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Abstract

A matching M in a graph G is semistrong if every edge of M has an endvertex of
degree one in the subgraph induced by the vertices of M. A semistrong edge-coloring
of a graph G is a proper edge-coloring in which every color class induces a semistrong
matching. In this paper, we continue investigation of properties of semistrong edge-
colorings initiated by Gyérfas and Hubenko (Semistrong edge coloring of graphs.
J. Graph Theory, 49 (2005), 39-47). We establish tight upper bounds for general
graphs and for graphs with maximum degree 3. We also present bounds about
semistrong edge-coloring which follow from results regarding other, at first sight
non-related, problems. We conclude the paper with several open problems.

Keywords: semistrong edge-coloring, semistrong chromatic index, induced matching, strong
edge-coloring.

1 Introduction

A proper edge-coloring of a simple graph G is an assignment of colors to its edges such
that adjacent edges receive distinct colors. A proper edge-coloring can also be seen as a
decomposition of the edge set in a set of matchings in which every matching represents
the edges of one color. The least integer k for which G' admits a proper edge-coloring with
k colors is called the chromatic index of G and denoted x'(G). On the other hand, an
edge-coloring in which edges of the same color comprise an induced matching (also called
a strong matching), i.e., a set of edges such that the distance between endvertices of any
two edges is at least 2, is a strong edge-coloring of G. The least integer k for which G
admits a strong edge-coloring with £ colors is called the strong chromatic index of G' and
denoted x%(G).

While Vizing [I7] proved that the chromatic index of a graph G attains one of just two
values, A(G) or A(G)+1, the interval of possible values for x%(G) is much wider; namely,
between A(G) and (at least) 2A(G)2. Note that the lower bound increases to 2A(G) — 1
if there are two vertices of maximum degree adjacent in G. The complete classification
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of regular graphs attaining this lower bound was just recently obtained in [14]. The
upper bound 2A(G)? was conjectured by Erdds and Nesetiil in 1985 (see [5]), who also
provided constructions of graphs attaining this upper bound. Despite many efforts (see,
e.g., [23,[15]), the best known upper bound to date is 1.772A(G)? for large enough A(G)
due to Hurley et al. [13].

Apart from the general case, determining strong chromatic index for special classes of
graphs received a lot of attention and therefore it is not surprising that relaxed variants
of strong edge-colorings appeared. Roughly, we can divide them into three types:

(A) improper strong edge-colorings, where some edges at distance 1 or 2 from an edge
can receive the same color (see, e.g., [11]);

(B) (1¢,2°)-packing edge-colorings, where the set of edges is decomposed into at most a
matchings and at most b induced matchings (see, e.g., [12]);

(C) edge-colorings in which edges of every color induce a matching with particular prop-
erties (see, e.g., [1L [7, [9]).

Although it might not seem so at first sight, the edge-colorings of all three types are
very much related. In this paper, by continuing the work of Gyarfas and Hubenko initiated
in [9], we consider properties of the semistrong edge-coloring, which can be classified as
type C. A semistrong edge-coloring is a proper edge-coloring in which the edges of every
color class induce a semistrong matching, where a matching M of a graph G is semistrong
if every edge of M has an end-vertex of degree one in the induced subgraph G[V (M)].
The least integer k such that G admits a semistrong edge-coloring with at most &k colors
is the semistrong chromatic index of G and denoted by x.L(G).

The above definition does not allow existence of a semistrong edge-coloring in any
graph with parallel edges, since both endvertices of any parallel edge e have degree more
than 1 in the graph induced by e. Therefore, in multigraphs, we only require, for a proper
edge-coloring of a multigraph G to be also semistrong, that the edges of every color class
induce a semistrong matching in the underlying graph of G, i.e., the graph, in which every
two vertices adjacent in GG are connected by exactly one edge.

Clearly, every strong matching is also semistrong, and so, for every graph G, we have

vs(G) < vs(G) < v(G),

where by v(G), vs(G), and vg(G) we denote the maximum size of a matching, strong
matching, and semistrong matching of GG, respectively. Consequently,

X'(G) < x6(G) < XL(G).

Although the above series of inequalities is trivial, no better general upper bound than
the bound for the strong edge-coloring has been known for the semistrong edge-coloring
of general graphs. In this paper, we prove the following.

Theorem 1. For every graph G, we have
Xus(G) < A(G)?.

Let us note that there are graphs G for which x(G) = x4(G), e.g., the complete and
the complete bipartite graphs. The equality for the two classes is a simple consquence



of the fact that in a semistrong edge-coloring the edges of every 4-cycle must be colored
with four distinct colors. Therefore,

L) =it = ()
and

X;s(Km,n) = X;(Km,n> =m-n. (1)

In [9], the authors found two additional families of graphs with the same value of
strong and semistrong chromatic indices; namely the Kneser and the subset graphs. For
two positive integers n and k, with k < n, a Kneser graph K(n, k) is a graph whose vertex
set consists of all k-subsets of an n-element set, and two vertices are connected if and only
if the corresponding sets are disjoint. A subset graph S,(k,f), for 0 < k < ¢ < n, is a
bipartite graph where the partition vertex sets are the k- and ¢-subsets of the n element
set, and two vertices (subsets) are connected if and only if one of them is contained in the
other. Extending the strong edge-coloring results for the two classes due to [6] and [16],
Gyarfas and Hubenko proved the following.

Theorem 2 (Gyérfds & Hubenko [9]).
(A) For every Kneser graph K(n, k) it holds (K (n,k)) = X, (K(n,k)) = (5;)-

2%k
(B) For every subset graph S, (k, () it holds x,(Sn(k,0)) = X4s(Su(k, 0)) = (,",)-

Additionally, the above authors considered the equality of the two invariant for the
n-dimensional cubes and conjectured that v,(Q,) = v(Q,) = 2”2, for every n > 2. As
noted by Gregor [§], the conjecture was established by Diwan [4], who in fact considered
the problem of the minimum forcing number, most likely being unaware of resolving
another conjecture.

