arXiv:2301.02178v1 [math.CO] 5 Jan 2023

Sum Labelling Graphs of Maximum Degree Two

Henning Fernau (Universität Trier, Universitätsring 15, Trier, Germany)^1, Kshitij Gajjar (Indian Institute of Technology Jodhpur, Rajasthan, India)^1

Abstract

The concept of sum labelling was introduced in 1990 by Harary. A graph is a sum graph if its vertices can be labelled by distinct positive integers in such a way that two vertices are connected by an edge if and only if the sum of their labels is the label of another vertex in the graph. It is easy to see that every sum graph has at least one isolated vertex, and every graph can be made a sum graph by adding at most n^2 isolated vertices to it. The minimum number of isolated vertices that need to be added to a graph to make it a sum graph is called the sum number of the graph.

The sum number of several prominent graph classes (e.g., cycles, trees, complete graphs) is already well known. We examine the effect of taking the disjoint union of graphs on the sum number. In particular, we provide a complete characterization of the sum number of graphs of maximum degree two, since every such graph is the disjoint union of paths and cycles.

Keywords: Sum labelling, Sum number, Cycles, Paths, Graph union

1. Introduction

The area of graph labelling is a specific subarea of graph theory that has developed an enormous body of literature, as testified by Gallian’s dynamic survey [1] which mentions over 3000 research papers. One of these labellings is sum labelling, introduced by Harary [2] as a form of representing graphs. It is known [3] that every n-vertex graph G can be represented via a sum labelling, which means that it is possible to add at most n^2 isolated vertices (also called isolates, in short) to G to make it a sum graph. This makes sum

Email addresses: fernau@uni-trier.de (Henning Fernau (Universität Trier, Universitätsring 15, Trier, Germany)), kshitij@iitj.ac.in (Kshitij Gajjar (Indian Institute of Technology Jodhpur, Rajasthan, India)) Preprint submitted to Discrete Mathematics January 6, 2023

13254 14375

(a)(b)(c)

Figure 1: (a) This graph is not a sum graph, because it has no isolated vertices; (b) This is an incorrect sum labelling of a sum graph, because (1, 4) is not an edge yet there is a vertex labelled 1 + 4 = 5 in the graph; (c) This is a correct sum labelling of a sum graph.

labelling a compelling concept from the viewpoint of computer science also, because it may be that certain graphs can be encoded much more succinctly with sum labellings than with the more traditional ways of storing graphs.

Let us now fix some notations. We deal with simple, undirected graphs, specified (as usual) as G = (V, E), where V is the (finite) set of vertices of G, and E is its set of edges. If v is an endpoint of an edge e, then we say that v and e are incident. The number of edges incident to a vertex is the degree of the vertex. Let N denote the set of all natural numbers (positive integers). Then, we say that G is a sum graph if there exists an injective mapping λ : V → N (called the sum labelling of the vertices of G) such that E = {xy | ∃z ∈ V : λ(z) = λ(x) + λ(y)}. Up to isomorphism, the set of numbers λ(V ) therefore determines G. In other words, λ encodes G. As isolated vertices (i.e., vertices of degree zero) are usually irrelevant in applications, λ(V ) can be viewed as the description of G \ I, where I is the set of all isolated vertices of G. Then, λ(V ) is called the sum number encoding of G \ I. Conversely, given a graph G without isolates, the minimum number of isolates that need to be added to G in order to make it a sum graph is called the sum number of G, written as σ(G). Thus, G + N_{σ(G)} is a sum graph. (Here, + denotes the disjoint union of graphs. Also, N_i denotes the null graph (edgeless graph) on i vertices, or equivalently, a set of i isolated vertices.) See Figure 1 for some examples and non-examples of sum graphs and sum labellings.

A labelling function λ can be also seen as operating on edges by the summability condition. λ(e) for an edge e = xy ∈ E is defined as λ(x)+λ(y). Thus, though only the vertices are labelled by a sum-labelling, we sometimes 2 also refer to its edges as labelled by the sum of its endpoints (two different edges can have the same edge label).

Are substantial savings possible with sum number encodings of graphs? Some partial answers are possible from the literature. For instance, σ(K_n) = 2n−3 is known for n ≥ 4, i.e., 3n−3 numbers suffice to store the information about the complete graph K_n, while traditional methods would need O(n^2) bits. As mentioned in [4], this can be obtained by labelling vertex x_i with 4i − 3, with 1 ≤ i ≤ n, leading to isolate labels 4j + 2 for 1 ≤ j ≤ 2n − 3. Hence, the sizes of the labels are in fact linear in n.

The focus of our study is the sum number of certain graphs. This follows much of the tradition in the literature, as can be seen in surveys like [1, 5]. More precisely, we prove as our main result a complete picture of the sum number of every graph of maximum degree two. As a consequence, if G has maximum degree two, then σ(G) ≤ 3. This is not completely expected, as it is known that the sum number of general graphs grows with the number of edges [6]. In fact, this can happen even with sparse graphs [7, 8].

When talking about sum labelling a whole infinite family of graphs G, often with the additional property that for each positive integer n, there is at most one graph G_n of order n within G, we also speak of a labelling scheme λ : N → N that formalizes the labelling strategy that we suggest for G in the following sense. For G_n, to be labelled with i isolates, we take {1, . . . , n} as the vertex set of G_n and consider the set of numbers {λ(1), . . . , λ(n + i)} as the set of labels of the sum graph G_n + N_i. Extending this notion, a general labelling scheme is specified by three functions λ : N → N, σ : N → N and ι : N → N that are interpreted as a labelling strategy for G_n ∈ G of order n, with i isolates, as follows. As the set of vertices of G_n + N_i, we consider V_{n+i} = {σ(n), σ(n) + 1, . . . , σ(n) + n − 1, ι(n), ι(n) + 1, . . . , ι(n) + i − 1}, where the first n numbers denote the vertices of G_n, and as labels we take λ(j) with j ∈ V_{n+i}. This boils down to a labelling scheme if σ(n) is constant one and ι(n) = n + 1. More general labelling strategies of n-vertex graphs of a family of graphs G are possible and will be discussed later in this paper.

Our main result is a complete precise characterization of all graphs G of maximum degree two:

Theorem 1. Let G be a graph of maximum degree two. Then, σ(G) = δ(G) except for two graphs, namely C_4 and C_4 + P_2, for which σ(G) = δ(G) + 1.

