arXiv:2312.15519v2 [math.CO] 26 Feb 2024

QUASI-KERNELS IN SPLIT GRAPHS

HÉLÈNE LANGLOIS, FRÉDÉRIC MEUNIER, ROMEO RIZZI, STÉPHANE VIALETTE, AND YACONG ZHOU

Abstract. In a digraph, a quasi-kernel is a subset of vertices that is independent and such that the shortest path from every vertex to this subset is of length at most two. The “small quasi-kernel conjecture,” proposed by Erdős and Székely in 1976, postulates that every sink-free digraph has a quasi-kernel whose size is within a fraction of the total number of vertices. The conjecture is even more precise with a 1/2 ratio, but even with larger ratio, this property is known to hold only for few classes of graphs.

The focus here is on small quasi-kernels in split graphs. This family of graphs has played a special role in the study of the conjecture since it was used to disprove a strengthening that postulated the existence of two disjoint quasi-kernels. The paper proves that every sink-free split digraph D has a quasi-kernel of size at most^2_3 |V (D)|, and even of size at most two when the graph is an orientation of a complete split graph. It is also shown that computing a quasi-kernel of minimal size in a split digraph is W[2]-hard.

1. Introduction

Let D be a digraph. A subset K of its vertices is a kernel if it is independent and every vertex not in K has an outneighbor in K. It is a fundamental notion in the theory of directed graphs, with many applications, even beyond mathematics and computer science; see, e.g. [11, 16]. Yet, not all digraphs have kernels, and it is even NP-complete to decide whether a digraph admits a kernel [3]. In 1974, Chvátal and Lovász [4] showed that a slight modification in the definition of a kernel, leading to the notion of quasi-kernels, ensures the systematic existence of those objects. A subset Q of its vertices is a quasi-kernel if it is independent and the shortest path from every vertex to Q is of length at most two. (An equivalent definition of a kernel can be obtained by replacing the “ at most two” by “at most one.”)

Since all digraphs admit quasi-kernels, their existence is not a challenge, contrary to kernels, and it is rather their size that has attracted attention. This is manifest with what is probably the main conjecture about them, namely the “small quasi-kernel conjecture,” proposed by Erdős and Székely in 1976 [7]:

Conjecture 1 (“Small quasi-kernel conjecture”). Every sink-free digraph D admits a quasi-kernel of size at most^1_2 |V (D)|.

This conjecture is still wide open, and has been proved only for a few special cases: semi-complete multi-partite digraphs and quasi-transitive digraphs [10]; digraphs admitting a kernel [15]; digraphs that can be partitioned into two kernel-perfect digraphs, like 4-colorable graphs [12]; a generalization of anti-claw free digraphs [1]; digraphs containing a kernel in the second outneighborhood of a quasikernel and orientations of unicyclic graphs [6]. As far as we know, versions of the conjecture with ratios possibly larger than 1/2 have not been proved outside these cases.

The question of computing a quasi-kernel of minimal size has also been studied [13]. The problem is W[2]-hard, even for acyclic orientations of bipartite graphs, and it is not approximable within a constant ratio unless P = NP. It is only known to be polynomial-time solvable for orientations of graphs with bounded treewidth [14, Section 7.5].

Key words and phrases. Digraph; Quasi-kernel; Split graph. 1

In the present paper, we focus on split digraphs. A split graph is a graph whose vertices can be partitioned into a clique and an independent set. We extend this notion to digraphs by requiring that the underlying undirected graph is a split graph. “Split digraphs” and “biorientations of split graphs” are thus equivalent expressions, the latter being preferably used when some emphasize is put on the structure of the underlying undirected graph.

One of the motivations is a construction by Gutin et al. [9] using a split digraph and refuting a strengthening of the small quasi-kernel conjecture they formulated a few years before [8].

Our first contribution is the following theorem.

Theorem 1.1. Every sink-free split digraph D admits a quasi-kernel of size at most^2_3 |V (D)|.

As we will see in Section 2, where this theorem is proved, there are families of split digraphs for which the smallest quasi-kernel is asymptotically half of the vertices. So, even for this particular family, there is no hope for a better ratio than 1/2.

We also prove (Section 3) that the size is much smaller when the underlying undirected split graph is complete, namely when every vertex in the independent-part is adjacent to every vertex in the clique-part.

Theorem 1.2. Let D be a biorientation of a complete split graph. If D has a sink, then there is a unique minimum-size quasi-kernel, which is formed by all sinks. If D is sink-free, then the minimal size of a quasi-kernel is at most two.

This theorem implies in particular that computing a quasi-kernel of minimal size can be done in polynomial time in biorientations of complete split graphs. However, the complexity of computing a quasi-kernel of minimal size does not really improve when we restrict the class of digraphs to split digraphs. Let Quasi-Kernel be the computational problem whose input is a digraph D and an integer q and that consists in deciding whether D has a quasi-kernel of size at most q.

