arXiv:2108.12605v1 [math.CO] 28 Aug 2021

Arc reversals of cycles in orientations of G vertex-multiplications

H.W. Willie Wong^∗, E.G. Tay

National Institute of Education Nanyang Technological University Singapore

Abstract

Ryser proved that any two tournaments with the same score sequence are C_3- equivalent while Beineke and Moon proved the C_4-equivalence for any two bipartite tournaments with the same score lists. In this paper, we extend these results to orientations of G vertex-multiplications. We focus on two main areas, namely orientations with the same score list and with score-list parity. Our main tools are extensions of the refinement technique, directed difference graph and a reduction lemma.

Keywords arc reversal; cycle; orientation; vertex-multiplication; score list

1. Introduction

In this paper, let G be a connected graph with vertex set V (G) = {1, 2, . . . , n} and edge set E(G). We consider only graphs with no loops or parallel edges. An edge e ∈ E(G) is a bridge if G − e is disconnected. For any v ∈ V (G), the degree of v, denoted by deg_G(v), is the number of edges incident to it. For any vertices v, x ∈ V (G), the distance from v to x, d_G(v, x), is defined as the length of a shortest path (i.e., number of edges) from v to x. The subgraph of G induced by the set of vertices V ⊆ V (G) (set of edges E ⊆ E(G) resp.) is denoted by ⟨V ⟩_G (⟨E⟩_G resp.). The definitions of distance and induced subdigraph are analogous for digraphs; and we refer the reader to [1] and [6] for any undefined terminology. We denote the complete graph of order n by K_n and the complete bipartite graph with partite sets X and Y by K(X, Y ). A chord of a cycle C is an edge not in C whose endpoints lie in C and a chordless cycle is a cycle that has no chord. A graph is chordal if it has no chordless cycle of length at least 4. For any graph G, let L^∗_G (L_G resp.) denote the set of lengths of all cycles (chordless cycles resp.) in G, i.e.,

L^∗_G = {l | G contains an l-cycle} and L_G = {l | G contains a chordless l-cycle}.

For instance, L^∗_{Kn} = {3, 4, . . . , n} and L_{Kn} = {3}.

Let D be a digraph with vertex set V (D) and arc set A(D). If uv ∈ A(D), where u, v ∈ V (D), then we say u dominates v and denote this by u → v. The outset and inset of a vertex v ∈ V (D) are defined to be O_D(v) = {x ∈ V (D) | v → x} and I_D(v) = {y ∈ V (D) | y → v} respectively. The score s_v or outdegree od_D(v) of a vertex v ∈ V (D) is defined by s_v = od_D(v) = |O_D(v)|. That is, we shall freely interchange between the two notations, s_v and od_D(v). The co-score or indegree id_D(v) of a vertex v ∈ V (D) is defined by id_D(v) = |I_D(v)|. The underlying graph of D, denoted by U(D), is the undirected graph with the same vertex set and all arcs replaced by undirected edges. If there is no ambiguity, we shall omit the subscript for the above notation.

∗Corresponding author. Email: williewong088@gmail.com.

An orientation D of a graph G is a digraph obtained from G by assigning a direction to every edge in E(G). Therefore, a tournament (multipartite or n-partite tournament resp.) is an orientation of the complete graph (complete n-partite graph resp.). For k ≥ 3, we denote the k-dicycle (i.e., directed cycle of length k) by C_k and the collection of all orientations of a k-cycle by C_k. The converse D̃ of any digraph D is the digraph with V (D̃) = V (D) and A(D̃) = {uv | vu ∈ A(D)}. We say that D is self-converse if D is isomorphic to D̃, i.e., D ∼= D̃. Also, we say a collection F of digraphs is self-converse if F = {F̃ | F ∈ F }. For instance, it is easy to verify that D is self-converse for all D ∈ C_3 ∪ C_4 and C_k is a self-converse collection for all k ≥ 3. We will make use of the following powerful principle quoted from Harary [3] and use phrases such as “by duality” or “the dual of” to refer to this principle.

“Principle of Directional Duality For each theorem about digraphs, there is a corresponding theorem obtained by replacing every concept by its converse.”

One of the early problems concerning arc reversals is: Given two tournaments of the same order, is it possible to obtain one from the other by a sequence of a prescribed type of arc reversals? In 1964, Ryser [11] gave an affirmative answer of using C_3 for any two tournaments with the same score sequence. Later, Waldrop [13] gave an independent proof and further established two results in which “C_3” is replaced by “C_4” and by “C_5”. The investigation was extended to bipartite tournaments by Beineke and Moon [2].

Theorem 1.1. (Ryser [11], Waldrop [13]) Two tournaments have the same score sequence if and only if they are C_3-equivalent.

Theorem 1.2. (Beineke and Moon [2]) Two bipartite tournaments have the same score lists if and only if they are C_4-equivalent.

On a related note, Reid [8] also gave an affirmative answer via k-dipath reversals, for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, for any two tournaments of order n. Some generalisations of these results were obtained by Thomassen [12].

In this paper, we extend Ryser’s and Beineke and Moon’s theorems to a large family of graphs known as the G vertex-multiplications. Our work on G vertex-multiplications is still in the early stages and we hope this work illustrates the potential of G vertexmultiplications as new research grounds for arc reversals. We focus on two areas, namely orientations of G vertex-multiplications with the same score list and with score-list parity in Sections 3 and 4 respectively. Our main tools are extensions of the refinement technique and directed difference graph, following Waldrop [13] and Thomassen [12], and a reduction lemma; we derive them in Section 2. Many of these results have their analogues in tournaments and bipartite tournaments, and references will be provided as we proceed. It will also be notable that the results in bipartite tournaments generalise particularly well to orientations of tree vertex-multiplications.

In 2000, Koh and Tay [4] introduced the G vertex-multiplications and extended the results on the orientation number of complete n-partite graphs. This direction of research was pursued by several others with emphasis on vertex-multiplications of trees and of cycles (see Koh and Tay [5], Ng and Koh [7] and Wong and Tay [15–18]).

Let G be a given connected graph. For any sequence of n positive integers (p_i), a G vertex-multiplication, denoted by G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n), is the graph with vertex set V^∗ = ⋃_n i=1 V_i and edge set E^∗, where V_i’s are pairwise disjoint sets with |V_i| = p_i, for i = 1, 2, . . . , n; and for any u, v ∈ V^∗, uv ∈ E^∗ if and only if u ∈ V_i and v ∈ V_j for some i, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} with i ≠ j such that ij ∈ E(G). For instance, if G ∼= K_n, then the graph G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) is a complete n-partite graph with partite sizes p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n.

For convenience, we denote |V^∗| =^n ∑ i=1 p_i = N. Also, we say G is a parent graph of

G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n).

