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Abstract

For a real number c > 4, we prove that every graph G with α(G) ⩽ 2 and |V (G)| ⩾ ct

has a matching M with |M | = t such that the number of non-adjacent pairs of edges in
M is at most: (

1
c (c − 1)2 + Oc

(
t−1/3

))(t

2

)
.

This is related to an open problem of Seymour (2016) about Hadwiger’s Conjecture,
who asked if there is a constant ε > 0 such that every graph G with α(G) ⩽ 2 has
had(G) ⩾ ( 1

3 + ε)|V (G)|.

1 Introduction

A graph H is a minor of a graph G if H can be obtained from G by deleting vertices
and edges, and by contracting edges. The maximum integer n such that the complete
graph Kn is a minor of G is called the Hadwiger number of G, denoted had(G). A proper
colouring of a graph G assigns a colour to each vertex so that adjacent vertices receive
distinct colours. The minimum integer k such that G has a proper colouring with k colours
is called the chromatic number of G, denoted χ(G). The cardinality of the largest set of
pairwise non-adjacent vertices is called the independence number of G, denoted α(G). For
any standard graph theory notation not defined above, see Diestel [11]1.

Hadwiger’s Conjecture is widely considered to be one of the deepest unsolved problems in
graph theory [16]. See [7, 18, 24, 25] for surveys. It asserts that had(G) ⩾ χ(G) for every
graph G. Since χ(G)α(G) ⩾ |V (G)| for every graph G, Hadwiger’s Conjecture would imply
that had(G) ⩾ |V (G)|/α(G). However, it is open if had(G) ⩾ |V (G)|/α(G) for every graph
G. Several results in this direction are known [2, 4, 12–14, 20]. A classical result of Duchet
and Meyniel [12] states that:

†School of Mathematics, Monash University, Melbourne, Australia, junghon.yip@monash.edu. Supported
by a Monash Graduate Scholarship.

1Unless stated otherwise, all graphs are simple and finite.
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Theorem 1 (Duchet and Meyniel [12]). For every graph G, had(G) ⩾ |V (G)|/(2α(G) − 1).

When α(G) = 2, Theorem 1 implies had(G) ⩾ |V (G)|/3, but in this case Hadwiger’s
Conjecture asserts that had(G) ⩾ |V (G)|/2. This gap is large, and thus the restriction of
Hadwiger’s Conjecture to graphs with independence number 2 is interesting. For convenience,
we denote this special case HCα=2.

Conjecture 2 (HCα=2). For every graph G with α(G) ⩽ 2, had(G) ⩾ χ(G).

HCα=2 is a key open case of Hadwiger’s Conjecture [3, 5, 9, 10, 22, 23]. Every graph G

with α(G) = 2 has χ(G) ⩾ |V (G)|/2, but the weakening of HCα=2 remains open:

Conjecture 3 (HCn/2). For every graph G with α(G) ⩽ 2, had(G) ⩾ |V (G)|/2.

If G is a graph with α(G) ⩽ 2, then χ(G) ⩾ |V (G)|/2, and thus HCα=2 implies HCn/2.
Plummer, Stiebitz, and Toft [23] proved that if G is a minimal counterexample to HCα=2,
then G is a counterexample to HCn/2. Therefore, HCα=2 and HCn/2 are equivalent.

Norin and Seymour [22] proved a dense variant of HCn/2.

Theorem 4 (Norin and Seymour [22]). Every graph G with α(G) = 2 contains a minor H

with |V (H)| = ⌈|V (G)|/2⌉ and

|E(H)| ⩾ (γ − o(1))
(

|V (H)|
2

)
,

where γ ≈ 0.986882.

Even the smallest improvement to Theorem 1 in the α(G) = 2 case would be interesting. In
particular, Seymour [24] conjectured that the constant factor of 1/3 in Theorem 1 could be
improved:

Conjecture 5 (HCε). There is a constant ε > 0 such that every graph G with α(G) ⩽ 2
satisfies had(G) ⩾ (1

3 + ε)|V (G)|.

HCε turns out to be equivalent to a conjecture about connected matchings, which we define
below.