Harary [2] already showed that σ(C_4) = 3, and that the minimum degree of a graph is always a lower bound on its sum number (i.e., σ(G) ≥ δ(G) 3

Sum-labelling graphs of maximum degree two: a strategy

1. Firstly, we deal with all cycles of length not equal to four (if any), in descending order of length.

2. Secondly, we deal with all cycles of length four (if any).

3. Finally, we deal with paths (if any), in descending order of length.

Figure 2: Our proposed strategy for sum-labelling graphs G with 1 ≤ δ(G) ≤ Δ(G) ≤ 2.

for all graphs G). Therefore, to prove our main theorem, it suffices to show that σ(G) ≤ δ(G) for all graphs G of maximum degree two, except for C_4 and C_4 + P_2. An additional proof is required to show that σ(C_4 + P_2) = 2. Apart from having a combinatorial result, we can also interpret our proof as providing an algorithm that labels any graph of maximum degree two optimally with respect to its sum number.

For the motivation of efficiently storing graphs, this is not completely satisfying, as the sizes of the labels could be exponential in the number of vertices of the graph according to our constructions, which means that we might need up to O(n^2) many bits for storing an n-vertex graph. In principle and in general, we can do this more efficiently in terms of label sizes [9], but the algorithm presented in [9] is not tailored towards using as few isolates as possible, i.e., it does not obey the sum number of the graph, which is the focus of this study.

Notice that every graph of maximum degree two is a disjoint union of cycles and paths (in other words, each connected component of the graph is either a path or a cycle). To prove our main theorem, we will deal with the connected components in a specific sequence. This naturally produces an algorithm that optimally labels (with respect to the sum number) all graphs with maximum degree two. We provide a sketch of our strategy in Figure 2.

Figure 2 also explains the sequence in which we will treat all graphs of maximum degree two. For example, if the graph G is

G = 5C_3 + 2C_4 + C_6 + 2C_7 + 3C_9 + 4P_2 + P_5 + 2P_8 + P_9,

then we will deal with the components of G in the following order:

3C_9, 2C_7, C_6, 5C_3, 2C_4, P_9, 2P_8, P_5, 4P_2. 4

2. The space complexity of sum labelling

One of our motivations to return to sum labellings was the idea that one can use them to efficiently store graphs. This idea was already expressed in [3]. There, they consider the notion of the range r(λ) of a labelling λ, which is defined as the difference between max λ(V ) and min λ(V ),^1 with r(λ) = max_{v,v′∈V} λ(v) − λ(v^′) . To clearly distinguish our notion of range from the ones mentioned in footnote 1, let us introduce the sum range number r_σ(G) of a graph G as the smallest range of a labelling of a sum graph G + N_k for some k. As eventually the range grows with the number of vertices, here we propose two different ways of ensuring that the numbers involved do not grow too fast.

To better motivate the introduction of these new graph parameters, let us first analyze the sizes needed to store graphs in a database using a sum labelling encoding. A graph G = (V, E) on n vertices can be stored as follows: We need O(log n) bits to store n itself, plus O(log log(max λ(V ))) bits to store log_2(max λ(V )), O(log σ(G)) bits to store the number of isolates and then log_2(2 max λ(V )) · (n + σ(G)) more bits for the (at best ordered) list of numbers (vertex and isolate labels). In the end, we have to store a list of n + σ(G) many integers, each with log_2(2k) many bits, because edge labels (e.g., labels of isolates) have value of at most 2k.

Instead, one could also first store the smallest label and then one would only need log_2(r) bits per number, where r is the range of the labelling. More precisely, if we want to given an estimate of the number of bits needed to store graph G = (V, E) with the labelling λ, we get the following formula.

2(log_2 n + min_{v∈V} log_2(λ(v))) + |λ(V ∪ E)| · log_2(r(λ)) (1)

Notice that although it looks beneficial to minimize |λ(V ∪ E)| by choosing a labelling λ_σ that achieves σ(G), i.e., where |λ_σ(V ∪ E)| = |V | + σ(G), there could be another labelling λ with |λ(V ∪ E)| > |V | + σ(G), but r(λ) could be much smaller than r(λ_σ), potentially out-weighing the disadvantage of needing more isolates. This is true in particular when r takes values exponential in n, as for the Ellingham-labelling for trees [11].

1 In [3] and also in [10], under the name spum, the mentioned difference is considered only for labellings that attain the sum number. 5

Further stretching our notation, we will also consider r_λ for a labelling strategy λ, i.e., for a way to label a whole family of sparse graphs as described above, so that r_λ can be viewed as a mapping that associates to n the largest range of any labelling of an n-vertex graph according to this strategy. Hence, we can analyze the growth of r_λ for certain labelling strategies.

What is the main purpose of a graph database? Clearly, one has to access the graphs. A basic operation would be to answer the query if there is an edge between two vertices. Now, if max λ(V ) is polynomial in n = |V |, we can answer this query in time O(log(n)). Namely, assuming the polynomial bound on the size of the labels, we would need time O(log(n)) to add the two labels of the vertices, and we also need time O(log(n)) to search for the sum in the ordered list of numbers, using binary search. Otherwise, the additional time O(log(max λ(V ))) would be quite expensive, probably making the idea of storing large graphs as sum graphs in databases unattractive. Therefore, also the range of labellings should be considered.

Other parameters that measure the space consumption of storing graphs even more accurately have been discussed in [9]. However, for the discussions in this paper, the two parameters λ and r(λ) suffice, also because these are more accessible from the combinatorial viewpoint that we consider here.

The main difficulty in dealing with the combinatorics of sum labelling prevails also for these modified definitions, which is the question of how to prove lower bounds. The only general assertion that is available is to say that the sum number of a graph is at least as big as its minimum degree. There are also generalizations of this observation based on degree sequences (see [12, 4]), but this is irrelevant to us, as we consider graphs of bounded degree. For instance, this means that the sum number of a collection of cycles is at least two. But, as we see in the following, even proving that certain collections of cycles have a sum number of two is far from trivial. There are no really systematic tools available.

Regarding the notion of sum range number, it is nice to observe that the proof of Theorem 2.1 of [10] concerning the spum of a graph is also valid in our case (which is, as discussed above, a definitorial variation of spum), so that we can state without proof the following result.

Proposition 1. Let G be a graph of order n with minimum degree δ(G) and maximum degree Δ(G). Then, r_σ(G) ≥ 2n − (Δ(G) − δ(G)) − 2.

Observe that for regular graphs, the lower bound stated in the previous proposition simplifies to 2n − 2. Unfortunately, even for our simple graph families, we reach this bound only occasionally. 6

1631173018291928202721262225232447 (b) (a)23561112232447489596191192383384767

Figure 3: (a) The exponential labelling scheme; (b) The linear labelling scheme.

3. A first example: labelling a disjoint collection of edges

This section should be treated as an introductory example into the intricacies of sum labelling. It has also been studied earlier [9, 10]. Moreover, it covers an important subcase of our main theorem, which is 1-regular graphs, or graphs of (maximum) degree one (without isolates). Also, one can see examples that deal with the union of two graphs, each of sum number one.

