent

dominating set of G since u and v dominate w′, v′1, . . . , v
′
k−1, u

′, and every vertex that is not

dominated by I \ {w′, v′1, . . . , v′k−1, u′} is dominated by {v} ∪ (X(v)∩ J1)∪ (NG(u′) \ Y (u)). Note

that |I ′| = |I| − (k + 1) + 1 + |X(v) ∩ J1|+ k − |Y (u)| ≤ |I|+ k − 3− |Y (u)|. If |Y (u)| ≥ k − 2,

then |I ′| < |I|, which is a contradiction to the choice of I. Hence, |Y (u)| ≤ k − 3.

Claim 2.3. For v ∈ Jk, suppose that X(v)∩J[2,k−2] = ∅. If either X(v)∩J1 = ∅ or X(v)∩J1 = {w}
where |Y (w)| = k − 1, then X(v) \ J1 consists of k − 1 distinct vertices in Jk−1 with a common

J1-neighbor u such that |Y (u)| ≤ k − 3 and ∪w∈Jk−1∩NG(u)Y (w) = {v}.

Proof. Let w′, v′1, . . . , v
′
k−1 be the I-neighbors of v.

We first consider the case when X(v) ∩ J1 = ∅, so X(v) ⊆ J[k−1,k]. Since G 6= Kk,k, X(v)

contains a vertex w ∈ Jk−1. Assume w′ is not adjacent to w. Let S be the set of vertices

u ∈ X(v)∩Jk−1 such that NI(w) = NI(u). Then |S| ≥ k−1 by Claim 2.1(ii). Since each vertex in

NG(v) has degree k and X(v)∩J1 = ∅, every vertex in X(v) must be in S, so |X(v)| = |S| = k−1.

By Claim 2.2, the vertices in X(v) have a common J1-neighbor u such that |Y (u)| ≤ k − 3 and

∪w∈Jk−1∩NG(u)Y (w) = {v}.
Now we consider the case when X(v) ∩ J1 = {w} where |Y (w)| = k − 1. Assume w′ is the

I-neighbor of w. Suppose that X(v)\{w} ⊆ Jk−1. Since |Y (w)| = k−1, each z ∈ NG(w′)\{w} is

in Jk, so z 6∈ X(v). Thus, a vertex in X(v) \ {w} cannot be adjacent to w′, so the I-neighbors of

each vertex in X(v) \ {w} are v′1, . . . , v
′
k−1. By applying Claim 2.1(ii) to a vertex in X(v)∩ Jk−1,

we know |X(v) \ {w}| ≥ k − 1. Since G is k-regular, we obtain |X(v) \ {w}| = k − 1. By

Claim 2.2, the vertices in X(v) \ {w} have a common J1-neighbor u such that |Y (u)| ≤ k − 3

and ∪w∈Jk−1∩NG(u)Y (w) = {v}. We will complete the proof by showing that X(v) \ {w} ⊆ Jk−1

always holds.

Suppose to the contrary that there is a vertex v1 ∈ X(v) ∩ Jk. Since X(v) ∩ J1 = {w} and

X(v) ∩ J[2,k−2] = ∅, every vertex in X(v) \ {w, v1} is in J[k−1,k]. Note that X(v) \ {w, v1} 6= ∅ by

Claim 2.1(ii) since k ≥ 4. If (X(v) \ {w, v1}) ∩ Jk−1 6= ∅, then |(X(v) \ {w, v1}) ∩ Jk−1| ≥ k − 1

by Claim 2.1(ii). However, by counting the number of edges between X(v) \ {w, v1} and NG(v),

we obtain |(X(v) \ {w, v1}) ∩ Jk−1| ≤ k − 2, which is a contradiction. See Figure 3.