Theorem 3 (Diwan [4]). For every integer n > 2, we have

Vs(Qn) = VSS(Qn) - 2n—2 .

Furthermore, in [6] it was proved that v,(Q,) = 2""% and Y.(Q,) = 2n, from which it
can be concluded that the following holds.

Corollary 1 (Diwan [4] & Faudree et al. [6]). For every integer n > 2, we have
Xes(@n) = X4(Qn) = 2n.

Another graph family for which the semistrong chromatic index is completely deter-
mined are trees. The strong chromatic index of a tree T is at most 2A(7) — 1 [6]. In
the semistrong setting, the bound is much lower as follows from the result due to He
and Lin [I1] who considered the (s,t)-relazed strong edge-coloring, i.e., an edge-coloring,
in which, for every edge e of a graph G, the number of edges adjacent to e having the
same color as e is at most s, and the number of edges at distance 2 from e having the
same color as e is at most ¢. The corresponding chromatic index is (s, t)-relazed strong
chromatic index, denoted by X,(s,t)(G)' They proved that, for every tree T, if s = 0 and
t = A(T) — 1, then x{, ,,(T) < A(T) + 1 [11, Lemma 5.1]. For the proof, they provided a
construction [IT, Algorithm 2] of an edge-coloring using at most A(7T) + 1 colors that is
also a semistrong edge-coloring, and thus they also proved the following.
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Corollary 2 (He & Lin [I1]). For every tree T it holds
Xe(T) < A(T) + 1.
Moreover, if T has diameter at most 4, then
Xe(T) = A(T).

In this paper, we also present a tight result for graphs with maximum degree 3. From
Theorem [1] it already follows that at most 9 colors are needed and that the bound is
attained by K3 3. We improve this bound as follows.

Theorem 4. For every connected graph G with maximum degree 3, distinct from Ks s,
we have
Xs(G) < 8.

Note that the bound in Theorem [4] is tight, since the semistrong chromatic index of
the 5-prism is 8. This follows from the fact that the size of any maximum semistrong
matching in the 5-prism is 2, while it has 15 edges.

Figure 1: The semistrong chromatic index of K33 and the 5-prism is 9
and 8, respectively.

The structure of the paper is the following. We begin by presenting notation, defini-
tions and auxiliary results in Section 2] In Sections [3] and [4 we prove Theorems [I] and [4]
respectively, and finally, in Section [5] we discuss several additional edge-colorings related
to the semistrong edge-coloring and conclude with some open problems and suggestions
for further work.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce terminology, notation, and some auxiliary result.

When constructing a semistrong edge-coloring with at most k colors, we always assume
that the colors are taken from the set of the first k& positive integers; as customary, we
write [k] = {1,...,k}. We also abuse the notation and denote the set of colors appearing
on the edges from a set X in a semistrong edge-coloring o as o(X).

Given a partial semistrong edge-coloring o, a color « is available for an edge e if there
is no edge at distance at most 2 from e colored with a. The set of available colors for an
edge e is denoted A,(e), or simply, A(e). A color « is forbidden for an edge e if coloring
e with « violates the assumptions of the semistrong edge-coloring.

With sets of available colors defined, in several cases, we will use the following appli-
cation of Hall’s Marriage Theorem [10].



Theorem 5. Let G be a graph and o a partial semistrong edge-coloring of G. Let X =
{e1,...,er} be the set of non-colored edges of G. Let F = {A(ey), ..., Alex)}. If for every
subset X C F it holds that

A< Ux

XeXx

I

then one can choose an available color for every edge in X such that all the edges receive
distinct colors.

By C(v) we denote the set of colors of the edges incident with v. Throughout the
paper, we sometimes simply write ‘coloring’ instead of ‘semistrong edge-coloring’.

By N(uv), we denote the set of edges adjacent to uv, i.e., the edge-neighborhood of
uv, and by N%(uv), we denote the set of edges at distance 1 or 2 from uv, i.e., the 2-edge-
neighborhood of wv. Similarly, by N, (uv), we denote the set of edges adjacent to uv with
u being one of their endvertices, and by N2(uv), we denote the set of edges at distance 1
or 2 from wv such that every edge e in N2(uv) has u as an endvertex or there is an edge
having u as endvertex, connecting e and uv.

3 Proof of Theorem [1

In this section, we prove a stronger result than Theorem [I} namely, we establish the
following.

Theorem 6. For every graph G, we have
Xl(o,l)(G) < A(G)Q-

Moreover, there is always a (0,1)-relaxed strong edge-coloring of G using at most A(G)?
colors such that the edges of every color induce a semistrong matching.

Clearly, Theorem []is a direct corollary of Theorem|[6] Note however that (0, 1)-relaxed
strong edge-coloring without additional conditions is not equivalent to the semistrong
edge-coloring, since in the former, e.g., non-rainbow 4-cycles can appear.

Proof. For every edge e = uwv € E(G), let L(e) = (N2(e) N N2(e)) \ N(e) be the set
of all edges at distance 2 from e lying is a common 4-cycle with e. Additionally, let
k(e) = |N(e)| and £(e) = |L(e)|. Observe that k(e) < 2(A(G) — 1), £(e) < (A(G) —1)?
and |[N?(e)] < 2(A(G) — 1)A(G) — {(e).

Let 0(G) be a proper edge-coloring of G with at most A(G)? colors such that every
edge e receives a color distinct from all colors of edges in L(e). Note that such a coloring
always exists, since there are at most k(e) + £(e) < A(G)* — 1 conflicts for every edge e,
and therefore one can, e.g., simply take a greedy approach to find it.

