arXiv:1907.03166v2 [math.CO] 19 Sep 2019

ALGEBRAIC ALGORITHMS FOR EVEN CIRCUITS IN GRAPHS

HUY TÀI HÀ AND SUSAN MOREY

Abstract. We present an algebraic algorithm to detect the existence of and to list all indecomposable even circuits in a given graph. We also discuss an application of our work to the study of directed cycles in digraphs.

1. Introduction

Detecting the existence of cycles in graphs is a fundamental problem in graph theory (cf. [1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 17, 18, 22, 23, 26, 28, 36, 37]). Graph theoretic algorithms exist to enumerate both odd and even cycles. In [14], the first author, together with Francisco and Van Tuyl, gave an algebraic algorithm to detect and exhibit all induced odd cycles in an undirected graph. The study of [14] is an example of the rich interaction between commutative algebra and graph theory. In fact, using algebraic methods to study combinatorial structures and using combinatorial data to understand algebraic properties and invariants has evolved to be an active research topic in combinatorial commutative algebra in recent years (cf. [13, 25] and references therein).

In the present paper, we continue this line of work and describe an algebraic algorithm to enumerate even circuits in an undirected graph; a circuit is a closed walk in which the edges are all distinct and a cycle is a closed walk in which the vertices are all distinct. We shall also discuss an application of our work to the problem of finding directed cycles in a directed graph (digraph). Let G = (V, E) be a finite simple undirected graph on the vertex set V = {x_1, . . . , x_n}. Let k be a field and identify the vertices in V with the variables in R = k[x_1, . . . , x_n]. The edge ideal of G is defined to be I(G) = ⟨x_ix_j | x_ix_j ∈ E⟩. The construction of edge ideals of graphs was first introduced by Villarreal in [32] (see also [12, 15] for edge ideals of simplicial complexes and hypergraphs) and has been an essential tool in various studies in this area of research. Our main result states that even circuits in G can be detected by considering the reduced Jacobian dual of the edge ideal I(G), a notion which we will defined in Section 2.

An even circuit is called indecomposable if it cannot be realized as the edge-disjoint union of two smaller even circuits. Our first theorem reads as follows, leaving unexplained terminology until later (Section 2).

Theorem 3.6. Let G be a graph, I = I(G), and ϕ the presentation matrix from the Taylor resolution of I. Then the indecomposable even circuits of G correspond exactly to the binomial minors of the reduced Jacobian dual B(ϕ) which satisfy the following conditions:

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 05C38, 13D02, 05C20, 13A30.

Key words and phrases. graph, circuit, even cycle, directed cycle, monomial ideal, Rees algebra, edge ideal. 1

(1) the monomials in these binomials are square-free and relatively prime; and (2) the columns of the corresponding submatrices are pairwise center-distinct.

We focus on even circuits because they form a larger class than that of even cycles. With a slight modification of condition (2), we can also obtain an algebraic characterization for cycles of even lengths in G, see Remark 3.12. The proof of Theorem 3.6 is based on an ad hoc analysis of the possible forms of minors of the reduced Jacobian dual B(ϕ).

Theorem 3.6 allows us to derive an algebraic algorithm to enumerate all indecomposable even circuits in a given graph that runs in polynomial time on the size of the edge set of the graph, see Algorithm 3.7. Our goal is not to compare the running time of our algorithm to that of existed ones, rather we aim to exhibit yet another interesting connection between commutative algebra and graph theory. Theorem 3.6 also has an algebraic consequence to finding defining equations for the Rees algebras of edge ideals of graphs, see Theorem 3.17.

Theorem 3.6 furthermore has an interesting application toward the study of directed cycles in digraphs. For a digraph D, we construct a bipartite graph G = G(D), see Definition 2.9. Note that this bipartite graph has a natural perfect matching, which we denote by M_D. There is an established equivalence between the directed cycles in D and the even cycles in G with a certain property that traces its roots back to work done by Dulmage and Mendelsohn in the 1950’s (see for example [10, 20]) which we restate for convenience. Specifically, again leaving unexplained terminology until later, we have:

Theorem 4.1. The directed cycles in a digraph D correspond exactly to the even cycles in G = G(D) in which a collection of alternating edges forms a subset of the perfect matching M_D.

Theorem 4.1, combined with Algorithm 3.7, gives an algebraic algorithm to enumerate all directed cycles in digraphs, see Corollary 4.3. As a consequence of Theorems 3.6 and 4.1, we are also able to translate the famous Caccetta-Häggkvist conjecture for directed cycles in digraphs to a statement about binomial minors of the Jacobian dual matrix, see Conjecture 4.5.