For disjoint subsets A, B ⊆ V (G), A and B are adjacent if some vertex in A is adjacent to
some vertex in B, otherwise A and B are non-adjacent. For M ⊆ E(G), let V (M) := {v ∈
V (G) : v is an endpoint of an edge e ∈ M}. For an edge e ∈ E(G), let V (e) := V ({e}).
A matching M ⊆ E(G) is connected if for every two edges e, f ∈ M , V (e) and V (f) are
adjacent. By contracting the edges of a connected matching M of G and deleting the
unmatched vertices, one obtains a K|M |-minor of G. For a graph G, let cm(G) be the largest
size of a connected matching in G. Conjecture 6 is due to Füredi, Gyárfás, and Simonyi [15]
(although they note that other authors may have independently made the same conjecture).
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Conjecture 6 (Linear-CM). There is a constant c > 0 such that for every integer t ⩾ 1,
every graph G with α(G) ⩽ 2 and |V (G)| ⩾ ct has a connected matching of size t.

Thomassé first noted that Linear-CM and HCε are equivalent (see [15]). A proof is given
by Kawarabayashi, Plummer, and Toft [19]. Therefore, improving the constant 1/3 in
Theorem 1 is as hard as finding a connected matching of linear size. See [3, 6, 8, 13, 15]
for partial results on Linear-CM. We remark that there is a precise version of Linear-CM
conjectured by Füredi et al. [15], who asked if for every integer t ⩾ 1, every graph G with
α(G) ⩽ 2 and |V (G)| ⩾ 4t − 1 has a connected matching of size at least t. The bound 4t − 1
is best possible, since the disjoint union of two copies of the complete graph K2t−1 does not
have a connected matching of size t.

The goal of this paper is to prove a dense variant of Linear-CM, Theorem 7. The proof of
Theorem 7 is based on ideas from the proof of Theorem 4 by Norin and Seymour [22].

Theorem 7. Let c > 4 be a real number, and t ⩾ 1 be an integer. Let G be a graph with
α(G) ⩽ 2 and |V (G)| ⩾ ct. Then there is a matching M of G with |M | = t such that the
number of non-adjacent pairs of edges in M is at most(

1
c (c − 1)2 + Oc

(
t−1/3

))(t

2

)
.

Similar results on dense minors have been studied [17, 21, 22]. In particular, Nguyen [21]
proved that for every ε > 0, there exists k > 0 such that for every integer t ⩾ 2, every graph
with chromatic number kt contains a minor with t vertices and edge density at least 1 − ε.
However, this does not imply Theorem 7, since we require each branch set to have two
vertices. Fox [13] used probabilistic methods to prove that every sufficiently large2 graph G

with α(G) = 2 has a connected matching of size at least Ω(n4/5 log1/5 n), where n = |V (G)|.
However, this does not imply Theorem 7.

2 Proof

We use ω(G) to denote the clique number , δ(G) to denote the minimum degree, and ∆(G)
to denote the maximum degree of G. Let G denote the complement of G. We begin with a
lemma, proved by Cambie [6]. For completeness, we include the proof here.

Lemma 8 (Cambie [6]). For every integer t ⩾ 1, if G is a graph with α(G) = 2, |V (G)| ⩾
4t − 1, and cm(G) ⩽ t − 1, then ω(G) ⩽ cm(G).

Proof. If G is disconnected, then G is the union of two complete graphs. One component
of G has order at least 2t, implying cm(G) ⩾ t. Hence G is connected. Note that

2Linear-CM is equivalent to the assertion that cm(G) ⩾ Ω(|V (G)|).
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cm(G) ⩾ ⌊ω(G)/2⌋, so ω(G) ⩽ 2t − 1. Since α(G) ⩽ 2, the non-neighbours of each vertex
of G form a clique, so δ(G) ⩾ |V (G)| − 1 − ω(G) ⩾ 2t − 1. Let A be a clique of order ω(G)
and let B = V (G) \ A. Let M be the largest matching in the bipartite subgraph induced by
the edges between A and B. Any matching from A to B is connected since A is a clique, so
|M | ⩽ cm(G) ⩽ t − 1. Suppose for contradiction that ω(G) > cm(G) ⩾ |M |. This implies
there is a vertex x ∈ A unmatched by M . However, there is no neighbour of x contained in
B − V (M), otherwise this contradicts the maximality of M . Therefore, all neighbours of x

are contained in A ∪ V (M). Since degG(x) ⩾ 2t − 1, |A ∪ V (M)| ⩾ 2t. Observe that

2|M | + |A \ V (M)| = |V (M) ∪ (A \ V (M))| = |A ∪ V (M)| = |A| + |M | ⩾ 2t.