Let D be an orientation of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) with the score list S = (s_1, s_2, . . . , s_N ). We shall always assume that S is a list of non-negative integers in non-decreasing order, i.e., 0 ≤ s_1 ≤ s_2 ≤ . . . ≤ s_N , and the vertices are labelled such that s_i corresponds to the vertex v_i for i = 1, 2, . . . , N. The same holds for any other orientation D^′ of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) with score list S^′ = (s^′_i) and a customised labelling v^′_i of vertices. We will loosely use the two denotations of a vertex to refer to its score, for example, if v_i = w, then s_i = s_w. Let F be a subdigraph of D. The underlying partite of F is the set UP_G(F ) = {i ∈ V (G) | u ∈ V_i for some u ∈ V (F )}. Let E ⊆ E(G) such that ij ∈ E if and only if uv ∈ A(F ) for some u ∈ V_i, v ∈ V_j or u ∈ V_j, v ∈ V_i. The underlying partite graph of F is the graph UPG_G(F ) = ⟨E⟩_G. So, UPG_G(F ) is a spanning subgraph of ⟨UP_G(F )⟩_G. The G vertex-multiplications is a natural generalisation of complete multipartite graphs. Analogous to multipartite tournaments, one can interpret D as the result of competition among the individuals on n teams or comparisons between the items in n sets according to the adjacency of G.

Lastly, we introduce formally some terminology on arc reversals. For a given G, let D be an arbitrary family of orientations of a G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) and F be a collection of asymmetric digraphs. For any D ∈ D, an F -reversal in D is the operation D → D_1 of reversing all the arcs of a copy F_0 in D of a digraph F ∈ F , i.e., F_0 ∼= F , to yield a new orientation D_1 ∈ D. That is, V (D_1) = V (D) and A(D_1) = (A(D) − A(F_0)) ∪ A(F̃_0). Indeed, D must contain some copy of F ∈ F in order for any F -reversal to be performed so we consider only collections of asymmetric digraphs F for orientations D. We denote D ∼ D^′ via F -reversals if there is a (possibly null) sequence D = D_0 → D_1 → . . . → D_k ∼= D^′, k ≥ 0, of F -reversals beginning with D and ending with a digraph isomorphic to D^′. If F is a singleton, say F = {F }, then we write F -reversal simply as F -reversal. It is easy to see that the relation ∼ is reflexive and transitive but may not be symmetric. Henceforth, we shall concern ourselves with only self-converse collections F so that the relation ∼ is an equivalence relation on D; we refer to these equivalence classes as F - classes. Furthermore, we say that D and D^′ are equivalent via F -reversals on D, or simply F -equivalent, if D ∼ D^′.

2. Main tools

In this section, we derive our main tools for subsequent sections. The first tool is an extension of the refinement technique by Waldrop [13] and shares a similar proof. Let F_1 and F_2 be two self-converse collections of asymmetric digraphs and D be an arbitrary family of orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n). We say that D is closed under F_2-reversals, or simply F_2-closed, if for any D ∈ D, an F_2-reversal performed on D yields D^′ ∈ D. We say that F_1 refines F_2 in the family D if given any D ∈ D and any copy F_0 of any digraph F ∈ F_2, there exists a (possibly null) sequence D = D_0 → D_1 → . . . → D_k = D^′, k ≥ 0, of F_1-reversals which exactly reverses F_0. That is, V (D^′) = V (D) and A(D^′) = (A(D) − A(F_0)) ∪ A(F̃_0). Note that the definition requires the equality D_k = D^′ and not merely isomorphism. For example, it is easy to prove that C_3 refines C_k, k ≥ 3, in the family of all tournaments (see Corollary 1.4.6 in [13] for details).

Lemma 2.1. (Refinement) Let G be a graph and suppose F_1, F_2 are self-converse collections of asymmetric digraphs such that F_1 refines F_2 in an arbitrary family D of orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n). If D is F_2-closed and D, D^′ ∈ D are F_2-equivalent, then D and D^′ are F_1-equivalent. Hence, every F_2-class is contained in an F_1-class.

Proof : Since D, D^′ ∈ D are F_2-equivalent, there exists a (possibly null) sequence D = D_0 → D_1 → . . . → D_k ∼= D^′, k ≥ 0, of F_2-reversals. And, F_1 refines F_2 implies for each 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1, there exists a sequence D_i = D^0_i → D^1_i → . . . → D^{ji}_i = D_{i+1} of F_1-reversals. Adjoining all such sequences in order forms a sequence of F_1-reversals that obtains D^′ from D.

The directed difference graph is another useful tool by Waldrop [13] and Thomassen [12]. We prove an extension prescribed for G vertex-multiplications. Recall that an automorphism of G is a bijection f : V (G) → V (G) such that uv ∈ E(G) if and only if f(u)f(v) ∈ E(G). Definition 2.2. Let G be a graph and D and D^′ be two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n). If f : V (U(D)) → V (U(D^′)) is a automorphism, then the directed difference graph D = DDG(f; D, D^′) of D and D^′ is defined as V (D) = V (D) and for any u, v ∈ V (D),

u → v in D ⇐⇒ u → v in D and f(v) → f(u) in D^′. (2.1)

Lemma 2.3. Let G be a graph and f, D, D^′ and D be given as in Definition 2.2. Then for any v ∈ V (D), od_D(v) − id_D(v) = od_D(v) − od_D′ (f(v)) = id_D′ (f(v)) − id_D(v). Proof : We prove the first equality and the second equality follows from the fact od_D(v) + id_D(v) = od_D′ (f(v)) + id_D′ (f(v)). For any v ∈ V (D), note by (2.1) that O_D(v) = {u ∈ O_D(v) | f(u) ∈ O_D′ (f(v))} ⊔ {u ∈ O_D(v) | f(u) ∈ I_D′ (f(v))} = {u ∈ O_D(v) | f(u) ∈ O_D′ (f(v))} ⊔ O_D(v) and O_D′ (f(v)) = {w ∈ O_D′ (f(v)) | f^{−1}(w) ∈ O_D(v)} ⊔ {w ∈ O_D′ (f(v)) | f^{−1}(w) ∈ I_D(v)} = {w ∈ O_D′ (f(v)) | f^{−1}(w) ∈ O_D(v)} ⊔ I_D(v), where ⊔ denotes disjoint union. Subtracting the cardinalities of the latter from the former gives the first equality.

The next lemma is an extension of a technique sometimes known as cycle stacking.

Lemma 2.4. (Reduction) Let G be a graph and D be an orientation of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n). Suppose Z = u_1u_2 . . . u_ku_1 is a k-dicycle, k ≥ 5, in D such that for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k, u_i and u_j are in the same partite set. Then, a Z-reversal is equivalent to reversing the arcs of the dicycles

Z^′ = u_{i−1}u_ju_{j+1} . . . u_ku_1 . . . u_{i−1} and Z^{′′} = u_{i−1}u_i . . . u_ju_{i−1} (2.2)

in some order. Furthermore^∗, if H = UPG(u_iu_{i+1} . . . u_j) is a tree in G, then a Z^{′′}-reversal is equivalent to some sequence of C_4-reversals.