It is known that all trees have sum number 1; according to a remark following Theorem 5.1 in [11], all forests also have sum number 1. However, it is not that clear how fast the label sizes grow in these constructions. Also, recall that it is still an open question for general graphs with sum number one whether their graph union again has sum number one [3]. Thus, we will present two different constructions that label a disjoint collection of edges. More mathematically speaking, we will show two labelling schemes for the family of 1-regular graphs: an exponential labelling and a linear labelling.

3.1. An exponential solution

If you have n vertices (i.e., n/2 edges), label the first edge as (2, 3). The second edge starts with the edge label of the first edge (2 + 3 = 5, so the second edge is labelled (5, 6)). The third edge starts with the edge label of the second edge (5 + 6 = 11, so the third edge is labelled (11, 12)), and so on (see Figure 3 (a) for an example with n = 16).

Generalising this, the following labelling scheme λ : N → N works for every 1-regular graph: λ(n) = 2 if n = 1 λ(n − 1) + 1 if n is even λ(n − 2) + λ(n − 1) if n is odd and n > 1

The Online Encyclopedia of Integer Sequences suggests that this is another variation on Ulam numbers if we think of the starting point to be λ(0) = 1. Then, λ(n) (for n > 1) can be seen as the smallest (when n is even) or largest (when n is odd) number bigger than λ(n − 1) that is a unique sum of two distinct earlier terms of the sequence. This connection also suggests the following closed form: λ(n) = { 3 · 2^{k−1} if n is even, i.e., n = 2k 3 · 2^k − 1 if n is odd, i.e., n = 2k + 1

In other words, we have λ(n) ∈ Θ ((√ 2 )_n) , implying that it is exponential in n. Although the suggested labelling λ is optimal with respect to the sum number σ, we see: r(λ_n) ∈ Θ ((√ 2 )_n) . Can we do better with respect to the sum range number?

3.2. A linear solution

Consider the following general labelling scheme for 1-regular graphs (observe that n is necessarily even) that we first describe in a more intuitive fashion, already indicating the edges. (n, 2n − 1), (n + 1, 2n − 2), . . . , ( 3n 2 − 1, 3n 2 ) . Here, writing (λ(u), λ(v)) refers to two vertices u, v that are connected by an edge (see Figure 3 (b) for an example with n = 16). Notice that all edge labels sum to 3n − 1 (which is the isolate), and even the sum of the two smallest labels, i.e., n + (n + 1) = 2n + 1, is smaller than 3n − 1 but bigger than any other label in the graph. More formally, we consider the functions λ, σ, ι with λ(n) = σ(n) = n and ι(n) = 3n − 1. This gives as vertex names {n, n + 1, . . . , 2n − 1} for a 1-regular graph of order n.

This general labelling scheme can be further generalized by using the parameters (x, y, d, k), with x < y (in our example, x = n, y = 2n − 1, d = 1, k = n/2 − 1), by putting (x, y), (x + d, y − d), . . . , (x + kd, y − kd) . 8

All labels sum up to x + y, which is the isolate. As long as the sum of the two smallest labels, i.e., 2x+d, is smaller than x+y but bigger than y, such a sum labelling is valid. As the scheme consists of interleaving an increasing arithmetic progression with a decreasing arithmetic progression (with the same “slope”), we call such schemes arithmetic progression schemes.

The concrete arithmetic progression scheme that we first suggested has as its range the numbers n through 2n − 1 and is hence (nearly) optimal, as Proposition 1 gives 2n − 2 as a lower bound. Singla, Tiwari & Tripathi [10] show an upper bound of 2n−1. Therefore, we know that the optimal answer is either 2n − 2 or 2n − 1, but we do not know which one it is.

3.3. Labelling paths

The ideas presented for 1-regular graphs work for paths also. As we will need the exponential labelling scheme explicitly in the following, we are going to present (only) this one now. For the linear solutions, we refer to [9, 10].

A scheme could be based on fixing two positive integers x, y as parameters, and then defining the labelling scheme λ^ϕ_{x,y} : N → N as follows.

λ^ϕ_{x,y}(n) = x if n = 1 y if n = 2 λ^ϕ_{x,y}(n − 2) + λ^ϕ_{x,y}(n − 1) if n > 2 (2) Due to the similarity to Fibonacci numbers, it is clear that λ^ϕ_{x,y}(n) = O(ϕ^n), where ϕ is the golden ratio number, irrespectively of the start values x, y. We can hence deduce the following well-known fact by this Fibonacci scheme.

Lemma 1. For any n ∈ N, σ(P_n) = 1.

4. Several labelling strategies for collections of cycles

Recall that according to the algorithmic strategy sketched in Figure 2, we first deal with all cycles of length five and larger, then with all triangles, and finally with all cycles of length four. The collection of C_4 is the most tricky one, as it could possibly leave us with three intermediate isolates. Apart from this special situation, we will always face the situation that after having dealt with k − 1 cycles, we have two isolates that we integrate into the kth cycle as the start of a new Fibonacci-type labelling. This is discussed in detail in the following subsections.

For the inductive argument, it becomes crucial to know that our labelling contains a non-trivial arithmetic progression, or NTAP for short. This means that we find three labels x, x + d, x + 2d in the proposed labelling such that the offset d is not a label.

4.1. Collections of 4-cycles

In this subsection, we actually present two labelling strategies. The first one could be called “linear-exponential” in the sense that the proposed labelling strategy is linear (an arithmetic progression) per cycle, but from cycle to cycle, we observe an exponential growth. It uses three isolates (always) but has a smaller range compared to the second strategy that uses two isolates only (from two C_4 onwards) but needs a larger range.

4.1.1. A linear-exponential labelling scheme

Consider the labelling (2, 5, 8, 11) of a C_4. Notice that the progression is arithmetic, with a difference of 3. All numbers are congruent 2 modulo 3.

The three isolates are: (7, 13, 19). This arithmetic progression, with a difference of 6, can be again lifted to a labelling of a second C_4, which is then (7, 13, 19, 25). All numbers are congruent 1 modulo 3.

The three isolates are now: (20, 32, 44). This arithmetic progression, with a difference of 12, can be again lifted to a labelling of a third C_4, which is then (20, 32, 44, 56). All numbers are congruent 2 modulo 3, as with the first C_4.

It is clear that we can continue this construction by adding a fourth C_4 with labels (52, 76, 100, 124). All numbers are congruent 1 modulo 3.

To wrap up, the odd-numbered cycles get numbers that are congruent to 1 modulo 3, while the even-numbered cycles get numbers which are congruent to 2 modulo 3. These modulo 3 observations show that no edges can ever occur between vertices in subsequent cycles. As all the edge labels of the ith cycle can be found on the (i + 1)th cycle, we can see that (as the differences on the ith cycle are of the form 3 · 2^{i−1}), the non-edges (diagonals) on the ith cycle cannot be represented by vertices on the (i + 1)th cycle. By the aforementioned exponential growth of the labels one cycle to the next cycle, further non-edges cannot be represented by the suggested numbers. This proves:

Lemma 2. If G is a disjoint union of C_4’s, then σ(G) ≤ 3.