Acknowledgement. The first author is partially supported by Louisiana Board of Regents (grant #LEQSF(2017-19)-ENH-TR-25). The authors thank the anonymous referees for a careful, detailed reading of the manuscript and useful suggestions.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we collect important notations and definitions used in the paper. For unexplained terminology in commutative algebra, we refer the reader to [16, 34], and in graph theory, we refer the reader to [9].

Algebra. Throughout the paper, k denotes an infinite field. Let R = k[x_1, . . . , x_n] be a polynomial ring over k and let m = (x_1, . . . , x_n). Let I ⊆ R be an ideal and use μ(I) to denote the minimal number of generators of I. Let ϕ be a presentation matrix of I.

Definition 2.1. The Rees algebra of I is defined to be the graded ring R(I) = R[It] = R ⊕ It ⊕ I^2t^2 ⊕ · · · ⊆ R[t]. 2

Suppose that I = (f_1, . . . , f_r). Then there exists a natural presentation of the Rees algebra of I, namely, R[T_1, . . . , T_r]^θ→ R[It] → 0, given by T_i → f_it for i = 1, . . . , r, where T_1, . . . , T_r are indeterminates. Set J = ker θ. Then R[It] ∼= R[T_1, . . . , T_r]/J, and J is referred to as the ideal of equations or defining ideal of R[It]. Since ϕ(T_i) = f_it, we will say that T_i corresponds to the generator f_i of I.

By the definition of a presentation matrix ϕ, the linear (in the variables T_1, . . . , T_r) equations of J are generated by entries of the matrix [T_1 . . . T_r] · ϕ. When these entries are linear in x_1, . . . , x_n, that is, when the entries of ϕ are linear, then ϕ is the Jacobian matrix of these equations with respect to T_1, . . . , T_r. In this setting, one can also define another Jacobian matrix of the same polynomials in [T_1 . . . T_r] · ϕ but with respect to x_1, . . . , x_n. This new Jacobian matrix is usually denoted by B(ϕ) and referred to as the Jacobian dual of ϕ. We now give the generalized version of this notion when the entries of ϕ are not necessarily all linear. See [30, Section 1.5] and [24] for further information on Jacobian duals.

Definition 2.2 (Jacobian dual). Let r = μ(I) and let ϕ be a presentation matrix of I with respect to a set of r generators of I.

(1) A Jacobian dual of ϕ, denoted by B(ϕ), is defined to be a matrix, whose entries are in R[T_1, . . . , T_r] and linear in the variables T_1, . . . , T_r, that satisfies the equation

[T_1 . . . T_r] · ϕ = [x_1 . . . x_n] · B(ϕ).

(2) The reduced Jacobian dual of ϕ, denoted by B(ϕ), is defined to be B(ϕ) ⊗_k R/m.

Observe that given a fixed ϕ, there may be more than one choice for B(ϕ), but B(ϕ) exists uniquely up to elementary row and column rearrangements that come from re-orderings (see, for example, [24]). The matrix B(ϕ), or B(ϕ), has served as a source for the higher degree generators of J, see [19, 21, 24, 29, 31] for example, with the emphasis being on minors of B(ϕ). Example 2.3. Consider the graph

x_5x_6x_4x_3x_2x_1x_7x_8 T_6T5T_1T_4T_2T_7T3T_8

corresponding to I = (x_1x_2, x_2x_3, x_3x_4, x_1x_4, x_4x_5, x_5x_6, x_6x_1, x_7x_8). Then,

ϕ = x_3 0 0 x_4 0 x_6 0 0 0 0 x_3x_4 x_4x_5 x_5x_6 x_7x_8 −x_1 x_4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 −x_2 −x_1 0 −x_5 0 0 0 0 0 −x_1x_2 0 0 0 0 0 x_3 −x_2 0 0 −x_5 0 0 −x_6 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 x_3 0 x_1 −x_6 0 0 0 −x_1x_2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 x_4 x_1 0 0 0 −x_1x_2 0 0 0 0 0 0 −x_2 0 0 −x_5 x_4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 −x_1x_2

where the remaining columns of ϕ correspond to the rest of the (quadratic) Koszul relations on disjoint pairs of edges. The Koszul relations involving T_1 have been included for 3

illustration. Now,

[T_1, . . . , T_8] · ϕ = (x_3T_1 − x_1T_2, x_4T_2 − x_2T_3, x_3T_4 − x_1T_3, x_4T_1 − x_2T_4, x_3T_5 − x_5T_3, x_6T_1 − x_2T_7, x_1T_5 − x_5T_4, x_4T_6 − x_6T_5, x_1T_6 − x_5T_7, x_4T_7 − x_6T_4, x_3x_4T_1 − x_1x_2T_3, x_4x_5T_1 − x_1x_2T_5, x_5x_6T_1 − x_1x_2T_6, x_7x_8T_1 − x_1x_2T_8, · · · ).