We now proceed by a contradiction. Among all possible above described colorings, let
0(G) be a coloring with the minimum number of distance-2 conflicts, i.e., pairs of edges
at distance 2 receiving the same colors. Denote the number of distance-2 conflicts for the
coloring o(G) by t(c). Observe that if every edge e has at most one distance-2 conflict,
then o(G) is a semistrong edge-coloring. Thus, we may assume that there exists an edge
¢/ having at least two distance-2 conflicts.

There are at most k(¢')+£(e') < A(G)?—1 colors that cannot be used for e’. Moreover,
if there is some other color o used at most once on the edges from N%(e’)\ (N(e/)UL(¢€')),



then we recolor ¢’ with o and so decrease ¢(o), a contradiction. Therefore, the number of
colors in N2%(¢') is at most

k() + £() + %(\NZ(e’)\ —H(e) — 1)) < AP ~1.

So, we can recolor the edge €’ with an available color and decrease ¢(¢), a contradiction.
O

Let us note here that the above proof implies that less than A(G)? colors suffice for
every graph in which no edge has both endvertices of maximum degree.

4 Proof of Theorem (4

In this section, we improve the upper bound obtained in the previous section for the class
of graphs with maximum degree 3.

Proof of Theorem[f] We prove the theorem by a contradiction. Suppose that G is the min-
imal counterexample, i.e., a connected subcubic graph distinct from K5 with x’(G) =9
and minimum number of edges among all such graphs; this means that G has at least 9
edges. We continue by establishing additional structural properties of G.

Claim 1. G does not contain parallel edges.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that there are two edges, e; and ey, both connecting
vertices v and v in G. By the minimality of G, there exists a semistrong edge-coloring o
of G = G\ {e1} with at most 8 colors. Note that o is a partial semistrong edge-coloring
of G (with only e; being non-colored), since the distances between the edges in G” are the
same as the distances between the edges in G. Since there are at most 7 edges in N?(ey),
there is at least 1 available color for e;. Therefore, we can color e;, and hence extend o
to all edges of G, a contradiction. ¢

Claim 2. G is 2-connected.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that there is a cut-vertex v in G. In the setting of subcubic
graphs this also means that there is a bridge uv in G. Let G, (resp., G,,) be the component
of G\ {uv} containing u (resp., v). By the minimality, there is a semistrong edge-coloring
o, of G, with at most 8 colors, and similarly, there is a semistrong edge-coloring o, of G,
with at most 8 colors.

The colorings o, and o, induce a partial proper edge-coloring ¢ of G with only wv
being non-colored. Note that ¢ might not be semistrong, since the colors of the edges
incident with « and v may be in conflict. Therefore, we permute the colors of ¢, in such
a way that o(N,(uv)) N o(N,(uww)) = 0 and |o(N?(uv))| < 6. Note that this can be
done, since there are at most four edges in N2(uv) \ N,(uv). This means that there is
an available color for the edge uv, and hence we can extend o to all the edges of G, a
contradiction. ¢

Claim 3. There are no adjacent triangles in G.



Proof. Clearly, GG is not isomorphic to Ky as it admits a strong edge-coloring with 6 colors.
Therefore, we may assume, for a contradiction, that there are two adjacent triangles in
G, (u,wy,wy) and (v,w;,ws), where u and v are not adjacent. Let u; and v; be the
neighbors of u and v, respectively, distinct from w; and w,. Note that u; and v, exist
and are distinct, since G has at least 9 edges and is 2-connected.

Now, consider the graph G’ = G\ {w1, ws}. Note first that by Claim[2] G’ is connected.
It is not isomorphic to K33, and thus admits a semistrong edge-coloring o with at most
8 colors due to the minimality of G. The coloring ¢ induces a partial semistrong edge-
coloring of GG, in which only the edges incident with the two adjacent triangles are non-
colored. Observe that w;ws has at least 6 available colors, while the other four non-colored
edges have at least 4 available colors each. This means that by Theorem [5, we can color
them and hence extend o to all the edges of GG, a contradiction. ¢

Claim 4. There is no 4-cycle adjacent to a triangle in G.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that there is a 3-cycle T = (u,w;,ws) and a 4-cycle
F = (v,v';wy,wy) in G. By Claims [l| and |3 the vertex w is distinct from the vertices v
and v', and uv, uv’ are not the edges of G. Consequently, vv’ and uw; may receive the
same color in a semistrong edge-coloring.

Consider the graph G’ = G\ {w1, w>}. By Claim 2| G’ is connected, not isomorphic to
K3 3, and therefore, by the minimality of G, it admits a semistrong edge-coloring o using
at most 8 colors. Consider the partial edge-coloring of GG induced by o. First, we uncolor
the edge vv'. We infer that vv’ has at least 2 available colors, v'w; and vwsy have at least
3 each, uw; and uw, have at least 4 each, and wiwsy has at least 5 available colors. If
A(vv") N A(uwy) # 0, then we can color the edges vv’ and uw; with the same color, and
the remaining four non-colored edges are colorable by Theorem [ a contradiction. Thus,
we may assume that A(vv') N A(uw;) = 0, meaning that |[A(vv') U A(uw;)| > 6. This
means that the union of available colors of any five (or six) non-colored edges is of size at
least 5 (or 6), and we can again apply Theorem [5| to extend the coloring to all edges of
(G, a contradiction. ¢

Claim 5. No triangle in G is incident with a 2-vertez.