Thus, we may assume that every vertex in X(v)\{w} is in Jk. By Claim 2.1(ii), |X(v)| ≥ k−1,

which further implies that there are exactly k − 2 vertices v1, . . . , vk−2 in X(v) ∩ Jk since G is

k-regular. In particular, X(v) = {w, v1, . . . , vk−2}. See Figure 4. Note that I∗ = (I \ {w′})∪ {w}
is an independent dominating set of G with the same size as I. Let J∗ = V (G) \ I∗ and J∗i =

{v ∈ J∗ | |NI∗(v)| = i} for each i ∈ [k]. Define X∗(v) and Y ∗(v) analogously.

7



w ∈ J1 v v1 ∈ Jk · · ·
at most (k − 2) amount of Jk−1

I
w′ v′1 v′2

· · ·
v′k−1

Figure 3: An illustration when (X(v) \ {w, v1}) ∩ Jk−1 6= ∅

w′′1w
′′
2 · · ·

w′′k−1 w1 w2 · · ·
wk−1 w ∈ J1 v v1 · · ·

vk−2∈ Jk

I
w′1 w′2

· · ·
w′k−1 w′ v′1 v′2

· · ·
v′k−1

Figure 4: An illustration when X(v) \ {w} is a subset of Jk

Note that v, v1, . . . , vk−2, v′1, . . . , v
′
k−1, w

′ form a graph isomorphic to Kk−1,k in GI , but not

in GI∗ . By condition (1) of the choice of I, it follows that w is a vertex of some subgraph H

isomorphic to Kk−1,k in GI∗ ; let the partite sets of H be {w1, . . . , wk−1} and {w′1, . . . , w′k−1, w}.
So, the number of subgraphs isomorphic to Kk−1,k in GI∗ is equal to that of GI . We will reach

a contradiction by showing that the number of vertices v ∈ J∗1 such that Y ∗(v) 6= ∅ in GI∗ is

greater than that in GI .

For each i ∈ [k − 1], let w′′i be the neighbor of w′i not in {w1, . . . , wk−1}. If w′′i 6∈ J1 for

each i ∈ [k − 1], then (I \ {w′1, . . . , w′k−1, w′, v′1, . . . , v′k−1}) ∪ {w1, . . . , wk−1, v, v1, . . . , vk−2} is a

smaller independent dominating set of G than I, which is a contradiction. Thus, we may assume

that w′′1 ∈ J1 (and therefore w′′1 ∈ J∗1 ) and NI(w
′′
1) = {w′1} (and also NI∗(w

′′
1) = {w′1}). Clearly,

Y (w′′1) = ∅, but Y ∗(w′′1) = {w1, . . . , wk−1} 6= ∅. Moreover, note that w′ ∈ J∗1 and Y ∗(w′) =

{w1, . . . , wk−1}. This is a contradiction to condition (2) of the choice of I, which completes the

proof.

Now, suppose to the contrary that |I| = i(G) > k−1
2k−1 |V (G)|, which implies (2k − 1)|I| − (k −

1)|V (G)| > 0. For each vertex v, define the initial charge µ(v) of each vertex v to be

µ(v) =

k if v ∈ I
1− k if v ∈ J.

The sum of the initial charge is k|I|+ (1− k)(|V (G)| − |I|) = (2k − 1)|I| − (k − 1)|V (G)| > 0.

8



We distribute the initial charge according to the following discharging rules, which are designed

so that the total charge is preserved, to obtain the final charge µ∗(v) at each vertex v. We obtain

a contradiction by showing that the sum of the final charge is non-positive, by proving that the

final charge of each vertex is non-positive.

[R1] Every vertex in J sends −1 to each I-neighbor.

[R2] For i ∈ {2, . . . , k − 2}, every vertex w ∈ Ji with Y (w) 6= ∅ sends −k−1−i
|Y (w)| to each vertex in

Y (w).

[R3] For every vertex w ∈ J1,

[R3-1] if |Y (w)| = k − 1, then w sends −k−2
k−1 to each vertex in Y (w).

[R3-2] if |Y (w)| ≤ k − 2, then w sends −1 to each vertex in Y (w).