Therefore, |A \ V (M)| ⩾ 2t − 2|M |, implying there are at least 2t − 2|M | vertices in A left
unmatched by M . We can extend the matching M by pairing the remaining unmatched
vertices of A, obtaining a connected matching of size t, a contradiction.

Let S be a finite set with |S| even. Let
(S

2
)

denote the set of all pairs3 of elements from
S. A random partition of S into pairs is a partition of S into pairs, chosen uniformly at
random from the set of all partitions of S into pairs. Let X be a random partition of S

into pairs. Note that |
(S

2
)
| =

(|S|
2
)
, |X| = |S|/2, and that for each e ∈

(S
2
)

and every f ∈
(S

2
)

disjoint from e,

P(e ∈ X) = 1
|S| − 1 and P(e, f ∈ X) = 1

(|S| − 1)(|S| − 3) . (1)

For F ⊆
(S

2
)
, Lemma 9 bounds the concentration of |F ∩ X| around |F |/(|S| − 1). Lemma 9

was first proved by Norin and Seymour [22], but for completeness we provide the proof here.

Lemma 9 (Norin and Seymour [22]). Let S be a finite set with |S| ⩾ 4 even, and let X be
a random partition of S into pairs. Then for every F ⊆

(S
2
)

and every real number λ > 0,

P
(∣∣∣∣|F ∩ X| − |F |

|S| − 1

∣∣∣∣ ⩾ λ

)
⩽

|S|
λ2 .

Proof. For λ > 0, let E be the event that

|F |
|S| − 1 − λ < |F ∩ X| <

|F |
|S| − 1 + λ.

Let F C :=
(S

2
)

\ F , so that |F C ∩ X| counts the number of elements of X not in F . Then E

occurs if and only if (noting that |X| = |S|/2):

|S|
2 − |F |

|S| − 1 − λ ⩽ |F C ∩ X| ⩽ |S|
2 − |F |

|S| − 1 + λ.

3In this paper, a pair is an unordered two-element set of distinct elements.
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Expanding,

|S|(|S| − 1) − 2|F |
2(|S| − 1) − λ ⩽ |F C ∩ X| ⩽ |S|(|S| − 1) − 2|F |

2(|S| − 1) + λ.

However, |S|(|S| − 1) − 2|F | = 2|
(S

2
)

\ F | = 2|F C |. Thus E occurs if and only if

|F C |
|S| − 1 − λ ⩽ |F C ∩ X| ⩽ |F C |

|S| − 1 + λ.

Therefore, suppose event E occurs. By replacing F with F C if needed, we may without loss
of generality assume that

|F | ⩽ |S|(|S| − 1)
4 .

For each pair e ∈ F , let Ze be the indicator random variable with Ze = 1 if e ∈ X and
Ze = 0 otherwise. Let Z =

∑
e∈F Ze = |F ∩ X|. By (1), E(Z) = |F |/(|S| − 1) and

Var(Z) =
∑

(e,f)∈F ×F

Cov(Ze, Zf )

Note that if e ∩ f ≠ ∅, then e and f cannot be both in X. Hence, E(Ze · Zf ) = 0. By
definition of covariance, Cov(Ze, Zf ) = E(Ze · Zf ) − E(Ze) · E(Zf ) ⩽ 0. Therefore,

Var(Z) ⩽
∑
e∈F

Cov(Ze, Ze) +
∑
e∈F

 ∑
f∈F, f∩ e=∅

Cov(Ze, Zf )


= |F | · Var(Ze) +

∑
e∈F

 ∑
f∈F, f∩ e=∅

E(Ze · Zf ) − E(Ze) · E(Zf )


⩽ |F | · P(Ze = 1) +

∑
e∈F

 ∑
f∈F, f∩ e=∅

(
1

(|S| − 1) (|S| − 3) −
( 1

|S| − 1

)2
)

⩽
|F |

|S| − 1 + |F |2
(

1
(|S| − 1) (|S| − 3) −

( 1
|S| − 1

)2
)

⩽
|S|
4 + |S|2

8(|S| − 3) ⩽ |S|.