Proof. By Claim [2| every triangle in G is incident with at most one 2-vertex. Now,
suppose the contrary and let " = (vy,v9,v3) be a triangle incident with a 2-vertex v;.
Then, by the minimality, G’ = G \ {v1} admits a semistrong edge-coloring ¢ using at
most 8 colors. The coloring ¢ induces a partial semistrong edge-coloring of G with only
the edges vyvy and vyvs being non-colored. Since both non-colored edges have at least 3
available colors, we can extend o to all edges of GG, hence obtaining a contradiction. 4

Claim 6. There is no triangle in G.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that T = (v, va,v3) is a triangle in G. Let uy, ug, ug be
the third neighbors of vy, ve, and v3, respectively. By Claims [ 3] and [4], we have that
all three vertices uy, us, and ug exist, are distinct, and pairwise non-adjacent. We call an
edge u;v;, for every i € [3], an incoming edge, and every edge in E(T) a triangle edge. By
the minimality, G \ {v1, vo, v3} admits a semistrong edge-coloring o with at most 8 colors.
We show that o can be extended to all edges of G.

Note that there are at least 2 available colors for every incoming edge and at least 4
available colors for every triangle edge. Moreover, note also that an incoming edge must



have a color distinct from the color of the opposite triangle edge. On the other hand,
incoming edges may receive the same colors, since they do not belong to a common 4-cycle
as u;’s are not adjacent.

Suppose first that |(7_, A(u;v;)| > 1 and let 1 be the color available for all the three
edges u;v;. In this case, color all three edges by 1. There remain at least 3 available colors
for each triangle edge, so we can complete the coloring.

Hence, we may assume that |()7_, A(usv;)| = 0. We consider two subcases.

(7)

Two incoming edges have a common available color, say 1 € A(uyvy) N A(ugvy). In
this case, we may assume that A(uszvs) = {2,3}. Color the edges ujv; and usvy with
1. Next, consider the available colors of the triangle edges (after coloring the two
incoming edges). If [U.cpr) Ale) \ {2,3}] > 2, then there exists a coloring of the
four non-colored edges by Theorem

Thus, we may assume that A(vive) = A(vouz) = A(viv3) = {2,3,4}. This in
particular means that the edges incident with the vertices wq, us, and ug, distinct
from the incoming edges, are colored with the colors {5, 6,7,8}. Moreover, for every
pair of vertices u; and w;, i # j,4,j € [3], the union of colors on their incident
edges (without the color 1) has cardinality 4. As this is not possible, we reached a
contradiction.

All the available colors of the incoming edges are distinct (see Figure [2| for an illus-
tration). Suppose first that there exists an available color, say 1, of some incoming

Figure 2: A triangle with all the available colors of the incoming edges
distinct.

edge such that |A(e) \ {1} | > 4 for every triangle edge e. If

(U A u{45.6)\ (1} =5,

ecE(T)

then we color u;v; by 1 and extend the coloring to the remaining five edges by
Theorem [l Thus, we may assume that A(vivs) = A(vovs) = A(vivs) = {3,4,5,6}.
Note that in this case C'(uy) = {1,7,8}, C(u2) = {2, 2}, and C(u3) = {2,y}, where
{z,y} = {7,8}. This in particular means that before coloring u;v;, the color 1 was
available for all three triangle edges. Hence, we recolor u;v; by 2, and color the
remaining five edges by Theorem [5]

Therefore, by symmetry, we may assume that every color from [6] is available for
some triangle edge. Hence, we infer that |A(viv2) U A(vevs) U A(vyv3)| > 6 and we
can color all the six edges by Theorem [5] a contradiction.
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This establishes the claim. ¢

Claim 7. No 4-cycle in G is incident with a 2-vertex.

Proof. By Claim [2, we have that there are at most two 2-vertices incident with any
4-cycle. We again proceed by contradiction. Let F' = (vy,vq,v3,v4) be a 4-cycle in G.
Suppose first that the vertices vy and vy are 2-vertices (and thus v and vy are 3-vertices).
By the minimality of G, the graph G’ = G \ {v1, v2} admits a semistrong edge-coloring o
using at most 8 colors. The coloring ¢ induces a partial coloring of G with only the three
edges being non-colored. Since each of the three edges has at least 3 available colors, we
can extend o to GG, a contradiction.

Thus, we may assume that in F', there is a pair of opposite 3-vertices, say v; and vs,
and at least one 2-vertex, say v,. However, if v, is a 2-vertex also, then we proceed as
in the proof of Claim Thus, we may assume that d(vy) = 3. Let u; and uz be the
neighbors of vy and wv3, respectively, not incident with F. In the case when u; = ug, we
consider a partial coloring of G' obtained from a coloring of G' = G \ {vs}. There are at
least 2 available colors for the non-colored edges v1v, and vov3, and so we can extend the
coloring to all edges of GG, a contradiction.

Therefore, we may assume that u; # us. Suppose first that u; and ug are adjacent. Let
G' = G\ {v1,v9,v3}. Clearly, G’ is not isomorphic to K33 and so it admits a semistrong
edge-coloring ¢ using at most 8 colors. In the coloring of G induced by o, we uncolor
the edge u;u3, obtaining seven non-colored edges. The edge u,u3 has at least 2 available
colors, uiv; and uzvs have at least 3, vivy and vyv3 have at least 6, and vyvy and wvivy
have at least 4. Now, we color ujug with an available color a. Since any edge of F' may
receive the same color as ujus, we remove « from A(e) for no edge of F', while the number
of available colors for uyv; and uzvs may decrease by 1. But now, it is easy to see that
Theorem |5 applies to the remaining six non-colored edges, and thus ¢ can be extended
to all the edges of G.