[R3-3] if |Y (w)| ≤ k − 3 and
⋃

u∈Jk−1∩NG(w)

Y (u) = {x}, then w sends −1 to the vertex x.

I

w ∈ J

(−1)

[R1]

I

w ∈ Ji (i ∈ {2, . . . , k − 2})u ∈ Y (w)

· · · · · ·

(− k−1−i
|Y (w)| )[R2]

I

w ∈ J1u ∈ Y (w)

· · ·

(− k−2
k−1

)

(if |Y (w)| = k − 1)

[R3-1]

I

w ∈ J1u ∈ Y (w)

· · ·

(−1)

(if |Y (w)| ≤ k − 2)

[R3-2]
x ∈ Jk · · ·

Jk−1 w ∈ J1

I · · ·

(−1)

(if |Y (w)| ≤ k − 3 and ∪u∈Jk−1∩NG(w)Y (u) = {x})

[R3-3]

Figure 5: Illustrations for the discharging rules

Claim 2.4. For every vertex v, the final charge µ∗(v) is non-positive.

Proof. If v ∈ I, then v has exactly k J-neighbors since G is k-regular, so the final change of v is

zero by [R1]. If v ∈ Ji for i ∈ {2, . . . , k−1}, then µ∗(v) ≤ 1−k− (−1) · i−min{0,−k+1+ i} = 0

by [R1] and [R2]. If v ∈ J1, then µ∗(v) ≤ 1− k − (−1)− (2− k) = 0 by [R1] and [R3].

Now it remains to check the final charge of a vertex v in Jk. Note that v always sends (−1) ·k
to its neighbors, which are all I-neighbors, by [R1]. So in order for the final charge of v to be

non-positive, it must receive charge at most −1 from other vertices.
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(1) Suppose X(v) ∩ J[1,k−2] = ∅.
By Claim 2.3, X(v) consists of k − 1 distinct vertices in Jk−1 with a common J1-neighbor u

such that |Y (u)| ≤ k − 3 and ∪w∈Jk−1∩NG(u)Y (w) = {v}. Thus u sends −1 to v by [R3-3].

(2) Suppose X(v) ∩ J[1,k−2] 6= ∅.

(2)-1: X(v) contains a vertex v1 ∈ J1.
If |Y (v1)| ≤ k−2, then v1 sends −1 to v by [R3-2], so suppose |Y (v1)| = k−1. If there

is a vertex v2 ∈ (X(v) \ {v1}) ∩ J[1,k−2], then v2 sends at most − 1
k−1 to v and v1 sends

−k−2
k−1 to v by [R2] and [R3], so v receives at most −1. If (X(v) \ {v1}) ∩ J[1,k−2] = ∅,

then by Claim 2.3, X(v) \ J1 consists of k− 1 distinct vertices in Jk−1 with a common

J1-neighbor u such that |Y (u)| ≤ k − 3 and ∪w∈Jk−1∩NG(u)Y (w) = {v}. Thus u sends

−1 to v by [R3-3].

(2)-2: X(v) ∩ J1 = ∅.
Let i be the maximum integer such that X(v) ∩ J[1,i] = ∅. Since X(v) ∩ J[1,k−2] 6= ∅,
there is a vertex v1 ∈ X(v) ∩ Ji+1 where 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 3. Moreover, by Claim 2.1(ii),

there are i + 1 vertices v1, . . . , vi+1 ∈ X(v) ∩ Ji+1 such that NI(v1) = · · · = NI(vi+1)

since X(v) ∩ J[1,i] = ∅. Since G is k-regular, |Y (vj)| ≤ k − i− 1 for all j ∈ [i+ 1], so v

receives at most
(
−k−1−(i+1)

k−i−1

)
· (i+ 1) = i(i+3−k)−k+2

k−i−1 ≤ −1 from v1, . . . , vi+1 by [R2].

Note that last inequality holds since 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 3.