Proof : Consider the cases u_{i−1} → u_j or u_j → u_{i−1}. If the former holds, then a Z-reversal is equivalent to a Z^′-reversal followed by a Z^{′′}-reversal. If the latter holds, then swapping the order of Z^′-reversal and Z^{′′}-reversal achieves the same desired result.

For the “Furthermore” part, note that since H is bipartite, it follows that j ≡ i (mod 2). We proceed by induction on the difference j − i. In the base case of j = i + 2, Z^{′′} ∼= C_4. Next, assume j = i + 2r for some r ≥ 2 and the partite set V_1 contains u_i and u_j. Since H is a tree, there exists some vertex w ∈ V (H) with the largest distance d_H (1, w) and u_{x+1} ∈ V_w ∩ V (Z) for some i < x + 1 < j. Then, u_x and u_{x+2} are in the same partite set. By considerations similar to the base case with x in place of i, we deduce that a Z^{′′}-reversal is equivalent to reversing the arcs of the dicycle Z_x = u_{i−1}u_i . . . u_{x−1}u_{x+2}u_{x+3} . . . u_ju_{i−1} and a 4-dicycle u_{x−1}u_xu_{x+1}u_{x+2}u_{x−1} in some order. By induction hypothesis, a Z_x-reversal, and thus a Z^{′′}-reversal, is feasible via C_4-reversals.

We omit the proof of the next lemma in view of its similarity with the previous lemma.

Lemma 2.5. (Generalised Reduction) Let G be a graph and D be an orientation of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n). Suppose F is an orientation of the k-cycle u_1u_2 . . . u_ku_1, k ≥ 5, in D such that for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k, u_i and u_j are in the same partite set. Also, denote the arc joining u_{i−1} and u_j as a_{i−1,j} . Then, an F -reversal is equivalent to reversing the arcs of the orientations F^′ = ⟨{u_j, u_{j+1}, . . . , u_k, u_1, . . . , u_{i−1}}⟩_F ∪ {a_{i−1,j} } and F^{′′} = ⟨{u_{i−1}, u_i, . . . , u_j}⟩_F ∪ {ã_{i−1,j} } of cycles. Furthermore^∗, if F^∗ = ⟨{u_i, u_{i+1}, . . . , u_j}⟩_F and H = UPG(F^∗) is a tree in G, then an F^{′′}-reversal is equivalent to some sequence of C_4-reversals.

Proof omitted from journal paper Proof : Clearly, an F -reversal is equivalent to an F^′-reversal followed by an F^{′′}-reversal. For the “Furthermore” part, note that since H is bipartite, it follows that j ≡ i (mod 2). We proceed by induction on the difference j − i. In the base case of j = i + 2, F^{′′} ∈ C_4. Next, assume j = i + 2r for some r ≥ 2 and the partite set V_1 contains u_i and u_j. Since H is a tree, there exists some vertex w ∈ V (H) with the largest distance d_H (1, w) and u_{x+1} ∈ V_w ∩ V (F ) for some i < x + 1 < j. Then, u_x and u_{x+2} are in the same partite set and denote the arc joining u_{x−1} and u_{x+2} in D as a_{x−1,x+2}. By considerations similar to the base case with x in place of i, we deduce that an F^{′′}-reversal is equivalent to reversing the arcs of the orientations F_x = ⟨{u_{i−1}, u_i, . . . , u_{x−1}, u_{x+2}, u_{x+3}, . . . , u_j}⟩_F ′′ ∪ {a_{x−1,x+2}} and ⟨{u_{x−1}, u_x, u_{x+1}, u_{x+2}}⟩_F ′′ ∪ {ã_{x−1,x+2}} of cycles; note that the latter belongs to C_4. By induction hypothesis, an F_x-reversal, and thus an F^{′′}-reversal, is feasible via C_4- reversals.

For brevity, we shall refer to the “Furthermore” part of the Reduction Lemma (Generalised Reduction Lemma resp.) as Reduction^∗ Lemma (Generalised Reduction* Lemma resp.).

3. Orientations with the same score list

Motivated by Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, we study orientations of G vertex-multiplications with the same score list in this section. Let D and D^′ be two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) with score lists S and S^′ respectively. We say D and D^′ have the same score list if there exists some automorphism f of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) such that od_D(v) = od_D′ (f(v)) for all v ∈ V (D). We should mention that in Theorem 1.2 the “score lists” of a bipartite tournament D (D^′ resp.) refer to two sequences S_1, S_2 (S^′_1, S^′_2 resp.) of scores in non-decreasing order and corresponding to its two partite sets; furthermore, D and D^′ are said to have the same score list if {S_1, S_2} = {S^′_1, S^′_2}. These two definitions of “same score list(s)” are equivalent in the context of G ∼= K_2.

Our first two results relax C_4-reversals to arc reversals of any dicycles (even dicycles resp.) to extend Theorem 1.2 to orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) for any graph G (bipartite graph G resp.). Since a C_k-reversal does not change the score of any vertex, the sufficiencies of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 are trivially true. For the same reason, we omit the sufficiency proofs of the following results.

Theorem 3.1. Let G be a graph. Two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) have the same score list if and only if each orientation can be obtained from the other by successively reversing the arcs of k-dicycles, k ≥ 3, whose underlying cycles are pairwise edge-disjoint.

Proof : (⇒) Let D and D^′ be two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) with the same score list. By definition, there exists some automorphism f of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) such that od_D(v) = od_D′ (f(v)) for all v ∈ V (D). By Lemma 2.3 and denoting D = DDG(f; D, D^′), od_D(v) − id_D(v) = od_D(v) − od_D′ (f(v)) = 0 for all v ∈ V (D). That is, D is an Eulerian digraph and can be partitioned into dicycles whose underlying cycles are edge-disjoint. Therefore, the result follows.

Corollary 3.2. Let G be a bipartite graph. Two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) have the same score list if and only if each orientation can be obtained from the other by successively reversing the arcs of 2k-dicycles, k ≥ 2, where the underlying cycles are pairwise edge-disjoint.

Proof : (⇒) Invoking Theorem 3.1, it suffices to show that all required C_k-reversals are even dicycles, which follows from the fact that G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) is bipartite.

If the edge-disjoint condition in Theorem 3.1 is dropped, one should expect an improvement which require C_k-reversals for some (but not all) k ≥ 3. For the rest of this section, we shall undertake this task, starting with the family of orientations of tree vertex-multiplications.

Proposition 3.3. Let T be a tree.

(i) In the family of orientations of T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n), C_4 refines {C_{2k} | k ≥ 2}. (ii) Two orientations of T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) have the same score list if and only if they are C_4-equivalent.

Proof : (i) Let D be an orientation of T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n). Since T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) is bipartite, D contains no odd dicycles. Furthermore, T is a tree implies that any even dicycle u_1u_2 . . . u_{2k}u_1, k ≥ 2, in D contains some pair of vertices u_i and u_j from the same partite set. If k = 2, then we are done. Consider k ≥ 3. By relabelling the vertices if necessary, we may assume 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 2k and invoke the Reduction^∗ Lemma (repeatedly) to deduce (i).