Finally, we may assume that v, and u3 are not adjacent. In this case, by the minimality
of G, the graph G’ = (G \ V(F)) U {ujus} admits a semistrong edge-coloring ¢ using at
most 8 colors. In the coloring of G induced by o, we color the edges u;v; and uzvs with
the color o(ujuz). Then, we color the edge e incident with v, and not being on F' with a
color which does not appear in N?(e) (there is at least one such color). Now, there remain
four non-colored edges with vvy and vov3 having at least 4 available colors and vyv, and
v3vg having at least 2 available colors. We can color them by Theorem [5] a contradiction.

¢

Claim 8. No subgraph of G is isomorphic to Ko 3.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that G contains a subgraph isomorphic to Ky 3 with
bipartition sets X = {z1,z2} and Y = {y1,ys,y3}. By Claim [ no two vertices of ¥ are
adjacent. From Claim [7]it follows that every vertex y € Y has a neighbor u; distinct from
x1 and z9. We consider three cases.

(i) Some of u;’s are the same. Since G is not isomorphic to K33, we may assume that
up = ug # ug. Let G' = G\ {z1,22,91,y2}. Clearly, G’ is distinct from K33 and,
by Claim [2] it is connected. Thus, by the minimality, G’ admits a semistrong edge-
coloring o using at most 8 colors. In G, the coloring ¢ induces a partial semistrong
edge-coloring with eight non-colored edges; each of the edges z1y1, x1y2, x2y1, and
x1Yy2 have at least 6 available colors, and w1y, u1y2, x1y3, and xoys have at least



(iid)

5. Thus, [A(u1y1) N A(x1ys)| > 2 and |A(uiy2) N A(z2ys)| > 2, which means that
we can color w1y, and z1y3 with a common available color a, and u 1y, and xoys3
with a common available color distinct from «. This is possible, since u; and y3 are
not adjacent. After that, the remaining four non-colored edges still have at least 4
available colors each, and so we can color them by Theorem |5, hence extending o
to all edges of GG, a contradiction.

All u;’s are distinct, but some of them are adjacent. By the symmetry, we may
assume that ujuy € F(G). Again, let G’ = G\ {x1, 22, y1,y2}, which is connected
by Claim [2|and by the minimality admits a semistrong edge-coloring ¢ using at most
8 colors. In the corresponding partial coloring of G with eight non-colored edges, we
additionaly recolor ujus with a color that does not appear in its 2-edge-neighborhood
(there are at least two such colors) and is distinct from the color of uzys. Now, we
have that z1y1, T1y2, T1y3, T2y1, T2y2, and xoys each have at least 5 available colors,
and uyy; and ugys have at least 3. Moreover, |A(u1y:) N A(x1y2)| > 2, since the two
colors from C'(uy) are forbidden for both edges. Analogously, |A(uays) N A(xoyy)| >
2. Next, we color u1y; and z1y, with a common available color «, and usy, and
T2y With a common available color distinct from a. After that, the remaining four
non-colored edges have at least 3 available colors each. If the union of their available
colors is of size at least 4, then we apply Theorem [5] and so extend o to all the
edges of (G, a contradiction. Thus, we may assume that all four edges have the same
set of 3 available colors. But then, we can color xsy, with the color of ujus, while
the three remaining non-colored edges still have 3 available colors each. Now, we
can again apply Theorem [5| to obtain a semistrong edge-coloring of all edges of G,
a contradiction.

All w;’s are distinct and pairwise non-adjacent. In this case, we use G' = G\ (XUY),
which admits a semistrong edge-coloring ¢ using at most 8 colors. The three edges
w;y; (call them incoming edges) each have at least 2 available colors, and all the
remaining non-colored edges have at least 6 available colors. In order to simplify
our argument, we reduce the number of available colors for the incoming edges; in
particular, if there are more than 2 available colors for an incoming edge e, then we
delete some of them from A(e) to obtain |A(e)| = 2.

Now, we proceed as follows. We first color x1y; with a color oy ¢ A(uyyy). If
a; € A(ugys), then we also color usy, with it, and, similarly, if a3 € A(usys), then
we also color ugys with it. Next, we color zoy; with a color ay ¢ A(uyy;), and
as above, we color any non-colored incoming edge having as as an available color
(note that such as edge is clearly distinct from uyy;). In this way, every non-colored
incoming edge retains 2 available colors, and the remaining non-colored edges have at
least 4 available colors each. We continue by coloring x1ys with a color ag ¢ A(usys),
and coloring any non-colored incoming edge having a3 as an available color. Finally,
we color xays with a color ay ¢ A(usys), and color any non-colored incoming edge
having a4 as an available color. At this point, all the non-colored edges have at
least 2 available colors. We finish by coloring the edge z1y3 and xsys by distinct
available colors, where we use their colors to color any non-colored incoming edge
not adjacent to them, and complete the coloring by coloring the remaining non-
colored incoming edges by their available colors. Thus, we colored all the edges of
(G, a contradiction.
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Claim 9. There is no 4-cycle in G.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that F' = (vq, vq,v3,v4) is a 4-cycle in G. We denote the
third neighbor of v; by w;, for every i € [4] (see Figure[3), and call the edges u;v; incoming.
The edges of F are cycle edges. From Claim [7] we infer that all u,’s exist, and by Claims [j]
and [§] they are all distinct.

Let G’ be the graph obtained from G by removing the vertices of F', and adding the
edges ujug and uguy (it is possible that parallel edges are introduced). Note that G’
is not necessarily connected, but in such a case, by Claim [§| none of its components is
isomorphic to K33. Thus, by the minimality, either G’ is isomorphic to K33, meaning
that G is a 5-prism, which admits a coloring with 8 colors, or there exists a semistrong
edge-coloring o of G’ using at most 8 colors. Without loss of generality, we may assume
that o(ujuz) = 1 and o(usuy) = «, where a € {1,2}. The coloring o induces a partial
coloring of G with the incoming edges and the cycle edges of I’ being non-colored. We
show that o can be extended to all the edges of G.