Moreover, we can state: 10

Lemma 3. r_λ(G) ∈ O(2^{n/4}) for a graph G of order n that is a union of C_4’s, for the specific labelling scheme λ that we described above.

4.1.2. Towards optimal sum labellings

We know that σ(kC_4) ∈ {2, 3} (Lemma 2), and it is known that σ(C_4) = 3. Can we possibly also show that σ(2C_4) = 2 or even σ(3C_4) = 2? Let us try a bit of algebra, assuming arithmetic progression labellings of the two considered C_4’s.

xx + dx + 3d x + 2d2x + d 2x + 3d 2x − d 2x + 5d 4x + 4d

4x + 8d

Figure 4: An algebraic approach to the C_4 problem.

The idea of Figure 4 is to find one of the three isolates of the second cycle within the labels of the first cycle. The only way this could happen is for the isolate 4x = (2x + d) + (2x − d). Clearly, 4x ≠ x. If 4x = x + d, then 3x = d. This contradicts the label 2x − d, which implies that 2x > d. If 4x = x + 2d, we conclude 3x = 2d, so that x is even and d is divisible by 3. The smallest numbers satisfying these conditions are x = 2 and d = 3; see Figure 5. These divisibility conditions also enforce that all other labellings of this form have to be scalings of this minimal labelling by some constant factor. Finally, if 4x = x+3d, then x = d. Hence, the number 2x+d = x+2d would occur twice as a vertex label. Therefore, under the conditions that our first cycle is labeled as in Figure 4, Figure 5 basically shows the only possibility. Notice that this labelling contains the NTAP 2 − 5 − 8.

25118 191317 2032

Figure 5: A minimal way to label a 2C_4 with two isolates.

Could scaling help to also label 3C_4 with our strategy? The somewhat surprising answer is yes. First, we look at a concrete example in Figure 6. The trick consists in the following steps: 11

1. Multiply all labels used so far by a sufficiently large constant z > 2, which is four in our example. We actually need that (modulo z) z − 1 ≠ z + 1. To ease our inductive argument, let us always pick z = 4.

2. Pick the smallest three labels of the first cycle, which is x = 8, x + d = 20, x + 2d = 32 in our example, and select numbers a, b, c, e to label the third cycle. To avoid unwanted edges, choose a = x/2 + 1 (recall that x must be an even number), b = x/2 − 1, c = (x + 2d)/2 + 1, e = (x + 2d)/2 − 1.

3. Observe that the isolates of the 2C_4-construction remain untouched.

4. Also, since our labelling of 2C_4 contains a NTAP, the proposed labelling of 3C_4 contains a NTAP too.

820443285247653151780128

Figure 6: A way to label a 3C_4 with two isolates.

3280176128112208163042012606817156365320512

Figure 7: A way to label a 4C_4 with two isolates.

As the 2C_4-construction remains untouched up to scaling, we can actually repeat this argument, which could give the labelling of a 4C_4 as in Figure 7, and this type of argument continues to prove by induction on k:

Lemma 4. σ(kC_4) = 2 for all k ≥ 2. Moreover, the corresponding labelling contains a NTAP.

Proof. Let us describe some details of the induction. For our inductive argument to work, we make the additional claim that the three smallest 12 numbers x, y, z labelling the first cycle form an arithmetic progression, i.e., there is a number d such that y = x + d and z = x + 2d. Moreover, d is not a label of any vertex, so that the labelling satisfies NTAP. The induction basis for k = 2 was given above and satisfies NTAP. Let us assume that the labelling strategy works for some specific k = K ≥ 2. When we multiply all labels of the first K cycles by four, then this will not change the fact that (exactly) the edges of the K cycles are described by these numbers, plus the two isolates that remain as isolates in the overall labelling. Also some NTAP is found after the modification by multiplication. The labelling of the (K + 1)st cycle builds upon the smallest three labels x, x + d, x + 2d of the first cycle, choosing a = x/2 + 1, b = x/2 − 1, as well as c = a + d and e = b + d as labels of the last cycle. As we multiplied all original numbers by four, x is an even number. Also, a + b = x, a + e = b + c = x + d and c + e = x + 2d, so that all wanted edge labels can be found as vertex labels on the first cycle. By way of contrast, the unwanted edges corresponding to a + c = 2a + d = x + d + 2 and b + e = 2b + d = x + d − 2 cannot be found as vertex labels, because all vertex labels of the first K cycles (and also the isolates) are divisible by four, including the label x + d. Finally, as all ‘new labels’ are odd and all ‘old labels’ are even, an edge between an ‘old vertex’ and a ‘new vertex’ must be labelled with a ‘new label’, and this also implies that only the two bigger ‘new labels’ c and e could possibly serve as edge labels. Moreover, as c is one congruent four, this must match the only other label that is one congruent four, which is a, as all ‘old labels’ are divisible by four. Hence, the question is if c − a = d is an ‘old label’, which is clearly not the case by induction. Similarly, b and e are three congruent four, but e − b = d and the same argument applies in this case as well. □

Notice that in the recursive labelling algorithm hidden in the previous proof, the assumption that d does not occur as a vertex label is crucial, as otherwise there would be an unwanted edge between a and d, because we have the vertex label a + d.

In contrast to the labelling strategy described in the previous subsection, and in particular analyzed in Lemma 3, we obtain a worse relation concerning the growth of the range for this new labelling strategy.

Lemma 5. There is a labelling strategy λ for disjoint unions of C_4’s such that r_λ(G) ∈ O(2^{n/2}) for a graph of order n which is a collection of n/4 many C_4’s.

Proof. Although also the size of the smallest label grows in this magnitude, it suffices to estimate the size of the largest label. For 2C_4, this is 32 = 2 · 2^{8/2}, as described in Figure 5. As this largest label is always multiplied by 4 = 2^{4/2}, we get 2 · 2^{n/2} = 2 · 2^{(n−4)/2} · 2^{4/2} by induction, considering an n-vertex graph which is a collection of n/4 many C_4’s. □

We can generalize the construction of Lemma 4 to get the following result.

Proposition 2. Let G be a graph with δ(G) = σ(G) = 2 such that there is a sum-optimal labelling λ of the sum graph H = G + N_2 such that λ(V (H)) contains a NTAP, then there is a sum-optimal labelling λ^′ of the sum graph H^′ = G + C_4 + N_2 such that λ(V (H^′)) contains a NTAP.