3 Ratio of independent domination and domination for

regular graphs

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3. Fix k ≥ 4, and let G be a connected k-regular graph on

n vertices that is not Kk,k. For simplicity, let n1(H) = |V (H)| − n0(H) for every graph H. We

prove that the following statement holds.

Claim 3.1. For a dominating set D of G, i(G) ≤ |D|+ (k − 3) · n1(G[D]).

Proof. We use induction on n1(G[D]). If n1(G[D]) = 0, then D is an independent dominating set

of G, so the statement holds since i(G) ≤ |D|.
Now, assume n1(G[D]) > 0. Take a vertex v ∈ D with maximum degree in G[D], and

let degG[D](v) = d. Note that d ≥ 1, and let P = {u ∈ V (G) \ D | NG[u] ∩ D = {v}}.
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Take a maximal independent set P ′ of G[P ], and let D′ = (D \ {v}) ∪ P ′. Note that D′ is a

dominating set of G by the maximality of P ′. Since G is k-regular, |P ′| ≤ k − d, so |D′| =

|D| + |P ′| − 1 ≤ |D| + k − d − 1. Note that all vertices in P ′ are isolated vertices in G[D′], and

therefore n1(G[D′]) ≤ n1(G[D])−1− q, where q is the number of pendent neighbors of v in G[D].

If d = 1, then the neighbor of v in G[D] is also a pendent vertex in G[D], so q = 1. Hence, since

k ≥ 4, it holds that −d+ 2− q(k − 3) ≤ −d+ 2− q ≤ 0. By the induction hypothesis,

i(G) ≤ |D′|+ (k − 3) · n1(G[D′]) ≤ (|D|+ k − d− 1) + (k − 3)(n1(G[D])− 1− q)
= |D|+ (k − 3) · n1(G[D])− d+ 2− q(k − 3)

≤ |D|+ (k − 3) · n1(G[D]).

Let D be a minimum dominating set of G, so |D| = γ(G). Let ck = k2−4k+2
k2−2k . We have two

cases.

Case 1: Suppose that n0(G[D]) ≥ ck · n1(G[D]). Then

γ(G) = |D| = n0(G[D]) + n1(G[D]) ≥ (ck + 1) · n1(G[D]), so
n1(G[D])

γ(G)
≤ 1

ck + 1
.

By Claim 3.1, i(G) ≤ |D|+ (k − 3) · n1(G[D]), and therefore,

i(G)

γ(G)
≤ γ(G) + (k − 3) · n1(G[D])

γ(G)
= 1 +

(k − 3) · n1(G[D])

γ(G)
≤ 1 +

k − 3

ck + 1
=
k3 − 3k2 + 2

2k2 − 6k + 2
.

Case 2: Suppose that n0(G[D]) ≤ ck ·n1(G[D]). Note that n ≤ (k+1)·n0(G[D])+k ·n1(G[D])

since D is a dominating set, and each vertex in n0(G[D]) (resp. n1(G[D])) is adjacent to at most

k (resp. k − 1) vertices not in D. Thus

γ(G) = n0(G[D]) + n1(G[D]) ≥ n− k · n1(G[D])

k + 1
+ n1(G[D]) =

n+ n1(G[D])

k + 1
.

Since n0(G[D]) ≤ ck · n1(G[D]), we obtain n ≤ ((k + 1)ck + k) · n1(G[D]), and therefore,

γ(G) ≥ n

k + 1
+

n

(k + 1)((k + 1)ck + k)
=

n(2k2 − 6k + 2)

(2k − 1)(k2 − 2k − 2)
.

By Theorem 1.3, i(G) ≤ n(k−1)
2k−1 , and therefore,

i(G)

γ(G)
≤ k − 1

2k − 1
· (2k − 1)(k2 − 2k − 2)

2k2 − 6k + 2
=
k3 − 3k2 + 2

2k2 − 6k + 2
.
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4 Independent domination for graphs with maximum de-

gree 4

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.5. We actually prove the following slightly stronger statement,

whose direct consequence is Theorem 1.5.