(ii) (⇒) By Theorem 3.1, two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) with the same score list are {C_k | k ≥ 3}-equivalent. So, they are C_4-equivalent by (i), the absence of odd cycles in T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) and the Refinement Lemma.

It is easy to see that Proposition 3.3(ii) reduces to Theorem 1.2 by setting G = K_2. Next, we generalise Proposition 3.3 to any graph G.

Theorem 3.4. Let G be a graph.

(i) In the family of orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n), {C_i | i ∈ {4} ∪ L_G} refines {C_k | k ≥ 3}. (ii) Two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) have the same score list if and only if they are {C_i | i ∈ {4} ∪ L_G}-equivalent.

Proof : (i) Let D be an orientation of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) containing a k-dicycle Z = u_1u_2 . . . u_ku_1, k ≥ 3. We start by proving a claim.

Claim: {C_i | i ∈ {4} ∪ L^∗_G} refines {C_k | k ≥ 3}.

If k = 3, then UPG(Z) is a 3-cycle in G, i.e., k ∈ L^∗_G. It suffices to consider k ≥ 5. We proceed by induction on the number of pairs p of vertices u_i, u_j of Z in a common partite set. If p = 0, then UPG(Z) is a cycle in G and k ∈ L^∗_G. Suppose p ≥ 1. By relabelling vertices if necessary, we may assume u_i, u_j ∈ V (Z) ∩ V_w for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k and w ∈ V (G); we further assume the difference j − i to be the smallest among all such pairs. If H = UPG(u_iu_{i+1} . . . u_j) is a tree in G, then by the Reduction^∗ Lemma, a Z-reversal is equivalent to some sequence of C_4-reversals and a Z^′-reversal (as in (2.2)). Since Z^′ is a dicycle with at most p − 1 pairs of vertices in a common partite set, the claim follows by induction hypothesis.

Hence, consider the case where H contains some cycle in G. By the Reduction Lemma with Z^′ and Z^{′′} as in (2.2), a Z-reversal is equivalent to a Z^′-reversal and a Z^{′′}-reversal in some order. By invoking the Reduction^∗ Lemma on Z^{′′} again, we deduce a Z^{′′}-reversal is equivalent to reversing the arcs of the dicycle Z^{′′′} = u_{j−1}u_iu_{i+1} . . . u_{j−1} and the 4-dicycle u_{i−1}u_iu_{j−1}u_ju_{i−1} in some order. By minimality of j − i, UPG(Z^{′′′}) is a cycle in G; and since Z^′ has at most p − 1 pairs of vertices in a common partite set, the claim follows by induction hypothesis. This completes the proof of the claim.

By the above proof, we may assume that UPG(Z) is a cycle in G and no two vertices of Z belong to the same partite set. It remains to show that a Z-reversal is equivalent to some sequence of {C_i | i ∈ {4} ∪ L_G}-reversals. We proceed by induction on the number of chords in ⟨UP(Z)⟩_G. If k = 4 or ⟨UP(Z)⟩_G is chordless (which includes the case k = 3), then k ∈ {4}∪L_G and we are done. So, consider k ≥ 5 and ⟨UP(Z)⟩_G has t chords, t ≥ 1. Let a_{1,i} denote the arc joining u_1 and u_i in D. WLOG, assume that there exists some 3 ≤ i ≤ k − 1 such that UPG(a_{1,i}) is a chord of ⟨UP(Z)⟩_G and ⟨UP(u_iu_{i+1} . . . u_ku_1)⟩_G is a chordless cycle in G. If u_i → u_1 in D, then a Z-reversal is equivalent to reversing the arcs of dicycles Z_1 = u_1u_2 . . . u_iu_1 and Z_2 = u_iu_{i+1} . . . u_ku_1u_i. If u_1 → u_i, then swapping the order of Z_1-reversal and Z_2-reversal achieves the same desired result. Note that no two vertices of Z_2 belong to the same partite set and ⟨UP(Z_2)⟩_G is a chordless cycle in G, i.e., Z_2 ∈ {C_i | i ∈ L_G}. Since ⟨UP(Z_1)⟩_G has at most t − 1 chords, the result follows by induction hypothesis.

(ii) (⇒) This follows from Theorem 3.1, (i) and the Refinement Lemma.

Corollary 3.5. Let G be a chordal graph.

(i) In the family of orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n), {C_3, C_4} refines {C_k | k ≥ 3}. (ii) Two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) have the same score list if and only if they are {C_3, C_4}-equivalent.

Proof : (i) This follows from Theorem 3.4(i) since L_G ⊆ {3}.

(ii) (⇒) This follows from Theorem 3.1, (i) and the Refinement Lemma.

We remark that Corollary 3.5 holds for n-partite tournaments since complete graphs are chordal graphs. Note via Examples 3.6 and 3.7 that the necessities of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, respectively, do not hold for n-partite tournaments, n ≥ 3. So, Corollary 3.5 balances the lack of such an analogue for n-partite tournaments by showing their {C_3, C_4}-equivalence and is best possible in the sense that neither of C_3 or C_4 can be omitted.

Example 3.6. To construct a pair of non-isomorphic n-partite tournaments, n ≥ 3, with the same score list but not C_3-equivalent, we capitalise on the absence of odd cycles in bipartite tournaments. Let D and D^′ be two non-isomorphic bipartite tournaments of K(V_1, V_2) with the same score list; thus they are C_4-equivalent by Theorem 1.2. Let F be

the n-partite tournament such that ⟨V (F ) −^n ⋃ r=3 V_r⟩_F ∼= D and V_i → V_j whenever i > j

and (i, j) ≠ (2, 1). Perform the same on D^′ to obtain F^′. Hence, F and F^′ have the same score list and are both C_3-free, i.e., they are not C_3-equivalent.

Example 3.7. In Figure 1, D and D^′ are two non-isomorphic tripartite tournaments with the same score list. It is easy to see that D is C_4-free, and thus D and D^′ are not C_4-equivalent. Similar to the previous example, D and D^′ can be extended to be examples of n-partite tournaments, n ≥ 4.

202 2

(a) D.

202 2

(b) D^′.

Figure 1: Two tripartite tournaments with the same score list but are not C_4-equivalent.

4. Orientations with score-list parity

In this section, we investigate orientations whose score lists preserve parity. To put our results in context, we state two results by Waldrop [14]. Let T T_3 denote the transitive tournament of order 3.

Lemma 4.1. (Waldrop [14]) In the family of tournaments with order at least 4, T T_3 refines C_3.

Theorem 4.2. (Waldrop [14]) Two tournaments of order n have the same number of vertices of even score (equivalently, odd score) if and only if they are T T_3-equivalent.

Let G be a graph and D and D^′ be two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) with score lists S and S^′ respectively. We say that D and D^′ have score-list parity if there exists some automorphism f of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) such that od_D(v) ≡ od_D′ (f(v)) (mod 2) for all v ∈ V (D). In particular, D and D^′ have the same number of vertices with even score (equivalently, odd score).