Figure 3: The 4-cycle F with the four distinct neighboring vertices (on the
left), and the corresponding configuration in the graph G’ (on the right).

First, observe the following. By the construction, if there is a color § ¢ C(u;), then
S can be used for at least one cycle edge incident with v;. In particular, if 5 ¢ C(u;11),
then § can be used for v;v;11. On the other hand, if § € C(u;—1) N C(u;1), then there
are two possibilities.

(1) ui—quiyq ¢ E(G) or € = wu;_qu;q € E(G) and o(e’) # (. Since u;_qu; 41 € E(G'), it
follows that any of v;v;_; and v;v;41 can be colored with £.

() ¢ = uiquiy1 € E(G) and o(¢/) = B. In this case, 3 ¢ o(NZ_ (ui—1uit1)) or
B ¢ o(Ng, (uiruigr)), say B ¢ o(Ng  (ui1uiy1)), and thus 8 can be used for

V;Vi—1-

Now, we consider two cases. Suppose first that o = 2. We color uyv; and uzvs with 1
(this can be done, since o(ujus) = 1 and ugvs ¢ N7 (u1v1), uvy ¢ N2, (usvs)), and ugvs
and u4vy with 2 (with an analogous reasoning). Now, let A*(e), for e € E(F'), denote the
set of colors that can be used to color the edge e without violating the assumptions of the
semistrong edge-coloring. Clearly, A(e) C A*(e) and so |A*(e)| > |A(e)| > 2. Moreover,
by the observation above, we also infer that |A*(v;v;_1) U A*(v;v;41)] > 4. Thus, the
sets A*(e) fulfill conditions of Theorem [5, and we can extend o to all edges of G, a
contradiction.
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Next, suppose that « = 1. We again color u;v; and uzvz with 1, but in this case, we
cannot necessarily color usvs and usvy with the 1 as the semistrong condition might be
violated in the case if 1 appears also in the 2-edge-neighborhood of ujus in G'. However,
there is at least 1 available color distinct from 1 for each of usvy and wuyvy. If there is
the same available color for both edges, we color them with it and proceed as in the
previous case. Hence, we may assume that they are different, say 2 and 3, respectively,
and so we color upvy with 2 and ugvy with 3. We have that, |A*(vivy) U A*(vevs)| > 4,
|A*(v3v4) U A*(v1v4)] > 4, and |A*(e)| > 2 for every e € E(F'). Thus, we can again apply
Theorem 5| and extend o to all edges of G, a contradiction. This establishes the claim.

¢

From the above claims it follows that the graph G is a bridgeless subcubic graph with
girth at least 5.

Now, let o be a proper edge-coloring of G with the minimum number of edges wv
having an edge of color o(uv) € N2(uv) N N2(uv); in other words, uv is the middle edge
of some path Py induced by the endvertices of edges colored with o(uv). We denote the
number of such edges in G by t5(0) and we will refer to them as the bad middle edges.
Additionally, among all such colorings o, we choose a coloring with the minimum number
of edges of the same color at distance 2. We denote the number of such pairs in G by
t4(0) and we refer to such pairs as the bad pairs. Clearly, ts(c) > 0 and every bad middle
edge is involved in at least two bad pairs. Note also that an edge can be the bad middle
edge of several Fgs, but we count it only once.

Let uv be a bad middle edge in G. We may assume that o(uv) = 1. Consider the
2-edge-neighborhood of the edge uv and label the neighboring vertices as in Figure[d By
Claims [6] and [9] all the neighbors of u and v are distinct and non-adjacent. There are at
most 8 edges at distance 2 from wv, where at least two of them are colored with 1. By
the minimality of t5(c), we cannot recolor uv without introducing at least one new bad
middle edge.

Ug V2

Figure 4: The edge wv is the bad middle edge (the three edges inducing
it are indicated with the dashed lines).

Clearly, each of the seven remaining colors must appear in N?(uv), otherwise we recolor
uv with the one not appearing in N?(uv) and thus decrease t5(c’). Moreover, if some color
« appears at most once at distance 2 from uwv, then we recolor uv with «, decrease the
number of bad middle edges of color 1 by at least 1 and increase the number of bad middle
edges of color a by at most 1. However, while we decrease the number of bad pairs of
color 1 by at least 2, we only increase the number of bad pairs of color a by 1, hence
violating the minimality of t5(c) and t4(c). Therefore, by a simple counting argument,
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we infer that the four edges at distance 1 from wv must all obtain distinct colors, and
the colors on the edges at distance 2 from uv are different from colors at distance 1 and
appear in pairs; consequently, |[N?(uv) \ N(uv)| = 8.

Suppose now that there is a color, say 6, on the edges at distance 2 from uv appearing
at the vertices u; and us. By the above argument, we may assume that the edges are
colored as in Figure [5| and wv cannot be recolored with another color without increasing
t6(0) or retaining the value of t4(c) and increasing t4(0). This means that there are two

1\
.
U1
4
N
7

Figure 5: The edge uv is the bad middle edge and there are two edges at
distance 2 of the same color on one side.

edges of color 6 in N?(vv;), otherwise we can recolor vv; with 6 and uv with 4 obtaining
a coloring o’ with either t5(0”) < t5(c0) or t5(0’) = 16(0) and 14(0") < t4(0). Analogously,
there are edges of colors 2 and 3 in N7 (vv;). But then, we can recolor vv; with 7 and
wv with 4, again decreasing (o) or retaining the value of 14(0) and decreasing 14(0), a
contradiction.

Therefore, we may assume that there are three colors, which, by recoloring uv, induce
a Ps with uv being the bad middle edge, as depicted in Figure [0 Note that there are pre-
cisely two non-isomorphic colorings of the 2-edge-neighborhood of uwv, but our argument
is analogous for both of them.