Proposition 1.3. Quasi-Kernel is W[2]-complete when the parameter is the size of the sought quasi-kernel, even for split digraphs.

The proof is given in Section 4, where a complementary FPT result is also stated and proved.

Notation and terminology. Given a split digraph D, the set of vertices in the clique part is denoted by K(D) and those in the independent part is denoted by I(D). A one-way split digraph is a split digraph such that every vertex in the independent part is a source.

We use the same terminology as in the reference book by Bang-Jensen and Gutin [2]. A biorientation of an undirected graph consists in replacing each edge uv either by a single arc (u, v) or (v, u), or by the two arcs (u, v) and (v, u). An orientation of an undirected graph consists in replacing each edge uv by a single arc (u, v) or (v, u). A tournament is an orientation of a clique. A semicomplete digraph is a biorientation of a clique.

A 2-serf is a quasi-kernel of size one. For any subset S ⊆ V (D), we denote by N^−(S) (resp. N^+(S)) the set of vertices in V (D) \ S that have an outneighbor (resp. inneighbor) in S. We use N^{−−}(S) to denote the set of vertices in V (D) \ (S ∪ N^−(S)) that can reach S by exactly two arcs. The closed inneighborhood (resp. closed outneighborhood) of v, i.e., N^−(v) ∪ {v} (resp. N^+(v) ∪ {v}), is denoted by N^−[v] (resp. N^+[v]). For any positive integer k, let [k] = {1, 2, . . . , k}.

2. Small quasi-kernels

2.1. Optimality of the 1/2-ratio. We describe two infinite families of split digraphs whose smallest quasi-kernel is asymptotically half of the vertices. The first family is formed by one-way split digraphs. The second family does not contain one-way split digraphs and shows that, if the ratio 1/2 is correct, one-way split digraphs are not the reason of the tightness of the ratio for split digraphs. 2

Consider the one-way split digraph D_n defined by

K(D_n) := {k_0, . . . , k_{2n}}, I(D_n) := { s_{ij} : 0 ⩽ i ⩽ 2n, 1 ⩽ j ⩽ n } , and A(D_n) := { (k_i, k_{i+j} ): 0 ⩽ i ⩽ 2n, 1 ⩽ j ⩽ n } ∪ { (s_{ij}, k_i): 0 ⩽ i ⩽ 2n, 1 ⩽ j ⩽ n } , where the sum i + j is understand modulo 2n + 1 (i.e., i + j = i + j − 2n − 1 if i + j > 2n).

Proposition 2.1. Denote by Q_n a smallest quasi-kernel of D_n. Then lim n→+∞ |Q_n| |V (D_n)| = 1 2 . Proof. Since D_n is one-way, Q_n intersects K(D_n) in a single vertex. Assume that this vertex is k_0. This is without loss of generality because of the symmetry of D_n. For every i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, the shortest k_i-k_0 path is of length two. On the other hand, there is an arc (k_i, k_0) for every i ∈ {n + 1, . . . , 2n}. Therefore Q_n = {k_0} ∪ { s_{ij} : i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n} } and |Q_n| = n^2 + 1. The convergence result is then a consequence of |V (D_n)| = 2n^2 + 3n + 1. □

Consider now the split digraph D^′_n defined by

K(D^′_n) := K(D_n), I(D^′_n) := I(D_n), and A(D^′_n) := A(D_n) ∪ {(k_0, s_{ij}) : 1 ⩽ i ⩽ 2n, 1 ⩽ j ⩽ n}. It is not a one-way split digraph but a strongly connected split digraph.

Proposition 2.2. Denote by Q^′_n a smallest quasi-kernel of D^′_n. Then lim n→+∞ |Q^′_n| |V (D^′_n)| = 1 2 . Proof. Since every path from k_1 to I(D^′_n) is of length at least 3, the quasi-kernel Q^′_n intersects necessarily K(D^′_n) in a single vertex. This vertex cannot be k_0 since the shortest path from s_{11} to k_0 is of length 3 and of length 4 to I(D^′_n). Then, Q^′_n ∩ K(D^′_n) = {k_ℓ} with ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , 2n}, and Q^′_n = {k_ℓ} ∪ {s_{(ℓ+h)j} : 1 ⩽ h ⩽ n, 1 ⩽ j ⩽ n} \ {s_{0j} : 1 ⩽ j ⩽ n}. Therefore, n^2 + 1 ⩾ |Q^′_n| ⩾ n(n − 1) + 1 and the convergence result is a consequence of |V (D_n)| = 2n^2 + 3n + 1. □

2.2. A 2/3-bound for sink-free split digraphs. The fact that one-way split digraphs satisfy the small quasi-kernel conjecture has been noticed by several persons [14, Section 6.1]. A tight bound for the minimum size of a quasi-kernel in one-way split digraphs has recently been given by Ai et al. [1]. We propose here a shorter proof.