Since a T T_3-reversal preserves score parity (and T T_3 is self-converse), the sufficiency of Theorem 4.2 is trivially true. As mentioned, C_k for k ≥ 3 is self-converse and the next lemma shows that a C_k-reversal preserves score parity. Therefore, most of the sufficiency proofs of the following results are trivial and will be omitted.

Lemma 4.3. For k ≥ 3, a C_k-reversal preserves score parity.

Proof : Let D ∈ C_k. Observe for any v ∈ V (D), od_D(v) = 1 if and only if od~_D(v) = 1, and od_D(v) = 2 if and only if od~_D(v) = 0. Hence, the lemma follows.

Theorem 4.4. Let G be a graph. Two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) have score-list parity if and only if each orientation can be obtained from the other by successively reversing the arcs of orientations of pairwise edge-disjoint k-cycles, k ≥ 3.

Proof : (⇒) Let D and D^′ be two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) with score-list parity. By definition, there exists some automorphism f of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) such that od_D(v) ≡ od_D′ (f(v)) (mod 2) for all v ∈ V (D). By Lemma 2.3 and denoting D = DDG(f; D, D^′), we have

od_D(v) − id_D(v) = od_D(v) − od_D′ (f(v)) ≡ 0 (mod 2) and thus, deg_{U(D)}(v) = od_D(v) + id_D(v) ≡ 0 (mod 2)

for all v ∈ V (D). That is, every vertex in V (U(D)) has even degree in U(D). So, U(D) is an Eulerian graph and can be partitioned into edge-disjoint cycles.

(⇐) This follows from Lemma 4.3.

Corollary 4.5. Let G be a graph with exactly one automorphism, namely the identity map. If every vertex has the same score parity in two orientations of G, then each orientation can be obtained from the other by successively reversing the arcs of orientations of pairwise edge-disjoint k-cycles, k ≥ 3. Moreover, any bridge of G is oriented the same in both orientations.

Proof : The first part follows by invoking Theorem 4.4 with p_i = 1 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n and f as the identity map of V (G). The “Moreover” part follows from the fact that an orientation of a bridge is invariant under any C_k-reversal.

We remark that if G is a tree satisfying the conditions of Corollary 4.5, then the two said orientations are identical, not merely isomorphic. The next example shows that Corollary 4.5 fails to hold if the two orientations merely have the same number of vertices of even score (equivalently, odd score).

Example 4.6. In Figure 2, D and D^′ are two non-isomorphic orientations of a graph with exactly one automorphism. They have the same number of vertices of even score and the bridge uv oriented differently.

As in Section 3, we aim to strengthen Theorem 4.4 by dropping the edge-disjoint condition. We start by examining orientations of tree vertex-multiplications which encompass the bipartite tournaments.

Proposition 4.7. Let T be a tree.

(i) In the family of orientations of T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n), C_4 refines ⋃ k≥2 C_{2k}.

(ii) Two orientations of T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) have score-list parity if and only if they are C_4-equivalent.

011u2v101

(a) D.

012u1v101

(b) D^′.

Figure 2: Two orientations with the same number of vertices of even score but are not ⋃ k≥3 C_k-equivalent.

Proof : (i) Let D be an orientation of T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) containing an orientation F of a 2k-cycle, say u_1u_2 . . . u_{2k}u_1, k ≥ 2. Recall that T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) is bipartite and thus has no odd cycles. If k = 2, then we are done. So, consider k ≥ 3. T is a tree implies that F contains some pair of vertices u_i and u_j from the same partite set. Hence by relabelling the vertices if necessary, we may assume 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 2k and invoke the Generalised Reduction^∗ Lemma (repeatedly) to deduce (i).

(ii) (⇒) By Theorem 4.4, two orientations of T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) with score-list parity are ⋃ k≥3 C_k-equivalent. So, they are C_4-equivalent by (i), the absence of odd cycles in

T (p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) and the Refinement Lemma.

Parallel to Section 3, the following generalisation of Proposition 4.7 can be derived. Its proof is very much alike to Theorem 3.4 and therefore omitted.

Theorem 4.8. Let G be a graph.

(i) In the family of orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n), ⋃ i∈{4}∪L_G C_i refines ⋃ k≥3 C_k.

(ii) Two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) have score-list parity if and only if they are ⋃ i∈{4}∪L_G C_i-equivalent.

Proof omitted from journal paper Proof : (i) Let D be an orientation of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) containing an orientation F of a k-cycle u_1u_2 . . . u_ku_1, k ≥ 3. We start by proving a claim.

Claim: ⋃ i∈{4}∪L^∗_G C_i refines ⋃ k≥3 C_k.

If k = 3, then UPG(F ) is a 3-cycle in G, i.e., k ∈ L^∗_G. As before, it suffices to consider k ≥ 5. We proceed by induction on the number of pairs p of vertices u_i, u_j of F in a common partite set. If p = 0, then UPG(F ) is a cycle in G and k ∈ L^∗_G. Suppose p ≥ 1. By relabelling vertices if necessary, we may assume u_i, u_j ∈ V (F ) ∩ V_w for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k and w ∈ V (G); we further assume the difference j − i to be the smallest among all such pairs. If F^∗ = ⟨{u_i, u_{i+1}, . . . , u_j}⟩_F and H = UPG(F^∗) is a tree in G, then by the Generalised Reduction^∗ Lemma with F^′ as given, an F -reversal is equivalent to some sequence of C_4-reversals and an F^′-reversal. Since U(F^′) is a cycle with at most p − 1 pairs of vertices in a common partite set, the claim follows by induction hypothesis.

Hence, consider the case where H contains some cycle in G. By the Generalised Reduction Lemma with F^′ and F^{′′} as labelled, an F -reversal is equivalent to an F^′- reversal followed by an F^{′′}-reversal. Let the arc joining u_i and u_{j−1} in D be a_{i,j−1}. By invoking the Generalised Reduction^∗ Lemma on F^{′′} again, we deduce an F^{′′}-reversal is equivalent to reversing the arcs of the orientations F^{′′′} = ⟨{u_i, u_{i+1}, . . . , u_{j−1}}⟩_F ′′ ∪{a_{i,j−1}} followed by ⟨{u_{i−1}, u_i, u_{j−1}, u_j}⟩_F ′′ ∪{ã_{i,j−1}} of cycles; note that the latter is a C_4-reversal. By minimality of j − i, UPG(F^{′′′}) is a cycle in G; and since F^′ has at most p − 1 pairs of vertices in a common partite set, the claim follows by induction hypothesis. This completes the proof of the claim.