For example, consider C_3 + C_4, starting with a labelling 1 − 3 − 4 of the C_3. Now, the isolates are 5 and 7. Observe that 1, 3, 5 is an arithmetic progression whose offset 2 is not a vertex label. Hence, we can multiply the numbers by 4 to get a labelling 4 − 12 − 16 of the C_3, with isolate labels 20 and 28. Finally, we label the C_4 as 1 − 3 − 9 − 11. Clearly, the same isolate labels of 20 and 28 suffice.

This proposition will come in handy when finally combining the results of this subsection with that of the next one. The importance of the arithmetic progression becomes also clear when revisiting Lemma 12. Unfortunately, as already described in Lemma 5, the range will grow exponentially with base √ 2 if this proposition is applied repeatedly.

4.2. Collections of cycles without 4-cycles

We first discuss labelling strategies for collections of cycles without C_4, but Proposition 2 immediately shows a way how to add C_4 afterwards, as we explain in the following.

4.2.1. Dealing with long cycles

We will consider Fibonacci-labellings of cycles C_n, with n > 4,^2 leaving the case of triangles to be treated later. λ_n(x, y) : (x, x + y, 2x + y, 3x + 2y, . . . , F (n)x + F (n − 1)y) with isolates (F (n) + 1)x + F (n − 1)y and F (n + 1)x + F (n)y, using the Fibonacci sequence F : (1, 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 13, 21, . . .) with F (0) = 0 for convenience.

2Collections of such longer cycles were treated in [13] in a similar fashion. 14

Lemma 6. For any n ≥ 3, n > 4, and any 1 ≤ x ≤ y, λ_n(x, y) gives a sum labelling of C_n.

In fact, we can consider the labelling scheme λ(x, y)(k) = F (k)x+F (k−1)y. Notice that the corresponding range function grows as φ^n for C_n, where φ is the golden ratio number.

The parameters x and y (x < y) give us great flexibility. We could start labelling the first of a certain number of longer cycles, starting with x_1 = 1 and y_1 = 1. If the first cycle has length n_1, the last of its vertices would be labelled F (n_1)x_1 + F (n_1 − 1)y = F (n_1) + F (n_1 − 1) = F (n_1 + 1). The two isolates (F (n_1)+1)+F (n_1−1) = F (n_1+1)+1, F (n_1+1)+F (n_1) = F (n_1+2), giving us a new pair (x_2, y_2). If the second cycle has length n_2, the last of its vertices would be labelled F (n_2)x_2 + F (n_2 − 1)y_2 = F (n_2)(F (n_1 + 1) + 1) + F (n_2 − 1)F (n_1 + 2). We get similar expressions for the isolates, which will again form the start (x_3, y_3) of labelling the next cycle etc.

We explain this labeling strategy by an example, a collection of three C_5 in Figure 8. The disadvantage of this strategy comes from the fact that we do not see an arithmetic progression in it such that its offset is not a vertex label. In particular, how do we label C_5 + C_4?

However, there is a remedy to it: Singla, Tiwari & Tripathi [10] showed that (for r_σ, the spum number) r_σ(C_n) ∈ [2n − 2, 2n − 1] for n ≥ 4, and r_σ(C_n) = 2n − 1 for n ≥ 13. Namely, for odd n ≥ 5, they propose the label set L(C_n) = [n − 3, 2n − 4] ∪ {3n − 6, 3n − 4} ordered as (n − 3, n − 1, 2n − 5, n + 1, 2n − 7, n + 3, 2n − 9, . . . , 2n − 4, n − 2, n − 3) For instance, this gives the labelling (2, 4, 5, 6, 3) of a C_5, with isolates 9, 11. Unfortunately, this is not a valid labelling as claimed in the paper, as we get the unwanted edge between the vertices labelled 2 and 9, adding up to the label 11. The labelling works for n = 7, though, where we get (4, 6, 9, 8, 7, 10, 5) with isolates 15, 17. Namely, we find that the difference 3n−6−(3n−4) = 2 between the two isolate labels only occurs in [n−3, 2n−4] when n = 5. In [10], another labelling was proposed for even n ≥ 4:^3

L(C_n) = [n − 2, 2n − 3] ∪ {3n − 5, 3n − 3} ordered like (n − 2, 2n − 3, n, 2n − 5, n + 2, 2n − 7, . . . , 2n − 4, n − 1, n − 2) 3Other than claimed, the proposed labelling actually does not work for n = 4. 15

Thus, for n = 6, the C_6 can be labelled (4, 9, 6, 7, 8, 5), with isolates 13, 15. In all cases, we clearly find a NTAP, for instance for the proposed C_6- labelling 4, 5, 6 with offset 1.

As this is of importance for our algorithm, let us show that there does indeed exist a sum labelling of the C_5 that satisfies the conditions we need.

Lemma 7. The labelling (1, 2, 7, 9, 3), with isolates 4, 12, 16 contains the arithmetic progression 2 − 7 − 12 whose offset 5 is not a label of any vertex.

This looks worse than what the Fibonacci labelling would deliver, as we need three isolates, but it is in fact better, as 4, 12, 16 might be seen as the start of a Fibonacci labelling on the second cycle. This proves that σ(C_5 + C_n) = 2 if n ≠ 4, and accordingly an optimal labelling can be given that contains a NTAP. For instance, C_5 + C_3 can be labelled with {1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 9, 12, 16}, with isolates {20, 28}. Only for the next cycles, we employ the Fibonacci scheme. This preserves the property to have a NTAP.

Lemma 8. The labelling of C_5 + C_4 with the C_5 labelled as (2, 4, 6, 10, 16) and the C_4 labelled as (1, 9, 18, 26) (with isolates 27, 44) contains the NTAP 10 − 27 − 44.

Proof. The C_5-labelling follows a Fibonacci scheme. As 1 + 9 = 10, one C_4 edge label is in the C_5, while its other edge labels are in the isolates. □

This labelling scheme can be generalized as follows:

C_5 : (a, b, a + b, a + 2b, 2a + 3b); C_4 : (c, 2b + c, 3a + 3b, 3a + 5b);

isolates : 3a + 5b + c, 6a + 8b.

The above labelling requires that a = 2c (to ensure that a + 2b = 2b + 2c for the edge connecting 2b + c and c), and b ≠ 3c (to avoid the unwanted edge a + (a + b) = b + 4c being represented by 2b + c).

To conclude this section, we show how to label 3C_5 in two different ways. Figure 8 shows a labelling were we strictly follow a Fibonacci scheme. If we use Lemma 7 at the beginning (with the advantage of showing an arithmetic progression as desired), we arrive at Figure 9.

12358 9132235576692158250408

Figure 8: How to label a collection of cycles, here three C_5’s, with isolates 474, 658.

12793 121628444 4872120192312

Figure 9: How to label a collection of cycles, here three C_5’s, with isolates 360, 504, and NTAP 2 − 7 − 12.