By Chebyshev’s inequality (see for instance [1], Theorem 4.1.1),

P
(∣∣∣∣|F ∩ X| − |F |

|S| − 1

∣∣∣∣ ⩾ λ

)
⩽

(√
Var(Z)

λ

)2

⩽
|S|
λ2 ,

as desired.

Let G be a graph. An ordered sequence of four distinct vertices (u, v, w, z) is a bad quadruple
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if uv, wz ∈ E(G), and uw, uz, vw, vz /∈ E(G). Observe that every pair of non-adjacent edges
that do not share an endpoint corresponds to eight bad quadruples.

Lemma 10. Let k ⩾ 1 be an integer, and let G be a graph such that |E(G)| = b, and
suppose δ(G) ⩾ |V (G)| − k. Then the number of bad quadruples is at most 2b(k − 1)2.

Proof. Let (u, v, w, z) be a bad quadruple. There are 2|E(G)| = 2b ways to choose (u, w)
with uw /∈ E(G). For a fixed (u, w), v /∈ {u, w} is chosen from at most k − 1 non-neighbours
of w, and z /∈ {u, v, w} is chosen from at most k − 1 non-neighbours of u. Thus, the number
of bad quadruples is at most 2b(k − 1)2.

Lemma 11. For an integer t ⩾ 1, let G be a graph with α(G) ⩽ 2 and |V (G)| even. Suppose
c ⩾ 4 is a real number such that |V (G)| = ct and suppose cm(G) ⩽ t − 1. Let ℓ be a real
number such that ℓ2 > c/t and ℓ ⩽ 1

2c − 3
2 . Let q := 1 − c

ℓ2t
, let k := 1

2(c − 1) − ℓ, so that
q > 0 and k ⩾ 1, and let p := 1/k. Then there is a matching M of G with |M | = t such
that the number of non-adjacent pairs of edges is at most

p2ct(t − 1)3

8q(ct − 1)(ct − 3) .

Proof. Let Aℓ be the set of all partitions X of V (G) into pairs such that

|X ∩ E(G)| ⩾ 1
2(c − 1)t − ℓt.

Since |V (G)| ⩾ ct and cm(G) ⩽ t − 1, by Lemma 8, ω(G) ⩽ t − 1. Since α(G) ⩽ 2,
the non-neighbours of each vertex form a clique, which implies that ∆(G) ⩽ t − 1 and
δ(G) ⩾ |V (G)| − 1 − (t − 1) ⩾ (c − 1)t.

Claim 11.1. Aℓ ̸= ∅.

Proof. Let X be a random partition of V (G) into pairs. By taking F = E(G) and S = V (G)
in Lemma 9,

P
(∣∣∣∣ |E(G) ∩ X| − |E(G)|

|V (G)| − 1

∣∣∣∣ ⩾ ℓt

)
⩽

|V (G)|
ℓ2t2 .

Therefore,

P
( |E(G)|

|V (G)| − 1 − ℓt ⩽ |E(G) ∩ X| ⩽ |E(G)|
|V (G)| − 1 + ℓt

)
⩾ 1 − |V (G)|

ℓ2t2 = q > 0. (2)

Note that when |X ∩ E(G)| ⩾ |E(G)|
|V (G)|−1 − ℓt,

|X ∩ E(G)| ⩾ |E(G)|
|V (G)| − 1 − ℓt ⩾

|V (G)|(c − 1)t
2(|V (G)| − 1) − ℓt ⩾

1
2(c − 1)t − ℓt,
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and therefore X ∈ Aℓ. By (2),
P(X ∈ Aℓ) ⩾ q > 0. (3)

Thus, Aℓ ̸= ∅.

We now describe our process of choosing a random matching M of size t in G. Choose X ∈ Aℓ

(which by Claim 11.1 is non-empty) uniformly at random. Then, choose a matching M with
t edges from X ∩E(G); such a choice is possible because |X ∩E(G)| ⩾ 1

2(c−1)t−ℓt = kt ⩾ t.
Observe that each edge of X ∩ E(G) is chosen to be in M with probability at most p = 1/k,
and therefore for any edge e ∈ E(G):4

P(e ∈ M | e ∈ X and X ∈ Aℓ) = t

|X ∩ E(G)| ⩽
t

kt
= 1

k
= p.