1\
:
01
4
5 v g
7

Figure 6: The edge uv is the bad middle edge and no two edges at distance
2 of the same color are on one side.

We continue by considering the colors of the edges at distance 3 from uwv.

Claim 10. For every edge xy adjacent to uv, where x € {u,v}, we have

lo({zy} UN: (zy))| =7

13



and
o(xz) & o({zy} U N, (zy)),
where z & {u,v,y}.

Proof. We start by considering the edge uuy (we label the vertices as depicted in Figure|7)).
There already are colors 7 and 8 in N, (uuz). If no edge from N2 (uus) is colored with 1,

Figure 7: The neighborhood N2, (uuz) of uus consists of six distinct colors.

then we can set o(uug) = 1 and o(uv) = 3, hence decreasing (o) by at least 1. So, we
may assume that there is an edge colored with 1 in Nfz(uuQ). Similarly, there is an edge
colored with 6 in N2, (uus), for otherwise we set o(uus) = 6 and o(uv) = 3, decreasing
t4(o) by 1, and retaining or decreasing (o) as we lose one bad middle edge of color 1
and introduce at most one bad middle edge of color 6. An analogous argument implies
that also 4,5 € N7 (uus) and hence

U(N32 (uug) \ Ny, (uuz)) = {1,4,5,6}

Note that the above argumentation works regardless if all the edges in N7 (uuy) are
distinct from the edges in N?(uv) or not (none of them is in N(uv) due to the girth
condition), since we only recolor the edge uv with 3, which does not appear in N?(uv),
and recolor the edge uu, with a color which does not appear in N2, (uus).

Furthermore, by the symmetry, we also have that

o(NZ (uuy) \ Ny, (vwr)) = {4,5,7,8},
(N2 (vv) \ Ny, (vv1)) = {2,3,6,7},

U1

o (N3, (v02) \ Ny, (v0)) = {1,2,3,8} .
This establishes the claim. ¢

We continue with an analysis of a possible arrangement of colors also on the edges at
distance 3 from uv (depicted in Figure [§)). Note that the colors need not be all distinct.

In the next claim, we show that using a similar argument as in the proof of Claim [10],
we can determine the colors in 2-edge-neighborhoods of the edges at distance more than
2 from wuw.

Claim 11. Let wowy ... wy be an induced path on k + 1 vertices in G, for some integer
k> 2, with wy =v and w; = u (or wy = u and wy =v). Then for every j, 2 < j <k, we
have that d(w;) = 3 and U(Nf,j (wj—qw;)) = [8] \ {o(wj_1w;), o(wj_1z;-1)}, where x;_q is
the neighbor of wj_; distinct from w;_o and w;.

14



Figure 8: Possible neighborhoods of the vertices ui1, v1, us, and wve.

Proof. Note that the case for k = 2 already follows from Claim [I0]

We proceed by contradiction. Let & > 3 be the least integer such that there is
an induced path P = wow; ... w; in G, for which the claim does not hold. Hence,
for every j, 2 < j < k — 1, we have d(w;—1) = d(w;) = 3 and o(N; (wj-1w;)) =
B\ {o(wj—1w;), o(wj—17j-1)}

Suppose now that there is a color a € [8] \ {o(wr—1wg), o(wg_12,—1)} which is not in
o(N2, (wg—ywy)). Then, for every j € {1,...,k — 1}, we recolor w;_jw; with o(w;w;41),
and finally we recolor wy_jwy with «, obtaining a proper edge-coloring ¢’. As the path
P is induced, there is no edge outside of P joining two vertices of P. If after recoloring,
we introduce a new pair of edges at distance 2 colored with the same color (note that at
most one such pair may appear), then exactly one of these edges belongs to P or it is the
pair wy_ Wy, Wi_3Wg_2.

After the recoloring, the edge wow, is not a bad middle edge anymore, and at most one
new bad middle edge ¢’ was created; ¢’ (if it exists) is either incident with zj_1 or wy_s.
Thus, ts(0") < t5(c). Moreover, 14(c’) < 14(0), since exactly one new pair (wpwg_1 and
¢') was created, and two pairs (both with the edge wow,) were destroyed, a contradiction.

¢

We finalize the proof of the theorem by recoloring some of the edges of G in order
to obtain a contradiction in terms of the assumptions on ¢. Consider the labeling of
the vertices as depicted in Figure [0 Without loss of generality, we may also assume the
coloring of the edges as given in the figure, where {a, 8} = {6, 8}.

We first establish some additional properties of G.

Claim 12. d(u,vye) > 3, d(u,ve1) > 3, and d(v, ug) > 3.

Proof. Suppose, to the contrary, that d(u, vys) < 3. Then, since G has girth at least 5, we
have d(u,v92) = 2, meaning that vy is adjacent to uy or ug; namely vgg = uyy, Voo = u12,
Ugg = Us1, OT Vgg = Uge. We consider each of the four cases separately.

Suppose first that voy = uq;. Then, by Claim with w;, = v9, the vertex vgy is not
incident with edges of color 4 or 5. Thus, by Claim (10| with wy = uy, C(ve2) = {6,7,8}.
But this is a contradiction with Claim (10| with wy = vs, since § € {6, 8}.

Next, suppose that vys = uja. Let v), be the neighbor of vey distinct from w; and v,.
By Claim [10| applied twice, with wy = ve and wy = u;, we infer that o(vpv),) = 8 and
consequently f = 6. If 3 ¢ C(vi,), then by Claim |10] with wy = ug, inferring that there
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Figure 9: Colors of the edges around uv before the final step of the proof.

is no edge of color 3 in N?(uug), we may recolor u;vg with 3 and so decrease t5(c) by 1.
Therefore, 3 € C'(vh,), meaning that at least one of the colors 4 and 5 is not in C(v),).
Without loss of generality, we may assume 5 ¢ C(v),) (otherwise we swap the colors of
vuy; and vvy). Now, we set o(uv) = o(vavae) = 5, o(vve) = 1, and o(ujvye) = 7. Note
that such a recoloring reduces tg(0) by 1, since colors 5 and 7 do not introduce any new
Pss, a contradiction.