It is well known that every semicomplete digraph has a 2-serf. The following useful lemma is easy to prove.

Lemma 2.3. Let T be a semicomplete digraph. If v ∈ V (T ) is not a 2-serf, then there is a 2-serf u of T such that N^−[v] ⊆ N^−(u).

Proof. Consider the subdigraph induced by V (T ) \ (N^−[v] ∪ N^{−−}(v)) and let u be a 2-serf in it. Then, one can observe that u is the required vertex. □

We state now and prove the aforementioned bound of Ai et al.

Theorem 2.4. Every sink-free one-way split digraph D has a quasi-kernel of size at most 1 2 (|V (D)| + 3) − È |V (D)| . 3

Proof. Let I = I(D) and K = K(D). We first assume that D[K] is a tournament. At the end of this proof, we will show how to prove the case when D[K] is a semicomplete digraph.

Because D is sink-free, any vertex in I has at least one outneighbor in K. Let y_1, . . . , y_{|K|} be the vertices in K and consider pairwise disjoint I_i’s such that I_i ⊆ N^−(y_i) ∩ I for every i ∈ [|K|] and I = ⋃_{|K|} i=1 I_i.

Now for each i ∈ [|K|], let Q^′_i = {y_i} ∪ (∪_{{j:yj ∈N} +_{D[K](yi)}}I_j) \ N^−(y_i). If y_i is a 2-serf in D[K], then let Q_i = Q^′_i. Otherwise by Lemma 2.3 we can find a 2-serf y_t of D[K] such that N^−_{D[K]}[y_i] ⊆ N^−_{D[K]}(y_t) and let Q_i = Q^′_t. Observe that if y_i is a 2-serf, then Q^′_i is a quasi-kernel in D. Hence, each Q_i is a quasi-kernel of D. In the first case, we have |Q_i| = |Q^′_i| ⩽ ∑ {j : y_j ∈N^+_{D[K]}(y_i)} |Ij | + 1. In the

second case Q_i = Q^′_t for some t such that y_t is a 2-serf of D[K] and N^−_{D[K]}[y_i] ⊆ N^−_{D[K]}(y_t), which implies N^+_{D[K]}[y_t] ⊆ N^+_{D[K]}(y_i), and |Q_i| = |Q^′_t| ⩽ ∑ {j : y_j ∈N^+_{D[K]}(y_t)} |Ij |+1 ⩽ ∑ {j : y_j ∈N^+_{D[K]}(y_i)} |Ij |+ 1. In both cases, the inequality |Q_i| ⩽ ∑ {j : y_j ∈N^+_{D[K]}(y_i)} |Ij | + 1 holds. Consider a random quasi-

kernel Q where Q = Q_i with probability^{|Ii|}_{|I|} . The expectation of the size of Q is then bounded above as follows, where the second inequality holds because ∑ (y_i,y_j )∈A(D[K]) |Ii||Ij | is just the number of

edges in a complete |K|-partite graphs with |I| vertices and this is clearly maximized when we have balanced parts. E(|Q|) = |K|∑ i=1 |Q_i||I_i| |I| ⩽ 1 |I| Ě_{|K|} ∑ i=1

Ě ∑ {j:y_j ∈N^+_{D[K]}(y_i)} |I_i||I_j | + |I_i| ŔŔ

= 1 |I| Ď ∑ (y_i,y_j )∈A(D[K]) |I_i||I_j | + |I| Ő ⩽ 1 |I| Ą |K| (|K| − 1) 2 Ń Ą |I| |K| Ń_2 + 1

= |I|(|K| − 1) 2|K| + 1 .

Therefore, there must exist an s ∈ [|K|] such that |Q_s| ⩽^{|I|(|K|−1)}_{2|K|} + 1. Since |I| + |K| = |V (D)|, we have |Q_s| ⩽ |I| 2 − |I| 2|K| + 1 = |V (D)| 2 − Ą |K| 2 + |V (D)| 2|K| Ń + 1 2 + 1 ⩽ |V (D)| + 3 2 − È |V (D)| , where the last inequality follows from the inequality between arithmetic and geometric means.

Now we consider the case when D[K] is a semicomplete digraph. Consider a spanning subgraph D^′ of D where D^′[K] is a tournament. If D^′[K] is sink-free, then we are done by the above discussion. If D^′[K] has a sink, then this sink is a 2-serf and therefore a required quasi-kernel of D as 1 ⩽^1_2 ( |V (D)| + 3 ) − √ |V (D)|. □ The following corollary is obtained by applying the above theorem when |V (D)| ⩾ 3, the case |V (D)| = 2 being obvious.