4.2.2. Dealing with triangles

We will prove the following assertion about collection of triangles (C_3’s).

Lemma 9. Any Fibonacci labelling scheme for a non-empty collection of triangles gives a valid sum labelling that contains a NTAP.

More precisely, consider λ^′_n(x, y) : (x, x+y, 2x+y; 3x+y, 3x+2y, 6x+3y; 9x+4y, 9x+5y, 18x+9y; . . .) as a labelling scheme serving for ℓ many C_3’s, with isolates 3^ℓx + ⌊3^ℓ/2⌋y, 3^ℓx + ⌈3^ℓ/2⌉y . This scheme is different in terms of growth compared to the schemes set up before for longer cycles. Yet, it can be embedded in an inductive construction of a labelling of any number of cycles excluding C_4.

To finally co-ordinate such a labelling with subsequently labelling a collection of C_4, we need to satisfy a NTAP. First, observe that y (in λ^′_n(x, y)) is not the label of any vertex if y ≠ x. Then, in order to obtain an arithmetic progression, we might find x+2y = 3x+y, or y = 2x. In other words, we propose the labelling scheme

λ^{(3)}_n (z) = λ^′_n(z, 2z) : (z, 3z, 4z; 5z, 7z, 12z; 17z, 19z, 36z; 53z, 55z, . . . ) 17

2461016182619 274471

Figure 10: How to label C_5 + C_4 + C_3, with isolates 98, 115, and NTAP 10 − 18 − 26.

for collection of triangles. For example, for a single C_3, we can take the labelling (1, 3, 4; 5, 7), with z = 1. If we consider the sequence g(n) of smallest labels per cycle in this sequence of labels, assuming z = 1, we get the recursion g(1) = 1 and g(k) = 3g(k − 1) + 2. This proves that g(k) ∈ Ω(3^k). Hence, the range of the labelling scheme λ^{(3)}n (z) grows exponentially, similar to (^3 √ 3)^n with the number n of vertices.

We can hence use these schemes to label any collection of cycles without C_4, simply by interpreting the two isolates ι_1 and ι_2 necessary to label a collection of ℓ cycles (by induction hypothesis) as the first two vertices, say, x and x + y, of the next cycle. Also, it is clear that any collection of cycles that contains at least one triangle and that is labelled this way has a NTAP. Hence, we can apply Proposition 2 to add a collection of C_4 on top. At each time, we only need two isolates for this collection of cycles, apart from one exception, when the whole collection only contains one C_5, where a special labelling was described in Lemma 8. This proves our main theorem for 2-regular graphs.

Although our labelling strategy λ for 2-regular graphs G attains σ(G), one can see that r_σ(λ) ∈ O(φ^n) in the worst case, where φ is the golden ratio number. But if the cycle collection contains only smaller cycles, the growth rate becomes smaller. Nonetheless, it stays exponential, and it is unclear if there are labelling strategies for 2-regular graphs whose range stays polynomial.

As a final comment, notice that the sequence of labellings that we propose, i.e., our labelling strategy, is not the only possible one, as shown in Figure 10, where the labelling of C_5 + C_4 as shown in Lemma 8 is finally combined with labelling a C_3. Our standard labelling strategy would be a bit worse, as shown in Figure 11.

48283612 532523

164864

Figure 11: Labelling C_5 + C_3 + C_4, with isolates 124, 140, and NTAP 8 − 28 − 48.

5. Bringing paths into the game

We are first discussing a general situation that we face after having dealt with all cycles. Here, we have to distinguish two cases: either, this cycle collection has sum number two, or it has sum number three, which means, it is a single C_4.

5.1. Dealing with cycle collections of sum number two Proposition 3. Let G = (V, E) be a graph with σ(G) = 2, testified by a labelling λ with isolate labels ι_1 and ι_2. If ι_1 + ι_2 ≠ λ(u) + λ(v) for any two vertices u, v ∈ V , then σ(G + P_k) = 1 for any k ≥ 2.

Proof. Assume ι_1 < ι_2. Recall the Fibonacci labelling scheme for paths (Equation (2)). We propose to use λ^ϕ_{ι1,ι2} to label P_k. Clearly, ι_2 and ι_1 + ι_2 are the two biggest labels, labelling the second and third vertex on the path (or the isolate if k = 2). This is an invariant that is maintained by the Fibonacci scheme: the labels of the ℓ^{th} and (ℓ + 1)^{th} vertex on the path are always greater than any previous labels. By this and due to the assumption that ι_1 +ι_2 ≠ λ(u)+λ(v) for any two vertices u, v ∈ V , this labelling cannot introduce unwanted edges and is hence valid for G + P . Moreover, it will leave us with one isolate only. As δ(G + P ) = 1, the labelling is optimal. □

Notice that the argument also works if σ(G) > 2; just pick the largest isolate label plus any other isolate label to produce the label λ_3 (or ι if the added path has length two). This proves the following fact:

Corollary 1. Let G = (V, E) be a graph with σ(G) ≥ 2, testified by a labelling λ with largest isolate labels ι_1 and ι_2. If ι_1 + ι_2 ≠ λ(u) + λ(v) for any two vertices u, v ∈ V , then σ(G + P_k) ≤ σ(G) − 1 for any k ≥ 2.

Notice that this argument is different from the (more general) one presented in [14] where σ(G_1 + G_2) ≤ σ(G_1) + σ(G_2) − 1 is proved under the assumption that optimum labellings λ_1 of G_1 and λ_2 of G_2 exist such that there is an element in λ_i(V (G_i)) that is relatively prime to the largest element of λ_{3−i}(V (G_{3−i})) for i = 1 or i = 2. Also, observe that the labels will grow exponentially by a Fibonacci labelling scheme.

5.2. Combining a 4-cycle with paths

Given the ideas of Lemma 4 and the results so far, one might be tempted to think that the sum number of every graph G of maximum degree 2 with a disjoint copy of C_4 is equal to the minimum degree of G. Our next result shows this is not the case.

Proposition 4. σ(C_4 + P_2) = 2.

Before proving Proposition 4, we require some observations about C_4. These observations also provide an indication as to why C_4 is different from all the other cycles (as far as the sum number is concerned, at least).

It was already shown by Harary [2] that σ(C_4) = 3. Here we present a reason for this in the following, as it indicates the way how lower bounds on σ can be shown when the minimum degree criterion (proving σ(C_r) ≥ δ(C_r) = 2 for each r ≥ 3) is insufficient.

Lemma 10. Let C_4 + G be a graph without isolates, and let H be a sum graph of C_4 + G. Then, all vertices corresponding to edge sums of the C_4 lie in H − C_4.

In particular, this means that every sum labelling of a C_4 is exclusive,^4 and that hence σ(C_4) = 3 holds because of the next lemma (Lemma 11).