Suppose now that vygs = u9;. Then, by Claim with w, = wus, U(Nfz(um) \
Ny, (uus)) = {1,4,5,6}, but this is not possible, since o(vovge) = 7 € C(NZ, (uuz) \
N, (uusy)), a contradiction.

Finally, suppose that vy = uge. In this case, o(ugve) = o(vavgg) violating the as-
sumption that ¢ is a proper edge-coloring, a contradiction.

An analogous reasoning can be used to prove that d(u,ve;) > 3 and d(v,ug) > 3.
This establishes the claim. ¢

Now, recolor uv with 7, ususy and vv, with 3, and uuy with 5. There is one edge, vovs9,
colored with 7 in N2(uv), and, by Claim[L1] the only edge colored with 7 in N?(vyv9s) is uv.
By Claim , there is one edge e; = zy colored with 5 in N?(uuy), where z € {uay, uss }.
Note that y ¢ {vi1,v12, Va1, v22}, by Claim (10| applied twice, with wy, = v; and wy = vs.
This means that d(v,y) > 3, and thus, by Claim the only edge of color 5 in N%(ey) is
uug. Finally, by Claim [10| with wy = v,, there is one edge e; colored with 3 in N32 (vvg),
and by Claims (11| and [12] there is one edge ez colored with 3 in N7 (uaug,). By Claim ,
none of e; and e3 is a bad middle edge (and we are done), unless es = e3. Thus, for the
rest of the proof, assume that e; = e3 and o(ey) = 3. We may assume that ey is incident
with vey (the case when ey is incident with vy proceeds with an analogous reasoning),
and so let ey = v921 (see Figure .

In this case, we additionally recolor usus; with 3 and wougs with 8. Note that by
Claim there is no edge of color 8 at distance 2 from ususgy, and there is an edge ey of
color 3 in N7, (ususr). By Claim [10] and since e is incident with vae, 3 ¢ C(vg1), and so
e4 7 vuy. Therefore, we are done, unless e, = 'y is a bad middle edge. But in this case,
the path vuusug 2’y is induced, meaning that by Claim |11 with wy = ¢/, there is no edge
of color 3 in N, (e4).

This establishes the proof. O
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Figure 10: Colors of the edges around uv after recoloring the four edges
and ey being a bad middle edge.

5 Conclusion

We believe that the bounds presented in this paper, although tight, can be improved. In
particular, we are not aware of any family of connected graphs GG, other than the complete
bipartite graphs, that would attain the bound Y. (G) = A(G)? Therefore, we propose
the following.

Conjecture 1. For every connected G, distinct from K, ,, it holds that
Xus(G) < A(G)* — 1.

Similarly, the 5-prism is, up to our knowledge, the only connected subcubic graph
with the semistrong chromatic index 8. Based on that and computational verification of
subcubic graphs on small number of vertices, we also propose the next conjecture.

Conjecture 2. For every connected graph G with mazimum degree 3, distinct from Ks 3
and the 5-prism, we have
Xe(G) 7.

On the other hand, there are infinitely many bridgeless subcubic graphs with the
semistrong chromatic index at least 7. Namely, consider the graph H obtained by taking
two copies of K33 and adding two edges connecting distinct 2-vertices from each of two
copies (see Figure . This graph contains only one semistrong matching of size at least
3 consisting of two edges added between the copies of K3 3 and one nonadjacent edge. For
the remaining 11 edges we need 6 additional colors. Since H contains two 2-vertices, we
can append it to any other bridgeless subcubic graph with at least two 2-vertices, hence
obtaining an infinite number of graphs with the semistrong chromatic index at least 7.

There are many other important graph classes for which the semistrong edge-coloring
has not been studied specifically yet, e.g., planar graphs. In [6], it is proved that for a
strong edge coloring of a planar graph G at most 4A(G) + 4 colors are needed, and there
are planar graphs G with x(G) = 4A(G) —4 for any A(G) > 2. Note that these examples
have x/(G) < 2A(G). But as we showed with K33 and the 5-prism, for cubic graphs, we
need 9 and 8 colors. So, one may ask, what is happening when the maximum degree is
larger. We propose the following.
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Figure 11: The graph H with x,(H) = 7.

Problem 1. For a given mazimum degree, determine the tight upper bound for the
semistrong chromatic index of planar graphs.

Conjecture 3. There is a (small) constant C' such that for any planar graph G, it holds
that
Xes(G) < 2A(G) + C.

Finally, let us briefly mention another edge-coloring variation, which is closely related
to the semistrong edge-coloring, yet different. Baste and Rautenbach [I], motivated by
the results of Goddard et al. [7], introduced the r-chromatic indez x..(G) as the minimum
number of r-degenerate matchings into which the edge set of a graph G can be decom-
posed. An r-degenerate matching is a matching M such that the induced graph G[V (M))]
is r-degenerate. Clearly,

X' (G) < X (G) < XU(G).

Since semistrong matchings are not necessarily 1-degenerate and 1-degenerate match-
ing are not necessarily semistrong, there is no direct correspondence between the two
edge-colorings. In particular, for the 5-path Py, we have x| (Fs) = 2 < x4 (FPs) = 3, and
for the graph H being a triangle with a pending edge incident with every vertex, we have
Xes(H) =4 <Xi(H) =5.
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