For any two distinct edges e, f ∈ E(G) that do not share an endpoint:

P(e, f ∈ M | e ∈ X and X ∈ Aℓ) = t

|X ∩ E(G)| · t − 1
|X ∩ E(G)| − 1

⩽
t

kt
· t − 1

kt − 1 ⩽
(

t

kt

)2
= p2. (4)

Claim 11.2. For any two distinct edges e, f ∈ E(G) that do not share an endpoint,

P(e ∈ X | X ∈ Aℓ) ⩽
1

q(ct − 1) , and P(e, f ∈ X | X ∈ Aℓ) ⩽
1

q(ct − 1)(ct − 3) .

Proof. Consider a random partition X of V (G) into pairs. By (3):

P(e ∈ X) ⩾ P(e ∈ X and X ∈ Aℓ)
= P(e ∈ X | X ∈ Aℓ) · P(X ∈ Aℓ)
⩾ P(e ∈ X | X ∈ Aℓ) · q.

By (1),
P(e ∈ X) = 1

|V (G)| − 1 ⩽
1

ct − 1 .

Rearranging gives the desired result. The second claim follows from a similar argument.

Since ∆(G) ⩽ t − 1, |E(G)| ⩽ 1
2ct(t − 1). By Lemma 10, the number of bad quadruples of G

is at most ct(t − 1)3. Therefore, there are at most ct(t − 1)3/8 non-adjacent pairs of edges

4Note that we have described two random processes. The first defines X to be a random partition of
V (G) into pairs. The second chooses X ∈ Aℓ uniformly at random. The probabilities in Claim 11.2 refer to
the second process. From now on, we use P( · · · | X ∈ Aℓ) to emphasise that these probabilities refer to the
second process. For probabilities in the first process, we do not condition on X ∈ Aℓ.
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in G that do not share an endpoint. Define:

U :=
{

{e, f} ∈
(

E(G)
2

)
: e and f do not share an endpoint and are non-adjacent

}
.

Then
|U| ⩽ ct(t − 1)3

8 . (5)

For any two distinct edges e, f ∈ E(G) that do not share an endpoint, if e, f ∈ M , then
e, f ∈ X, and thus:

P(e, f ∈ M | X ∈ Aℓ) = P(e, f ∈ M and e, f ∈ X | X ∈ Aℓ).

By (4) and Claim 11.2,

P(e, f ∈ M | X ∈ Aℓ) = P(e, f ∈ M and e, f ∈ X | X ∈ Aℓ)
P(e, f ∈ X | X ∈ Aℓ)

· P(e, f ∈ X | X ∈ Aℓ)

= P(e, f ∈ M | e, f ∈ X and X ∈ Aℓ) · P(e, f ∈ X | X ∈ Aℓ)

⩽ p2 · 1
q(ct − 1)(ct − 3) . (6)

From (5) and (6), it follows that

E(number of non-adjacent pairs of edges in M | X ∈ Aℓ) =
∑

{e,f} ∈ U
P(e, f ∈ M | X ∈ Aℓ)

⩽
p2ct(t − 1)3

8q(ct − 1)(ct − 3) .

This implies that there is a matching M of G with |M | = t such that the number of
non-adjacent pairs of edges is at most p2ct(t−1)3

8q(ct−1)(ct−3) , as desired.

We minimise the bound in Lemma 11 for t large relative to c. We use the following
observation repeatedly.

Observation 12. Let f and g be monic polynomials with deg(f) = n and deg(g) = m.
Then

f(x)
g(x) = xn−m + O(xn−m−1).

We now finish the proof of the main theorem, Theorem 7.

Theorem 7. Let c > 4 be a real number, and t ⩾ 1 be an integer. Let G be a graph with
α(G) ⩽ 2 and |V (G)| ⩾ ct. Then there is a matching M of G with |M | = t such that the
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number of non-adjacent pairs of edges in M is at most(
1

c (c − 1)2 + Oc

(
t−1/3

))(t

2

)
.