Corollary 2.5. Every sink-free one-way split digraph D has a quasi-kernel of size at most^1_2 |V (D)|.

With the help of this corollary, we prove now that every sink-free digraph admits a quasi-kernel of size at most 2/3 of the total number of vertices (Theorem 1.1).

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let I = I(D) and K = K(D). Let M be a maximal matching from K to I, and let I_M (resp. K_M ) be the vertices in I (resp. K) that are covered by M. Now, consider the subdigraph induced by A = I_M ∪ N^−(I_M ) ∪ (N^{−−}(I_M ) ∩ I). Clearly, I_M is a quasi-kernel of D[A] 4

with size at most^1_2 |V (D)| since |I_M | = |K_M | and K_M ⊆ N^−(I_M ). Let B = V (D) \ A. We may assume that B ≠ ∅ for otherwise we are done by the fact that I_M is a desired quasi-kernel of D. Let N^{−−}_I (I_M ) = N^{−−}(I_M ) ∩ I. We first show the following claim holds.

Claim 1. There is no arc from B ∩ K to I.

Proof. Since N^−(I_M ) is in A and A ∩ B = ∅, there is no arc from B ∩ K to I_M . If there is one arc from B ∩ K to I \ I_M , then we can add it to M, which contradicts the fact that M is a maximum matching from K to I. □

We may assume that |B| ⩾ 2. In fact, if V (B) = {v}, then, since D is sink-free, v must have an outneighbor. Therefore, v is in B ∩ K as otherwise v is a sink since v /∈ N^{−−}_I (I_M ), a contradiction. By Claim 1, all outneighbors of v are in N^−(I_M ). Thus, I_M is a desired quasi-kernel of D.

In the following, we will construct two quasi-kernels Q and Q^′ of D, and we will show that one of them has size at most^2_3 |V (D)|.

Since D is sink-free and N^{−−}_I (I_M ) ⊆ A and A∩B = ∅, every vertex v in B∩I has an outneighbor in B ∩ K. On the other hand, by Claim 1, there is no arc from B ∩ K to I, which implies D[B] is a one-way split digraph with sinks only possibly in B ∩ K. If D[B] has a sink v ∈ B ∩ K then one can observe that v is a 2-serf of D[B] and we let Q_1 = {v}. Note that since |B| ⩾ 2, the inequality |Q_1| ⩽^1_2 |B| holds. If not, by Corollary 2.5, we can find a quasi-kernel Q_1 of D[B] with size at most |B| 2 . Since |B| + |N^{−−}_I (I_M )| + |I_M | + |K_M | ⩽ |V (D)|, we have |Q_1| ⩽^{|B|}_2 ⩽^{|V (D)|}_2 − |I_M | −^{|N −−I (IM )|}_2 . Let Q = Q_1 ∪I_M ∪N^{−−}_I (I_M )−N^−(Q_1). Note that to see that Q is an independent set, since N^−(Q_1) not in Q one only needs to show that there is no arc from Q_1 ∩ K ⊆ B ∩ K to I_M ∪ N^{−−}_I (I_M ), which was already shown by Claim 1. One can observe that Q is a quasi-kernel of D such that |Q| ⩽ |Q_1| + |I_M | + |N^{−−}_I (I_M )| ⩽ |V (D)| 2 − |I_M | − |N^{−−}_I (I_M )| 2 + |I_M | + |N^{−−}_I (I_M )| = |V (D)| 2 + |N^{−−}_I (I_M )| 2 . We now show that D admits a quasi-kernel Q^′ with size at most |V (D)| − |N^{−−}_I (I_M )|. If every vertex in B ∩ K has an outneighbor in N^−(I_M ), then I_M ∪ (B ∩ I) is clearly a quasi-kernel of D and its size is at most |V (D)| − |N^{−−}_I (I_M )|. Therefore, we assume that there exists a vertex v ∈ B ∩ K such that N^−(I_M ) ⊆ N^−(v) \ N^+(v). We may further assume that v is a 2-serf of D[K]. In fact, if v is not, by Lemma 2.3, we can find a 2-serf u ∈ Y of D[K] such that v ∈ N^−(u), which in turn implies that u ∈ B ∩ K as N^−(I_M ) ⊆ N^−(v) \ N^+(v). Then, we consider u instead of v. Again, one can check by Claim 1 that {v} ∪ I \ (N^{−−}_I (I_M ) ∪ (N^−(v)) is a quasi-kernel of D with size at most |V (D)| − |N^{−−}_I (I_M )|. Thus,

min{|Q|, |Q^′|} ⩽ 2|Q| 3 + |Q^′| 3 ⩽ 2 3 Ć |V (D)| 2 + |N^{−−}_I (I_M )| 2 Ň + Ć |V (D)| 3 − |N^{−−}_I (I_M )| 3 Ň

= 2 3 |V (D)| , which completes the proof. □ 5

2.3. Sinks or no sinks: equivalence of conjectures. As noted in the introduction, Conjecture 1 is even open for ratios larger than 1/2. For α ⩾ 1/2, we state thus

Conjecture 1(α). Every sink-free digraph D has a quasi-kernel of size at most α|V (D)|.