Theorem 4.1. If G is a graph with maximum degree at most 4, then 9i(G) ≤ 5|V (G)|+ 4n0(G).

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that a graph G is a minimum counterexample to Theorem 4.1

with respect to the number of vertices. In particular, 9i(G) > 5|V (G)| + 4n0(G) and 9i(H) ≤
5|V (H)|+ 4n0(H) for every proper subgraph H of G.

Note that |V (G)| ≥ 2 since the theorem holds for the graph with a single vertex. If G is the

disjoint union of two graphs G1 and G2, then by the minimality of G, we obtain

9i(G) = 9i(G1) + 9i(G2) ≤ (5|V (G1)|+ 4n0(G1)) + (5|V (G2)|+ 4n0(G2)) = 5|V (G)|+ 4n0(G),

which is a contradiction. Thus G is connected, so n0(G) = 0, therefore, 5|V (G)| < 9i(G).

For simplicity, denote the set of isolated vertices ofG−NG[v] by IG(v). By counting the number

of edges between NG[v] and G−NG[v], we know |IG(v)| ≤ 3 degG(v)
δ(G)

, since G is a connected graph

with maximum degree at most 4. Adding v to an independent dominating set of G−NG[v] is an

independent dominating set of G. Thus, by the minimality of G,

5|V (G)| < 9i(G) ≤ 9 + 9i(G−NG[v]) ≤ 9 + 5|V (G−NG[v])|+ 4n0(G−NG[v])

= 9 + 5|V (G)| − 5(degG(v) + 1) + 4|IG(v)|,

so 4|IG(v)| ≥ 5 degG(v)− 3 since each term is an integer. Hence, it holds that

∀v ∈ V (G), 4 · 3 degG(v)

δ(G)
≥ 4|IG(v)| ≥ 5 degG(v)− 3. (4.1)

If δ(G) ≥ 3, then (4.1) implies that degG(v) = 3 for every vertex v so G is 3-regular. Now, (4.1)

again implies that |IG(v)| = 3 for every vertex v, which is impossible in a 3-regular graph. If

δ(G) = 2, then by considering a 2-vertex v, (4.1) implies that |IG(v)| ≥ 2. This further implies

that v has a neighbor x such that degG(x) ≥ 3 and |IG(x)| ≤ 1, which is a contradiction to (4.1).

Hence, δ(G) = 1.

Claim 4.2. If a vertex v has a pendent neighbor, then v is a 4-vertex with exactly two pendent

neighbors.

Proof. Let v be a vertex with the maximum number of pendent neighbors such that degG(v) =

d1 + d2 where d1 denotes the number of pendent neighbors of v. Since each neighbor of v has at

12



most d1 pendent neighbors, by counting the number of edges between NG[v] and G −NG[v], we

know |IG(v)| ≤ d1d2 + 3d2−d1d2
2

. By (4.1),

4d1d2 + 2(3d2 − d1d2) ≥ 4|IG(v)| ≥ 5d1 + 5d2 − 3. (4.2)

Since d1 + d2 ≤ 4, this implies d1 ≤ 2. Thus, v has at most two pendent neighbors.

Note that by (4.1), for a pendent vertex w, |IG(w)| ≥ 1, which implies that every vertex

with a pendent neighbor has at least two pendent neighbors. Hence, v has exactly two pendent

neighbors.

Moreover, d1 = 2 in (4.2) results in d2 ≥ 2, so we conclude that v must be a 4-vertex.

Consider a vertex v with a pendent neighbor. By Claim 4.2, v is a 4-vertex with exactly two

pendent neighbors. By (4.1), |IG(v)| ≥ 5. Since every vertex has at most two pendent neighbors,

|IG(v)| ≤ 5. This further implies that G is the graph with 10 vertices obtained from a 4-cycle

v1v2v3v4v1 by attaching exactly two pendent neighbors to each of v1, v2, and v3. One may check

easily that this is not a counterexample to our theorem.
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