Proof. If cm(G) ⩾ t, then we are done. Otherwise, if |V (G)| is odd, then let G′ be the
graph obtained from G by deleting an arbitrary vertex from G. If |V (G)| is even, then let
G′ := G. Therefore, |V (G′)| is even. Let c′ > 0 be a constant such that c′t = |V (G′)|. Then
c′t ⩾ |V (G′)| ⩾ |V (G)| − 1 ⩾ ct − 1, so c′ ⩾ c − 1

t . When t is large relative to c, since c > 4,
we have c′ ⩾ 4. Applying Lemma 11 to G′, for every real number ℓ such that ℓ2 > c′/t and
ℓ ⩽ 1

2c′ − 3
2 , there is a matching M of G′ with |M | = t such that at most

p2c′t(t − 1)3

8q(c′t − 1)(c′t − 3)

pairs of edges are non-adjacent, where k := 1
2(c′ − 1) − ℓ, q := 1 − c′

ℓ2t
and p := 1

k . Plugging
these in yields

p2c′t (t − 1)3

8q (c′t − 1) (c′t − 3) =

(
1

1
2 (c′−1)−ℓ

)2
c′t (t − 1)3

8
(
1 − c′

ℓ2t

)
(c′t − 1) (c′t − 3)

= c′t (t − 1)3

2 (c′ − 1 − 2ℓ)2
(
1 − c′

ℓ2t

)
(c′t − 1) (c′t − 3)

:= f(c′, t, ℓ).

This expression is minimised when

ℓ :=
(

c′ (c′ − 1)
2t

)1/3
. (7)

When t is large relative to c′, observe that the value of ℓ in (7) satisfies ℓ2 > c′/t and
ℓ ⩽ 1

2c′ − 3
2 . We handle the terms of f(c′, t, ℓ) individually. Observe that:

c′t(t − 1)3

(c′t − 1)(c′t − 3) ⩽
t(t − 1)

c′ . (8)

9



Using (7):

c′ − 1 − 2ℓ = c′ − 1 − 2
(

c′(c′ − 1)
2t

)1/3

= (c′ − 1) − 22/3
(

c′(c′ − 1)
t

)1/3

= (c′ − 1)
(

1 − 22/3c′1/3

(c′ − 1)2/3t1/3

)
.

= (c′ − 1)(1 − Oc(t−1/3)). (9)

By (9),

(c′ − 1 − 2ℓ)2 = (c′ − 1)2
(
1 − Oc(t−1/3)

)2

= (c′ − 1)2
(
1 − 2 · Oc(t−1/3) + Oc(t−2/3)

)
. (10)

For the (1 − c′

ℓ2t
) term,

ℓ2t =
(

c′(c′ − 1)
2t

)2/3
t = t1/3(c′(c′ − 1))2/3

22/3 .

By (9),

1 − c′

ℓ2t
= 1 − c′ · 22/3

t1/3(c′(c′ − 1))2/3 = 1 − 22/3c′1/3

(c′ − 1)2/3t1/3 = 1 − Oc(t−1/3). (11)

By (8), (10) and (11), since t is large relative to c′,

f
(
c′, t, ℓ

)
⩽

1
2c′ (t(t − 1))

(
c′ − 1

)−2
(
1 − 2 · Oc(t−1/3) + Oc

(
t−2/3

))−1 (
1 − Oc(t−1/3)

)−1

= 1
2c′(c′ − 1)2 (t(t − 1))

(
1 + Oc(t−1/3)

)2

= 1
2c′(c′ − 1)2 (t(t − 1))

(
1 + Oc(t−1/3)

)
=
( 1

c′(c′ − 1)2 + Oc(t−1/3)
)(

t

2

)
.
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Recall that c′ ⩾ c − 1
t . Therefore,

f
(
c′, t, ℓ

)
⩽
( 1

c′(c′ − 1)2 + Oc(t−1/3)
)(

t

2

)

⩽

(
1

(c − 1
t )(c − 1

t − 1)2 + Oc(t−1/3)
)(

t

2

)

=
(

1
c(c − 1)2

(
1 + Oc

(1
t

))3
+ Oc(t−1/3)

)(
t

2

)

=
( 1

c(c − 1)2

(
1 + Oc

(1
t

))
+ Oc(t−1/3)

)(
t

2

)

=
( 1

c(c − 1)2 + Oc(t−1/3)
)(

t

2

)

as desired.

Acknowledgements. Thanks to David Wood for helpful comments on an early draft of
this paper.
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