Conjecture 1(^1_2 ) is exactly Conjecture 1.

Denote by S(D) the set of sinks of a digraph D. Kostochka, Luo, and Shan [12] proposed a conjecture which is the special case of the following one when α = 1/2. They proved that, even though Conjecture 2(^1_2 ) looks more general, it is equivalent to Conjecture 1.

Conjecture 2(α). Every digraph D has a quasi-kernel of size at most α ( |V (D)| + |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) . In fact, Conjectures 1(α) and 2(α) are equivalent for every α ⩾ 1/2, even if we restrict them to any hereditary class, as we show now.

We say a class of digraph F is a hereditary class if the induced subdigraphs of any digraph D ∈ F is also in F. For any digraph class F, we use F^{s-free} to denote the collection of sink-free digraphs in F.

Theorem 2.6. Let F be a hereditary class. Then, for each α ⩾ 1/2, Conjecture 1(α) is true for F^{s-free} if and only if Conjecture 2(α) is true for F.

Proof. The sufficiency is clear. We show the necessity. Let D be a digraph in F \ F^{s-free}. We show that Conjecture 2(α) is true for D by induction on |V (D)|. When |V (D)| = 1 the existence of a desired quasi-kernel is clear.

We now assume that |V (D)| ⩾ 2 and Conjecture 2(α) is true for all digraphs in F \ F^{s-free} with order smaller than |V (D)|. Consider the digraph D_1 = D − S(D) − N^−(S(D)), and let S_1 := S(D_1). If S_1 = ∅, since Conjecture 1(α) is true for D_1, it has a quasi-kernel Q_1 with size at most |Q_1| ⩽ α|V (D)|. Observe that Q_1 ∪ S(D) is a quasi-kernel of D, and its size is at most |Q_1| + |S(D)| ⩽ α|V (D_1)| + |S(D)| = α ( |V (D)| − |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) +|S(D)| ⩽ α ( |V (D)| + |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) , where the last inequality holds since 1 − α ⩽ α (as α ⩾ 1/2).

Now we assume S_1 ≠ ∅. If |S_1| ⩽ |N^−_{D1} (S_1)|, by the induction hypothesis, D_1 has a quasi-kernel Q_2 of size at most α ( |V (D_1)| + |S_1| − |N^−_{D1} (S_1)| ) ⩽ α|V (D_1)|. Then, Q_2 ∪ S(D) is a quasi-kernel of D and its size is again at most α|V (D_1)| + |S(D)| ⩽ α ( |V (D)| + |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) . Thus, we may further assume that |S_1| > |N^−_{D1} (S_1)|. Consider D_2 = D_1 − S_1 and S_2 := S(D_2). If S_2 = ∅, then D_2 ∈ F^{s-free}. Let Q^′ be the quasi-kernel of D_2 with size at most α|V (D_2)| then Q^′ ∪ S(D) is a quasi-kernel of D of size at most α|V (D_2)| + |S(D)| ⩽ α ( |V (D)| + |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) and we are done. Assume now that S_2 ≠ ∅. By the induction hypothesis, we have a quasi-kernel Q^′ of D_2 with size at most α(|V (D_2)| + |S_2| − |N^−_{D2} (S_2)|). Note that S_2 ⊆ N^−_{D1} (S_1) and therefore |S_2| ⩽ |N^−_{D1} (S_1)| < |S_1|. Consider the quasi-kernel Q^′ ∪ S(D) of D. Its size is at most |Q^′| + |S(D)| ⩽ α ( |V (D_2)| + |S_2| − |N^−_{D2} (S_2)| ) +|S(D)| = α ( |V (D)| − |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| − |S_1| + |S_2| − |N^−_{D2} (S_2)| ) +|S(D)| < α ( |V (D)| − |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) +|S(D)| ⩽ α ( |V (D)| + |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) , where the second last inequality holds because |S_1| > |S_2|. This completes the proof. □ 6

If F is the class of acyclic digraphs (this class is clearly hereditary), then F^{s-free} = ∅ since acyclic digraphs must have sinks. Thus, Conjecture 1(α) is trivially true for F^{s-free}. Then, by Theorem 2.6, the following corollary holds.

Corollary 2.7. Every sink-free acyclic digraph D has a quasi-kernel of size at most 1 2 ( |V (D)| + |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) . Let H be any digraph and F be the class of H-free digraphs. Clearly, this is a hereditary class.

Recently, Ai et al. [1] proved that Conjecture 1(α) is true for sink-free anti-claw-free digraphs. Thus, by Theorem 2.6, Conjecture 2(α) holds for claw-free digraphs, i.e., the following corollary is true.