By the above proof, we may assume that UPG(F ) is a cycle in G and no two vertices of F belong to the same partite set. It remains to show that an F -reversal is equivalent to some sequence of ⋃ i∈{4}∪L_G C_i-reversals. We proceed by induction on the number of chords

in ⟨UP(F )⟩_G. If k = 4 or ⟨UP(F )⟩_G is chordless (which includes the case k = 3), then k ∈ {4} ∪ L_G and we are done. So, consider k ≥ 5 and ⟨UP(F )⟩_G has t chords, t ≥ 1. Let a_{1,i} denote the arc joining u_1 and u_i in D. WLOG, assume that there exists some 3 ≤ i ≤ k − 1 such that UPG(a_{1,i}) is a chord of ⟨UP(F )⟩_G. We may further assume that F_0 = ⟨{u_i, u_{i+1}, . . . , u_k, u_1}⟩_F and ⟨UP(F_0)⟩_G is a chordless cycle in G. Then an F -reversal is equivalent to reversing the arcs of the orientations F_1 = ⟨{u_1, u_2, . . . , u_i}⟩_F ∪ {a_{1,i}} and F_2 = F_0 ∪ {ã_{1,i}} of cycles. Note that no two vertices of F_2 belong to the same partite set and ⟨UP(F_2)⟩_G is a chordless cycle in G, i.e., F_2 ∈ ⋃ i∈L_G C_i. Since ⟨UP(F_1)⟩_G has at most

t − 1 chords, the result follows by induction hypothesis.

(ii) (⇒) This follows from Theorem 4.4, (i) and the Refinement Lemma.

Corollary 4.9. Let G be a chordal graph.

(i) In the family of orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n), C_3 ∪ C_4 refines ⋃ k≥3 C_k.

(ii) Two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) have score-list parity if and only if they are C_3 ∪ C_4-equivalent.

Proof : (i) This follows from Theorem 4.8(i) since L_G ⊆ {3}.

(ii) (⇒) This follows from Theorem 4.4, (i) and the Refinement Lemma.

Akin to Section 3, Corollary 4.9 holds for n-partite tournaments. We show that this can be further strengthened by considering the cases n ≥ 4 and n = 3 separately. The next lemma caters to the case n ≥ 4 (we show that it also holds for n = 3).

Lemma 4.10. In the family of n-partite tournaments with n ≥ 3, T T_3 refines C_4.

Proof : Let T be an n-partite tournament, n ≥ 3, containing a 4-dicycle Z = u_1u_2u_3u_4u_1 to be reversed. Suppose there exists some i = 1, 2, such that the vertices u_i and u_{i+2} are in distinct partite sets, say i = 1. WLOG, we may assume u_1 → u_3. Then a Z-reversal is equivalent to the sequence u_1 → u_2 → u_3 ← u_1, u_3 → u_4 → u_1 ← u_3 of T T_3-reversals.

Next, assume u_1 and u_3 are in a partite set, say V_1, while u_2 and u_4 are in another, say V_2. Let v ∈ V_3. By symmetry and duality, it suffices to consider the following four cases. If v → {u_1, u_2, u_3, u_4}, then a Z-reversal is equivalent to the sequence

v → u_2 → u_3 ← v, v → u_4 → u_1 ← v, u_1 → u_2 → v ← u_1, u_3 → u_4 → v ← u_3

of T T_3-reversals (see Figure 3). If {u_1, u_3} → v → {u_2, u_4}, then a Z-reversal is equivalent to the sequence

u_3 → v → u_4 ← u_3, u_4 → u_1 → v ← u_4, v → u_1 → u_2 ← v, u_2 → v → u_3 ← u_2 of T T_3-reversals (see Figure 4). If u_4 → v → {u_1, u_2, u_3}, then a Z-reversal is equivalent

to the sequence

v → u_2 → u_3 ← v, u_3 → u_4 → v ← u_3, v → u_4 → u_1 ← v, u_1 → u_2 → v ← u_1

of T T_3-reversals (see Figure 5). If {u_1, u_2} → v → {u_3, u_4}, then a Z-reversal is equivalent

to the sequence

v → u_3 → u_4 ← v, u_4 → u_1 → v ← u_4, u_2 → u_3 → v ← u_3, v → u_1 → u_2 ← v

of T T_3-reversals (see Figure 6). This completes the proof.

vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3

Figure 3: C_4-reversal feasible via T T_3-reversals if v → {u_1, u_2, u_3, u_4}.

vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3

Figure 4: C_4-reversal feasible via T T_3-reversals if {u_1, u_3} → v → {u_2, u_4}.

vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3

Figure 5: C_4-reversal feasible via T T_3-reversals if u_4 → v → {u_1, u_2, u_3}.

vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3 vu^1 u_2u_4u3

Figure 6: C_4-reversal feasible via T T_3-reversals if {u_1, u_2} → v → {u_3, u_4}.

Theorem 4.11. Let n ≥ 4.

(i) In the family of n-partite tournaments, T T_3 refines ⋃ k≥3 C_k.

(ii) Two n-partite tournaments have score-list parity if and only if they are T T_3-equivalent.

Proof : (i) Let T be an n-partite tournament, n ≥ 4, containing an orientation F of a kcycle, say u_1u_2 . . . u_ku_1, k ≥ 3. By Corollary 4.9(i), it suffices to consider k = 3 or 4, and show that an F -reversal in T is equivalent to some sequence of T T_3-reversals. We proceed by induction on the number of arcs t of F that differ from the dicycle C_k = u_1u_2 . . . u_ku_1, i.e., t = |{i | u_{i+1}u_i ∈ A(F )}| with addition taken modulo k. If t = 0, then F = C_k. By Lemmas 4.1 and 4.10 respectively, any C_3-reversal and C_4-reversal are feasible in T via T T_3-reversals.

Suppose t ≥ 1 and WLOG that u_2u_1 ∈ A(F ) − A(C_k). Since n ≥ 4, there exists a vertex v ∈ V (T ) in a different partite set as u_1 and u_2. If v → u_2 → u_1 ← v (or u_2 → u_1 → v ← u_2, or u_2 → v → u_1 ← u_2, or u_2 → u_1 → v → u_2 resp.), then reversing the arcs of this T T_3 (T T_3, T T_3, C_3 resp.) yields an orientation F^∗ of the k-cycle such that |{i | u_{i+1}u_i ∈ A(F^∗)∩A(C_k)}| < t. By induction hypothesis, an F^∗-reversal in T is feasible via T T_3-reversals. Next, reversing the arcs in u_2 → u_1 → v ← u_2 (v → u_2 → u_1 ← v, u_2 → u_1 → v → u_2, u_2 → v → u_1 ← u_2 resp.) completes exactly the F -reversal.

(ii) (⇒) This follows from Theorem 4.4, (i) and the Refinement Lemma.

By setting all partite sets to size one, Theorem 4.11(ii) reduces to Theorem 4.2 for n ≥ 4. The next example shows that the necessity of Theorem 4.11(ii) does not hold generally for tripartite tournaments.

Example 4.12. In Figure 7, D and D^′ are two non-isomorphic tripartite tournaments with score-list parity. Furthermore, D is T T_3-free.

12 1

(a) D.

12 1

(b) D^′.

Figure 7: Two tripartite tournaments with score-list parity but are not T T_3-equivalent.