Proof (Proof of Lemma 10). We will prove this by contradiction. Let the vertex labels of the C_4 be (a, b, c, d) in cyclic order. Assume to contrary that a + b = c (due to the symmetry of C_4, all other cases are similar). Then, we claim that all of the following are true.

(i) There is a vertex labelled b in H.

(ii) There is a vertex labelled a + d in H.

4This means that edge labels are among the isolate labels. 20

(iii) There is a vertex labelled a + b + d in H.

Since b lies in C_4, (i) is true. Since (a, d) is an edge and H is a sum graph, (ii) is true. Finally, since (c, d) is an edge, H is a sum graph, and c+d = a+b+d, (iii) is also true. Now, since H is a sum graph, (i), (ii), (iii) together imply that there must be an edge between the vertex labelled b and the vertex labelled a + d. But b has exactly two neighbours, labelled a and c, so a + d must be one of them. We will show that either case leads to a contradiction.

If a = a + d, then d = 0, which is impossible, as H is a sum graph. If c = a + d, then c = a + b implies that b = d, which is impossible, as H is a sum graph. □

Lemma 11. Let C_4 + G be a graph without isolates, and let H be a sum graph of C_4 + G. Let S be the set of numbers that correspond to the four edge sums of the C_4. Then, |S| ≥ 3.

Proof. We will show that |S| ≤ 2 leads to a contradiction. That is, the four edges of the C_4 must have at least three distinct edge sums. Let the vertex labels of the C_4 be (a, b, c, d) in cyclic order. Two edges that share a vertex cannot have the same edge sum, because then there would be two vertices with the same label. Thus, the only way that the C_4 can have only two distinct edge sums is if both the following hold.

a + b = c + d a + d = c + b. Subtracting the first equation from the second, we obtain that b−d = d−b, or b = d, which is impossible in a sum graph. This completes the proof. □

Lemma 12. Let C_4 + G be a graph without isolates, and let H be a sum graph of C_4 +G. Let S be the set of numbers that correspond to the four edge sums of the C_4. If |S| = 3, then the three numbers in S are in arithmetic progression.

Proof. Let (a, b, c, d) be a labelling of the C_4 such that a + b = c + d. Let

sum = a + b = c + d; diff = c − a = b − d. 21

We will show that the labels of the three isolates are

iso_1 = sum − diff; iso_2 = sum;

iso_3 = sum + diff.

The labels of the edges (a, b) and (c, d) are equal to iso_2, due to the definition of sum. As for the labels of the edges (a, d) and (b, c), we have the following.

a + d = (c + d) − (c − a) = sum − diff = iso_1; b + c = (a + b) + (c − a) = sum + diff = iso_3.

Since iso_1, iso_2, iso_3 are clearly in arithmetic progression, this completes the proof of Lemma 12. □

Finally, we are ready to prove Proposition 4.

Proof (Proof of Proposition 4). Label the C_4 as (1, 7, 13, 19), the P_2 as (20, 32), and the two isolates as 8 and 44. It is easy to check that this is a sum graph, and thus σ(C_4 + P_2) ≤ 2.

To prove that σ(C_4 + P_2) ≥ 2, assume to contrary that σ(C_4 + P_2) = 1. Let the labels of the vertices of the P_2 be (b_1, b_2) (assume b_1 < b_2), and the isolate be b_3. Recall that every C_4 has at least three distinct edge labels (Lemma 11), and none of those labels can be present in the vertices of the C_4 itself (Lemma 10). Thus, the only option is that the edge labels of the C_4 are b_1, b_2, b_3. Furthermore, we know that whenever C_4 has exactly three edge labels, those three numbers form an arithmetic progression (Lemma 12).

Now, observe that the largest label of P_2 (namely, b_2) must be the largest label of the graph G = C_4 + P_2, since G has only one isolate. Thus, for the edge label b_1 + b_2 of the P_2, we have:

b_1 + b_2 = b_3. (3)

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, since b_1 < b_2 < b_3 are the three edge labels of the C_4, they are in arithmetic progression, implying that

b_3 − b_2 = b_2 − b_1. (4)

With Equation (3) and Equation (4), we get b_2 = 2b_1 and b_3 = 3b_1, or

b_i = ib_1 ∀ i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. (5) 22

Consider a P_3 subgraph of the C_4 such that one of the two edges of the P_3 is labelled b_2. More precisely, let the P_3 be (a_1, a_2, a_3) such that a_1 + a_2 = b_2. Since a_1 ≠ a_3, the edge (a_2, a_3) cannot be labelled b_2, too. Thus, (a_2, a_3) is labelled either b_1, or b_3. That is, a_2 + a_3 is equal to either b_1, or b_3. If a_2 + a_3 = b_1, then

a_1 − a_3 = (a_1 + a_2) − (a_2 + a_3) = b_2 − b_1 = 2b_1 − b_1 Using (5) = b_1.

If a_2 + a_3 = b_3, then

a_3 − a_1 = (a_2 + a_3) − (a_1 + a_2) = b_3 − b_2 = 3b_1 − 2b_1 Using (5) = b_1.

Therefore, either a_1 = b_1 +a_3, or a_3 = b_1 +a_1. In other words, either (b_1, a_3) is an edge, or (b_1, a_1) is an edge. In either case, there is an edge between the C_4 and the P_2, which is a contradiction because they are supposed to be disjoint. □

On the other side, we can prove:

Lemma 13. σ(C_4 + P_k) = 1 for all k ≥ 3.

Proof. If k = 3, label the C_4 as {1, 3, 9, 11} and the P_3 as {12, 4, 16}, with the isolate being 20. If k ≥ 4, then the first four labels of the path P_k = (v_1, v_2 . . . , v_k) are λ(v_1) = 12, λ(v_2) = 4, λ(v_3) = 16, λ(v_4) = 20. After that, we simply continue in the Fibonacci fashion, i.e., λ(v_{i+1}) = λ(v_i) + λ(v_{i−1}), with the label of the isolate being λ(v_k) + λ(v_{k−1}). It is easy to check that no unwanted edges are introduced. □

The general algebraic strategy can be best seen by labelling the C_4 with {1, 3, 9, 11}, with a < b being the smallest numbers. We assume that a + d = b + c, i.e., d = b + c − a. Moreover, we label the three path vertices with {a + d, a + b, (a + d) + (a + b) = a + 2b + c}. In order to save on isolates, we also require that c+d = b+2c−a equals (a+2b+c)+(a+b) = 2a+3b+c, 23 which implies c = 3a + 2b. In summary, given small numbers a < b, we construct the further labels of C_4 as 3a + 2b and 2a + 3b. Then, the labels on the path would be 3(a + b), a + b, 4(a + b), with the isolate 5(a + b).