Corollary 2.8. Every anti-claw-free digraph D has a quasi-kernel of size at most 1 2 ( |V (D)| + |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) . Similarly, because of Theorem 1.1, we have:

Corollary 2.9. Every split digraph D has a quasi-kernel of size at most 2 3 ( |V (D)| + |S(D)| − |N^−(S(D))| ) . 3. Complete split graphs

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.2, which states in particular that, in a sink-free biorientation of a complete split graph, the minimal size of a quasi-kernel is at most two. We need a preliminary lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Let D be a biorientation of a complete split graph with no quasi-kernel of size one. Let x be a vertex with the maximum number of inneighbors in the clique-part. Denote by L the set of vertices with the same inneighborhood as x (including x). Then,

• the set L is included in the independent-part.

• every vertex y in L forms a quasi-kernel of D[(V (D) \ L) ∪ {y}].

Proof. Suppose, aiming for a contradiction, that there is a vertex v in K(D) with the maximum number of inneighbors in K(D). Then {v} is a quasi-kernel because every vertex in N^+(v) has an outneighbor in N^−(v), by the maximality of v; a contradiction with D having no quasi-kernel of size one. This proves the first item.

Consider a vertex y in L and a vertex u not in L. Suppose first that u is in K(D). We have just seen that u has fewer inneighbors in K(D) than y. Thus, u has an outneighbor in N^−(y) ∪ {y}. Suppose now that u is in I(D). Since u is not in L, it has an outneighbor in N^−(y). In any case, there is a path of length at most two from u to y. This proves the second item. □

We can now prove Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Observe that in a biorientation of a complete split graph, if a vertex is a sink, then there is a path of length two from every other non-sink vertex to this sink. Thus, if D has at least one sink, then there is a unique inclusionwise minimal quasi-kernel, which is formed by all sinks. Assume from now on that D has no sink and no quasi-kernel of size one. We are going to show that D has a quasi-kernel of size two.

Let x be a vertex maximizing |N^−(x) ∩ K(D)|. We know from Lemma 3.1 that x is in I(D). Suppose now, aiming for a contradiction, that every vertex v in I(D) is such that N^+(x) ⊆ N^+(v). Choose any vertex y in N^+(x). The singleton {y} is no quasi-kernel of D[K(D)], since otherwise 7

it would be a quasi-kernel of D of size one. The proof of Chvátal and Lovász for the existence of a quasi-kernel [4] makes clear that every vertex is in a quasi-kernel or has an outneighbor in a quasi-kernel. Thus, there exists a vertex z in N^+(y) ∩ K(D) that forms a quasi-kernel of D[K(D)]. The singleton {z} is then a quasi-kernel of D as well since every vertex of I(D) has y as outneighbor; a contradiction.

Hence, there is a vertex t in I(D) with N^+(x)∩N^−(t) ≠ ∅. We claim that {x, t} is a quasi-kernel of D. It is an independent set. Let L be the set of vertices having the same inneighborhood as x. Consider a vertex v in V (D) \ {x, t}.

If v is in L, then by definition of t there is a directed path of length two from v to t. If v is in V (D) \ L, Lemma 3.1 ensures that there is a directed path of length at most two from v to x. □

4. Computational hardness

We first show that one cannot confine the seemingly inevitable combinatorial explosion of computational difficulty to the size of the sought quasi-kernel.

Proposition 4.1. Quasi-Kernel is W[2]-complete when the parameter is the size of the sought quasi-kernel even for biorientations of split graphs.

Proof. Membership in W[2] is clear. Given a digraph D and an integer q, Directed Dominating Set is the problem of deciding if there exists a dominating set of size q, i.e., a subset L ⊆ V (D) of size q such that every vertex v ∈ V (D) is either in L or has an outneighbor in L. Directed Dominating Set is W[2]-complete for parameter q [5].

We reduce Directed Dominating Set to Quasi-Kernel. Let D be a digraph and q be a positive integer. Let n := |V (D)|, m := |A(D)|, and b := 2q + 3. Consider moreover an arbitrary total order ≼ on A(D). Define the following split digraph D^′:

V (D^′) := {s} ∪ S^1 ∪ S^2 ∪ K^1 ∪ K^2

A(D^′) := A_s ∪ A_S1 ∪ A_S2 ∪ A_K1 ∪ A_K2

where

S^1 = { s^1_v : v ∈ V (D) } S^2 = { s^2_i : 1 ⩽ i ⩽ b } K^1 = { k^1_a : a ∈ A(D) } K^2 = { k^2_i : 1 ⩽ i ⩽ b } and A_s = {( s, k^1_a ) : a ∈ A(D) } ∪ {( k^2_i , s ) : 1 ⩽ i ⩽ b } A_S1 = ęĂ s^1_v, k^1_{(v,v}′_) Ł : (v, v^′) ∈ A(D) ľ ∪ ęĂ k^1_{(v,v}′_), s^1_v′ Ł : (v, v^′) ∈ A(D) ľ A_S2 = {( s^2_i , k^2_i ) : 1 ⩽ i ⩽ b } A_K1 = {( k^1_a, k^1_a′ ) : a, a^′ ∈ A(D), a ≺ a^′ } ∪ { (k^1_a, k^2_ℓ ) : a ∈ A(D), 1 ⩽ ℓ ⩽ b } A_K2 = { (k^2_i , k^2_j ): 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ b, i = j mod 2 } ∪ { (k^2_j , k^2_i ): 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ b, i ≠ j mod 2 } . Clearly, D^′ is an orientation of a split graph (i.e., {s} ∪ S^1 ∪ S^2 is an independent set and K^1 ∪ K^2 induces a tournament), |V (D^′)| = n + m + 2b + 1, and |A(D^′)| = (_{m+b} 2 ) + 3m + 2b.

We claim that there exists a dominating set of size at most q in D if and only if D^′ has a quasi-kernel of size at most q + 1. 8

Suppose first that there exists a dominating set L ⊆ V (D) of size at most q in D. Define Q = {s}∪ { s^1_v : v ∈ L } . We note that Q ⊆ {s}∪S^1, and hence Q is an independent set. Furthermore, by construction, the vertex s is at distance at most two from every vertex in S^2 ∪ K^1 ∪ K^2. Since L is a dominating set, it is now clear that Q is a quasi-kernel of D^′ of size at most q + 1.

Conversely, suppose that there exists a quasi-kernel Q ⊆ V (D^′) of size at most q + 1 in D^′. By independence of Q, we have | Q ∩ ( K^1 ∪ K^2 )| ⩽ 1. We first claim that s ∈ Q. Indeed, suppose, aiming at a contradiction, that s /∈ Q. Let X = S^2 \Q. By construction, N^+(X) = { k^2_i ∈ K^2 : s^2_i ∈ X } . On the one hand, we have |X| > | S^2 | − |Q| ⩾ b − (q + 1) = q + 2 (note that S^2 cannot contain the whole set Q), and hence |N^+(X)| > q + 2. On the other hand, |X| being positive, there exists k^2_j ∈ K^2 ∩ Q such that N^+(X) ⊆ N^−[k^2_j ] ∩ K^2. But, according to the definition of A_K2 , we have |N^−[k^2_j ] ∩ K^2| ⩽ ⌈b/2⌉ ⩽ q + 2 for all k^2_i ∈ K^2 and in particular for k^2_j . This is a contradiction and hence s ∈ Q. We now observe that k^1_a ∈ N^+(s) for every k^1_a ∈ K^1 and s ∈ N^+(k^2_i ) for every k^2_i ∈ K^2. Combining this observation with s ∈ Q and the independence of Q, we obtain Q ∩ ( K^1 ∪ K^2 ) = ∅.

We have thus | S^1 ∩ Q | ⩽ q. We now turn to S^1. It is clear that s is at distance three from every vertex s^1_v ∈ S_1. Therefore, by definition of quasi-kernels, for every vertex s^1_v ∈ S^1 \ Q, there exists one vertex s^1_v′ ∈ S^1 ∩ Q such that (s^1_v, k^1_{(v,v′ )}) ∈ A(D^′) and (k^1_{(v,v′ )}, s^1_v′ ) ∈ A(D^′). Note that, by construction, (s^1_v, k^1_{(v,v′ )}) and (k^1_{(v,v′ )}, s^1_v′ ) are two arcs of D^′ if and only (v, v^′) is an arc of D. Then it follows that L = { v : s^1_v ∈ Q } is a dominating set in D of size at most q. □

On the other hand, we have the following “positive” result.

Proposition 4.2. Quasi-Kernel for biorientations of split graphs is FPT for parameter |K(D)| or parameter |I(D)|.

Proof. Let D be a biorientation of a split graph, and write n = |V (D)|. By independence of quasikernels, we have |Q ∩ K(D)| ⩽ 1 for every quasi-kernel Q of D. This straightforward observation is the first step of the two algorithms.