Noting that C_3 = {C_3, T T_3}, Examples 3.6 and 4.12 suggest that C_3-reversal is required for the analogue of tripartite tournaments.

Theorem 4.13.

(i) In the family of tripartite tournaments, C_3 refines ⋃ k≥3 C_k.

(ii) Two tripartite tournaments have score-list parity if and only if they are C_3-equivalent.

Proof : (i) Let T be a tripartite tournament containing an orientation F of a k-cycle, say u_1u_2 . . . u_ku_1, k ≥ 3. By Corollary 4.9(i), it suffices to consider k = 3 or 4, and show that an F -reversal in T is equivalent to some sequence of C_3-reversals. The case of k = 3 is trivial. So, consider k = 4. We may assume WLOG that {u_1, u_3} ⊆ V_1 and {u_2, u_4} ⊆ V_2. Let w ∈ V_3 and denote the arc joining u_i and w (u_{i+1} resp.) in T as a_i (b_i resp.) for i = 1, 2, 3, 4, with addition modulo k. Then, an F -reversal is equivalent to the sequence

{a_1, a_2, b_1}, {ã_2, a_3, b_2}, {ã_3, a_4, b_3}, {ã_4, ã_1, b_4}

of C_3-reversals.

(ii) (⇒) This follows from Theorem 4.4, (i) and the Refinement Lemma.

5. Alternative proofs of Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2

In this section, we outline alternative proofs of Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2 based on Theorem 1.2 and some elementary ideas in contrast to the involved tools in the previous sections. In addition, we employ a bottom-up approach in which Corollary 3.2 is proved before Theorem 3.1.

2^{nd} proof of Corollary 3.2: (⇒) Let D and D^′ be two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) having the same score list. Since G is bipartite, there exists a bipartition (X, Y ) of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n). If G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) ≁= K(X, Y ), then add the set of arcs −→ R = {xy | x ∈ X, y ∈ Y, xy ∉ E(G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n))} to D and D^′ to obtain two orientations F and F^′, respectively, of K(X, Y ) that have the same score list. For convenience, we also denote the underlying edges of −→ R as R = {U(xy) | xy ∈ −→ R }. By Theorem 1.2, F^′ can be obtained from F through a sequence S^∗ = C^{(1)}_4 C^{(2)}_4 . . . C^{(t)}_4 of C_4-reversals.

First, we show that S^∗ is equivalent to a sequence S of C_{2k}-reversals, k ≥ 2, whose underlying cycles are pairwise edge-disjoint; we proceed by induction on the number t of 4-dicycles in S^∗. The base case of t = 1 is trivial. Suppose t ≥ 2. By induction hypothesis, the subsequence S^∗_{sub} = C^{(1)}_4 C^{(2)}_4 . . . C^{(t−1)}_4 equivalent to a sequence S_{sub} = Z^{(1)}Z^{(2)} . . . Z^{(r)}, 1 ≤ r ≤ t − 1, of C_{2k}-reversals where E(U(Z^{(i)})) ∩ E(U(Z^{(j)})) = ∅ for any i ≠ j. Now if E(U(C^{(t)}_4 )) ∩ E(U(Z^{(i)})) = ∅ for all 1 ≤ i ≤ r, then we are done.

Otherwise, let Q = E(U(C^{(t)}_4 ))Δ^r ⋃ i=1 E(U(Z^{(i)})), where AΔB = A ∪ B − A ∩ B represents

the symmetric difference of two sets A and B. We claim that the arc-induced subdigraph F^∗ = ⟨Q⟩_F consists of only even dicycles, whose underlying cycles are pairwise edgedisjoint. The edge-disjoint property follows from the edge-disjointness of the Z^{(i)}’s and the definition of Q.

To deduce that F contains only dicycles, note if uv ∈ E(U(C^{(t)}_4 ))∩E(U(Z^{(i)})) for some 1 ≤ i ≤ r, we must have uv oriented differently in Z^{(i)} and C^{(t)}_4 , say Z^{(i)} = . . . avub . . . and C^{(t)}_4 = uvx_1x_2u, so that the latter is a feasible dicycle reversal; and they combine to give (and will be replaced by) the dicycle Z^{(i)}new = . . . avx_1x_2ub . . . (see Figure 8). If there exists some edge xy ∈ E(U(Z^{(i)}new)) ∩ E(U(C^{(j)}_4 )) (certainly, xy ≠ uv) for some 1 ≤ j ≤ r, j ≠ i, then repeat the argument on Z^{(i)}new and C^{(j)}_4 in place of C^{(t)}_4 and C^{(i)}_4 respectively. If there exists some arcs xy, yx ∈ A(Z^{(i)}new), then we deduce via similar considerations that Z^{(i)}new can be replaced by at most two new dicycles. So, S^∗ is equivalent to a sequence S of C_{2k}-reversals; these dicycles in F^∗ must be of even length since the underlying graph of F^∗ is a subgraph of K(X, Y ). This completes the induction.

avubx_1x_2 (a) Z^{(i)} = . . . avub . . . and C^{(t)}_4 = uvx_1x_2u. avubx_1x_2 (b) Z^{(i)}_{new} = . . . avx_1x_2ub . . .. Figure 8: Combining Z^{(i)} and C^{(t)}_4 to become Z^{(i)}new.

Lastly, we show that none of the underlying cycles U(Z^{(i)})’s contains an edge in

R. Since any arc in −→ R is oriented the same in F and F^′, the number of times an arc uv appears in the dicycles Z^{(i)}’s is the same as that of its converse vu, that is |{i | uv ∈ A(Z^{(i)})}| = |{i | vu ∈ A(Z^{(i)})}|. By the edge-disjoint property of Z^{(i)}’s in S, it follows that A(Z^{(i)}) ∩ −→ R = ∅ for all i. Hence, S is a feasible sequence of C_{2k}-reversals to obtain D^′ from D.

For our next proof, we require the subdivision operation. The subdivision of an edge (arc resp.) xy in a graph (digraph resp.) is the operation of removing xy and adding a new vertex w_{xy} with edges (arcs resp.) xw_{xy} and w_{xy}y.

2^{nd} proof of Theorem 3.1: (⇒) Let D and D^′ be two orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n) having the same score list and H be the bipartite graph obtained by subdividing every edge of G. Suppose 1, 2, . . . , n is a fixed labelling of the vertices in G. Let F and F^′ be the orientations of H(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n, q_1, q_2, . . . , q_m) obtained from the subdivision of every arc of D and D^′ respectively; and the addition of the arcs uw_{xy} and w_{xy}v for any u ∈ V_i − {x, y} and v ∈ V_j − {x, y} with i < j, if xy is an arc between the partite sets V_i and V_j. Formally, V (F ) = V (D) ∪ {w_{xy} | xy ∈ A(D)} and A(F ) = {xw_{xy}, w_{xy}y | xy ∈ A(D)} ∪ −→ R , where −→ R = {uw_{xy}, w_{xy}v | u ∈ V_i − {x, y}, v ∈ V_j − {x, y}, i < j, xy ∈ A(D) and x ∈ V_i, y ∈ V_j or x ∈ V_j , y ∈ V_i}. The same holds for F^′ and D^′.