If we want to label C_4 + P_k with k ≥ 4, it is possible to save on the size of the labels by starting with labelling the C_4 with {1, 2, 6, 11} and the P_4 with {17, 3, 8, 12}, plus one isolate labeled 20. Further savings are possible if we label the C_4 with {2, 5, 8, 11}, as done as a standard throughout this paper. The first five labels of the path P_k, k ≥ 5, with vertices v_1, . . . , v_k are then: λ(v_1) = 26, λ(v_2) = 13, λ(v_3) = 7, λ(v_4) = 19, λ(v_5) = 20. If k = 5, then 39 would be the label of the isolate. Otherwise, we just continue in a Fibonacci-style, i.e., λ(v_{i+1}) = λ(v_i) + λ(v_{i−1}), with λ(v_k) + λ(v_{k−1}) being the isolate. Again, no unwanted edges are introduced.

There is only one case left over to complete the picture: Lemma 14. σ(C_4 + 2P_2) = 1.

Proof. By Proposition 4, σ(C_4 + P_2) = 2. The labelling satisfies the requirements of Proposition 3, which shows the claim. □

5.3. Combining cycles with more than one path The following proposition also covers the case of pure path collections.

Proposition 5. Let G be a graph with σ(G) = 1. Then, σ(G + P_k) = 1 for any k ≥ 2.

Proof. Let ι be the label of the isolate of a labelling λ of G certifying its sum number to be 1. Then, ι is bigger than any vertex label of G. Therefore, labelling P_k with the Fibonacci labelling scheme λ^ϕ_{ι,2ι}, as introduced in Equation (2) in general form, labels G + P_k (together with λ) with only one isolate, not creating conflicts, as all edge labels of G are smaller than 2ι. □

We already saw (or will see soon) that a cycle collection plus one path has sum number one with one exception, which is C_4 +P_2. As we will fix the only remaining case of C_4 + 2P_2 separately in Lemma 14, we can conclude:

Proposition 6. Let C be a collection of cycles and P be a collection of at least two paths. Then, σ(C + P ) = 1.

Proof. Except for the case of C_4 +P_2, we know that σ(C +P_k) = 1 for any collection of cycles C and any k ≥ 3. As we consider paths in decreasing length, we will pick a cycle of length at least three to be considered first if there is any. Therefore, if P is a collection of at least two paths, then we can conclude σ(C + P ) = 1 either by Proposition 5 directly, or by first taking Lemma 14. □ 24

6. Conclusion and Open Problems

We have explained that the labelling of a C_5 as proposed in [10] is not working correctly. This leaves the spum-minimization problem open for this particular small graph. But this question easily generalizes to nearly all graphs with maximum degree of at most two as discussed in this paper. In most cases, we only found labellings with labels of exponential size. This might be necessary, but for such statements, we do not have any proof idea.

Our main result concerns the sum number of (all) graphs of maximum degree two. Kratochvíl, Miller and Nguyen posed in [3] two conjectures that are tightly related to our paper; we will formulate them as questions below.

• Given two graphs G_1, G_2 with σ(G_1) = σ(G_2) = 1, is it true that the sum number of their disjoint union is always one?

• More generally: given two graphs G_1, G_2, is it true that σ(G_1 + G_2) ≤ σ(G_1) + σ(G_2) − 1?

Observe that we did resolve the first question if G_2 is a path (Proposition 5), but the general question is still open. Upon some thought, it can be seen that the general question is related to the following natural combinatorial question: Find a characterization of all graphs with sum number one, also known as unit graphs in the literature. We also refer to a recent paper [15] that studies variations of this question. Finally, a slightly weaker but more structured notion of sum labelling (called arithmetic graphs) could lend some ideas that might help in resolving this question (and more optimistically, the second question) [16].

Apart from these combinatorial questions, the basic complexity questions concerning the graph parameter σ and r_σ are open. For instance, is it NP-hard to decide if, given a graph G and a number k, σ(G) ≤ k holds? One of our own motivations to study graphs of maximum degree two was to see if one could use the operation of graph union to piece gadgets together for this and similar questions. But we are still far from this, as even these seemingly easy questions concerning graphs of maximum degree two are non-trivial to solve.

References

[1] J. A. Gallian, A dynamic survey of graph labeling, version 23, The Electronic Journal of Combinatorics DS 6 (2020).

[2] F. Harary, Sum graphs and difference graphs, Congressus Numerantium 72 (1990) 101–108.

[3] J. Kratochvíl, M. Miller, H. M. Nguyen, Sum graph labels – an upper bound and related problems, in: 12th Australasian Workshop on Combinatorial Algorithms, AWOCA, Institut Teknologi Bandung, Indonesia, 2001, pp. 126–131.

[4] W. F. Smyth, Sum graphs of small sum number, Colloquia mathematica Societatis János Bolyai 60 (1991) 669–678.

[5] J. Ryan, Exclusive sum labeling of graphs: A survey, AKCE International Journal of Graphs and Combinatorics 6 (1) (2009) 113–136.

[6] H. Nagamochi, M. Miller, Slamin, On the number of isolates in graph labeling, Discrete Mathematics 243 (2001) 175–185.

[7] N. Hartsfield, W. F. Smyth, A family of sparse graphs of large sum number, Discrete Mathematics 141 (1-3) (1995) 163–171.

[8] M. Sutton, M. Miller, On the sum number of wheels, Discrete Mathematics 232 (2001) 185–188.

[9] H. Fernau, K. Gajjar, The space complexity of sum labelling, in: E. Bampis, A. Pagourtzis (Eds.), Fundamentals of Computation Theory - 23rd International Symposium, FCT, Vol. 12867 of LNCS, Springer, 2021, pp. 230–244.

[10] S. Singla, A. Tiwari, A. Tripathi, Some results on the spum and the integral spum of graphs, Discrete Mathematics 344 (5) (2021) 112311.

[11] M. N. Ellingham, Sum graphs from trees, Ars Combinatoria 35 (1993) 335–349. [12] T. Hao, On sum graphs, Journal of Combinatorial Mathematics and Combinatorial Computing 6 (1989) 207–212.

[13] H. Burhan, R. Rusin, K. A. Sugeng, Optimum sum labeling of finite union of sum graphs, Journal of Combinatorial Mathematics and Combinatorial Computing 65 (2008) 133–138.

[14] M. Miller, J. Ryan, W. F. Smyth, The sum number of a disjoint union of graphs, in: 14th Australasian Workshop on Combinatorial Algorithms (AWOCA), Seoul National University, Korea, 2003, pp. 120–124.

[15] M. Konečný, S. Kučera, J. Novotná, J. Pekárek, Š. Šimsa, M. Töpfer, Minimal sum labeling of graphs, Journal of Discrete Algorithms 52-53 (2018) 29–37.

[16] B. D. Acharya, S. M. Hegde, Arithmetic graphs, JGTh 14 (3) (1989) 275–299.