Algorithm for parameter |K(D)|. Define the equivalence relation ∼ on I(D) as follows: s ∼ s^′ if and only if N^−(s) = N^−(s^′) and N^+(s) = N^+(s^′). For every I^′ ∈ I(D)/ ∼, select arbitrarily one vertex of I^′ and denote it by v(I^′). Let Q(D) be the set of all quasi-kernels of D of size at most k. The key point is to observe that if Q(D) ≠ ∅, then there exists Q ∈ Q(D) such that, for every equivalence class I^′ ∈ I(D)/ ∼, either (i) I^′ ∩ Q = ∅, or (ii) I^′ ⊆ Q, or (iii) I ∩ Q = {v(I^′)}. The algorithm is now as follows. Consider all possible states of the equivalence classes (cases (i), (ii), and (iii) described just above) together with any (including none) vertex of K(D). The algorithm returns true if some combination involves at most k vertices and is a quasi-kernel of D. The size of I(D)/ ∼ is bounded by 4^{|K(D)|} since each equivalence class is determined by its out and inneighborhood. Therefore, the algorithm is O(n^2 |K(D)| 3^{|I(D)/∼|}) = O(n^2 |K(D)| 3^{(4|K(D)|)}) time.

Algorithm for parameter |I(D)|. Select (including none) a vertex of K(D). For every subset I^′ ⊆ I(D) of size at most k − 1 (or k, if no vertex of K(D) is selected), check if I^′ together with the selected vertex of K(D) is a quasi-kernel of D. The algorithm is O(n^2 |K(D)| ∑_k i=0 (_{|I(D)|} i ) ) = O(n^2 |K(D)| 2^{|I(D)|}) time. □

References

1. Jiangdong Ai, Stefanie Gerke, Gregory Gutin, Anders Yeo, and Yacong Zhou, Results on the small quasi-kernel conjecture, Discrete Mathematics 346 (2023), no. 7, 113435.

2. Jørgen Bang-Jensen and Gregory Gutin, Digraphs: Theory, algorithms and applications, 2nd ed., Springer, London (2009).

3. Vašek Chvátal, On the computational complexity of finding a kernel, Tech. Report CRM300, Centre de Recherches Mathématiques, Université de Montréal, 1973. 9

4. Vašek Chvátal and László Lovász, Every directed graph has a semi-kernel, Hypergraph Seminar, Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol. 411, Springer, 1974, p. 175.

5. Rodney G Downey, Michael R Fellows, et al., Fundamentals of parameterized complexity, vol. 4, Springer, 2013. 6. Péter Erdős, Ervin Győri, Tamás Róbert Mezei, Nika Salia, and Mykhaylo Tyomkyn, On the small quasi-kernel conjecture, arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.04112 (2023).

7. Peter L Erdős and László A Székely, Two conjectures on quasi-kernels, open problems no. 4. in fete of combinatorics and computer science, Bolyai Society Mathematical Studies, 2010.

8. Gregory Gutin, Khee Meng Koh, Eng Guan Tay, and Anders Yeo, On the Number of Quasi-Kernels in Digraphs, BRICS Report Series (2001), no. 7 (en), Number: 7.

9. , On the number of quasi-kernels in digraphs, Journal of Graph Theory 46 (2004), no. 1, 48–56 (en). 10. Scott Heard and Jing Huang, Disjoint quasi-kernels in digraphs, Journal of Graph Theory 58 (2008), no. 3, 251–260.

11. Ayumi Igarashi, Coalition formation in structured environments, Proceedings of the 16th Conference on Autonomous Agents and MultiAgent Systems, 2017, pp. 1836–1837.

12. Alexandr V Kostochka, Ruth Luo, and Songling Shan, Towards the small quasi-kernel conjecture, Electronic Journal of Combinatorics 29 (2022), no. 3, P3–49.

13. Hélène Langlois, Frédéric Meunier, Romeo Rizzi, and Stéphane Vialette, Algorithmic aspects of small quasikernels, International Workshop on Graph-Theoretic Concepts in Computer Science, Springer, 2022, pp. 370–382.

14. Hélène Langlois, Kernels and quasi-kernels in directed graphs, Ph.D. thesis, École des Ponts, 2023. 15. Allan van Hulst, Kernels and small quasi-kernels in digraphs, arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.00789 (2021). 16. Michał Walicki and Sjur Dyrkolbotn, Finding kernels or solving SAT, Journal of Discrete Algorithms 10 (2012), 146–164.

(Hélène Langlois) CERMICS, École des Ponts ParisTech, 77455 Marne-la-Vallée, France and LIGM, Univ Gustave Eiffel, 77454 Marne-la-Vallée, France

Email address: helene.langlois@enpc.fr

(Frédéric Meunier) CERMICS, École des Ponts ParisTech, 77455 Marne-la-Vallée, France Email address: frederic.meunier@enpc.fr

(Romeo Rizzi) Department of Computer Science, Università di Verona, 37129 Verona, Italy Email address: romeo.rizzi@univr.it

(Stéphane Vialette) LIGM, Univ Gustave Eiffel, CNRS, 77454 Marne-la-Vallée, France Email address: stephane.vialette@univ-eiffel.fr

(Yacong Zhou) Department of Computer Science, Royal Holloway University of London, London, United Kingdom

Email address: Yacong.Zhou.2021@live.rhul.ac.uk

10