We verify that F and F^′ have the same score list as follows. Let ij ∈ E(G) with i < j. Note that the set of vertices added from the subdivisions of the arcs between partite sets V_i and V_j, namely Q_{ij} = {w_{xy} | x ∈ V_i, y ∈ V_j or x ∈ V_j , y ∈ V_i}, forms a partite set in H(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n, q_1, q_2, . . . , q_m) with size |Q_{ij} | = q_{ij} = |V_i||V_j|. Clearly, each vertex w ∈ Q_{ij} has score |V_j| in F and F^′. Furthermore, the added arcs incident to Q_{ij} increases the score of each u ∈ V_i by (|V_i| − 1)|V_j| and do not affect the score of each v ∈ V_j . By Corollary 3.2, there exists some sequence S of C_{2k}-reversals, k ≥ 2, whose underlying graphs are pairwise edge-disjoint, to obtain F^′ from F . Since −→ R ⊂ A(F ) ∩ A(F^′), it follows from the edge-disjoint property that none of the arcs in −→ R are used in S. Hence, restoring any subdivided arcs used in S gives a feasible sequence of C_k-reversals k ≥ 3, to obtain D^′ from D.

6. Conclusion

Let us conclude the paper with some possible directions for future research. In this paper, we focus on determining the C_k-classes and C_k-classes, k ≥ 3, in families of orientations of a G vertex-multiplication to extend Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. Other digraphs such as the dipaths, antidirected dipaths and dicycles are also studied on tournaments by Reid [8], Rosenfeld [9, 10] and Waldrop [13]. We state some of these well-known results. Let P_{k+1} denote a k-dipath and P_{k+1} denote the family of all orientations of a path of length k, i.e., |V (P_{k+1})| = |V (P_{k+1})| = k + 1. An antidirected k-dipath (antidirected k-dicycle resp.) has every two adjacent arcs in opposite directions (except possibly the first and last arc resp.). Obviously if k is even, then there are two antidirected k-dipaths which are converses of each other; we denote the one that starts with a forward arc as AP_{k+1}. If k is odd, then the antidirected k-dipath is unique (up to isomorphism). Let AC_k denote an antidirected k-dicycle.

Theorem 6.1. (Reid [8]) Any two n-tournaments are P_k-equivalent for each integer 2 ≤ k ≤ n. Theorem 6.2. (Rosenfeld [9]) Every vertex in a tournament T of order n ≥ 9 is an end-vertex of some antidirected Hamiltionian path in T .

Theorem 6.3. (Rosenfeld [10]) If T is a tournament of even order n ≥ 28, then T has an antidirected Hamiltonian cycle.

Theorem 6.4. (Waldrop [13]) If n ≥ 11, then any two tournaments of order n are AP_k-equivalent for each integer 2 ≤ k ≤ n − 1.

Therefore, it is natural to seek analogues for orientations of G vertex-multiplications of the above results. Following Waldrop [13] and in view of the structure of G vertexmultiplications, the digraph M_k consisting of k vertex-disjoint arcs from one partite set to another seems interesting for investigation too. Formally, V (M_k) = X ∪ Y , where X = {x_1, x_2, . . . , x_k} ⊆ V_x, Y = {y_1, y_2, . . . y_k} ⊆ V_y for some xy ∈ E(G) and A(M_k) = {x_iy_i | i = 1, 2, . . . , k}. We end by proposing the following problem.

Problem 6.5. Let G be a graph. In the family of orientations of G(p_1, p_2, . . . , p_n), determine the F -classes where (1) F = {P_{k+1}} (i.e., k-dipaths);

(2) F = P_{k+1} (i.e., family of orientations of k-path); (3) F = {AP_{2k+1}, ÃP_{2k+1}, AP_{2k}} (i.e., antidirected dipaths); (4) F = {AC_k} (i.e., antidirected dicycles);

(5) F = {M_k} (i.e., k vertex-disjoint arcs from one partite set to another).

Acknowledgements

The first author would like to thank the National Institute of Education, Nanyang Technological University of Singapore, for the generous support of the Nanyang Technological University Research Scholarship.

References

[1] J. Bang-Jensen and G. Gutin, Digraphs: Theory, Algorithms and Applications, Springer Verlag, London, (2009).

[2] L.W. Beineke and J.W. Moon, On bipartite tournaments and scores, Theory and Applications of Graphs (ed G.Chartrand et al), Wiley, (1981), 55–71.

[3] F. Harary, Graph Theory, Addison-Wesley, (1969), 200.

[4] K.M. Koh and E.G. Tay, On optimal orientations of G vertex-multiplications, Discrete Math., 219, (2000), 153–171.

[5] K.M. Koh and E.G. Tay, On optimal orientations of tree vertex-multiplications, Australas. J. Combin., 34, (2006), 69–87.

[6] J.W. Moon, Topics on tournaments, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York, (1968).

[7] K.L. Ng and K.M. Koh, On optimal orientation of cycle vertex multiplications, Discrete Math., 297, (2005), 104–118.

[8] K.B. Reid, Equivalence of n-tournaments via k-path reversals, Discrete Math., 6, (1973), 263–280.

[9] M. Rosenfeld, Antidirected Hamiltonian paths in tournaments, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B, 12, (1972), 93–99.

[10] M. Rosenfeld, Antidirected Hamiltonian circuits in tournaments, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B, 16, (1974), 234–242.

[11] H. J. Ryser, Matrices of zeros and ones in combinatorial mathematics, Recent Advances in Matrix Theory, Univ. Wisconsin Press, Madison, Wisc., (1964), 103–124.

[12] C. Thomassen, Arc reversals in tournaments, Discrete Math., 71, (1988), 73–86.

[13] C. Waldrop Jr., Arc reversals in tournaments, Ph.D thesis, Louisiana State University and Agricultural & Mechanical College, (1978).

[14] C. Waldrop Jr., An arc-reversal theorem for tournaments, Proc. Seventh Southeastern Conf. on Combinatorics, Graph Theory, and Computing (F. Hoffman, et al., Eds.), Congressus Numerantium XVII, Univ. of Manitoba, Winnipeg, (1976), 501– 507.

[15] W.H.W. Wong and E.G. Tay, A complete characterisation of vertex-multiplications of trees with diameter 5, arXiv:2007.06399v1 (2020).

[16] W.H.W. Wong and E.G. Tay, Optimal orientations of vertex-multiplications of trees with diameter 4 (even case), to be submitted to arXiv.

[17] W.H.W. Wong and E.G. Tay, Optimal orientations of vertex-multiplications of trees with diameter 4 (odd case), to be submitted to arXiv.

[18] W.H.W. Wong and E.G. Tay, Optimal orientations of vertex-multiplications of cartesian products of graphs, arXiv:2010.02792v1 (2020).