When using these equations to form B(ϕ) as in Definition 2.2, the nonlinear terms (in the variables x_i’s) are ambiguous. For example, x_3x_4T_1 can be viewed as x_3(x_4T_1) or as x_4(x_3T_1). Different choices of B(ϕ) arise from different interpretations for each such nonlinear term in the x_i’s. The coefficient of x_i of the jth equation goes in the (i, j) entry of B(ϕ). One such choice of B(ϕ) is

B(ϕ) =

−T_2 0 −T_3 0 0 0 T_5 0 T_6 0 −x_2T_3 −x_2T_5 −x_2T_6 0 0 −T_3 0 −T_4 0 −T_7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 −x_1T_8 T_1 0 T_4 0 T_5 0 0 0 0 0 x_4T_1 0 0 0 0 T_2 0 T_1 0 0 0 T_6 0 T_7 0 x_5T_1 0 0 0 0 0 0 −T_3 0 −T_4 0 −T_7 0 0 0 x_6T_1 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 0 T_1 0 −T_5 0 −T_4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 x_8T_1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

.

Tensoring with R/m yields

B(ϕ) =

−T_2 0 −T_3 0 0 0 T_5 0 T_6 0 0 0 0 0 0 −T_3 0 −T_4 0 −T_7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 T_1 0 T_4 0 T_5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 T_2 0 T_1 0 0 0 T_6 0 T_7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 −T_3 0 −T_4 0 −T_7 0 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 0 T_1 0 −T_5 0 −T_4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

.

Note that entries of B(ϕ) that result from interpretations of the nonlinear terms of ϕ become zero when passing to B(ϕ). Thus, the nonzero columns of B(ϕ) correspond precisely to the linear columns of ϕ and the 0-rows of B(ϕ) correspond to vertices that do not appear as endpoints of any path of length two in G. Such vertices can be isolated, part of a connected component consisting of a single edge, or the center vertex of a connected component that is a tree of diameter 2. Deleting zero-rows and zero-columns will not change the minors of a matrix. Thus, in practice, when focusing on minors, one can work with a smaller matrix ϕ^′ defined by the linear columns of ϕ, and assume that the content ideal, I_1(ϕ^′), is generated by a subset of the variables, say x_1, . . . , x_d. In this case, [T_1, . . . , T_r] · ϕ^′ = [x_1, . . . , x_d] · B(ϕ).

When I is a monomial ideal, a particular presentation matrix ϕ of I that we shall make use of comes from the Taylor resolution of I. We shall now recall the construction of the Taylor resolution and its presentation matrix; see [3, 27] for more details. For a collection B = {f_1, . . . , f_r} of polynomials in R and a subset σ ⊆ B, let f_σ denote the least common multiple of {f_i | | i ∈ σ}. Definition 2.4. Let I ⊆ R be a monomial ideal with the unique set of monomial generators B = {f_1, . . . , f_r}. The Taylor resolution of I is the following complex: 0 → F_r^{∂r}→ F_{r−1}^{∂r−1}→ · · ·^{∂2}→ F_1^{∂1}→ I → 0, 4

where, for p = 1, . . . , r, F_p = R(^{rp}) is the free R-module of rank (_r p ) whose basis corresponds all subsets of p elements from B, and the differential map ∂_p : F_p → F_{p−1} is defined, for each basis element e_σ ∈ F_p corresponding to a subset σ of cardinality p in B, by

∂_p(e_σ) = ∑ f_ℓ∈σ (−1)^{|{fj ∈σ | j<ℓ}|} f_σ f_{σ\{fℓ}} e_{σ\{fℓ }}. The presentation matrix of I from its Taylor resolution is the matrix corresponding to the map F_2^{∂2}→ F_1; its ({f_j}, τ)-entry, for {f_j} ⊆ B, τ ⊆ B with |τ| = 2, is equal to 0 if f_j ∉ τ,

equal to (−1) f_τ f_j if τ = {f_j, f_k} and j < k, and equal to f_τ f_j if τ = {f_j , f_k} and j > k.

The matrix ϕ in Example 2.3 is an instance of the presentation matrix that comes from the Taylor resolution of a monomial ideal. Another important notion that we shall use is minors and ideals of minors of a matrix.

Definition 2.5. Let A be an r × s matrix whose entries are polynomials in R. For t ≤ min{r, s}, a t × t minor of A is the determinant of a t × t submatrix of A. The ideal in R generated by all t × t minors of A is often denoted by I_t(A). A minor is binomial if it can be written as the sum (or difference) of two monomials in R.

Graph theory. An undirected graph G = (V, E) consists of a set V of distinct points, called the vertices, and a collection E of unordered pairs of vertices, called the edges. We shall assume that all graphs in this paper are simple; that is, a graph will have neither loops nor multiple edges. We shall write xy for the undirected edge between vertices x and y in a graph.

Definition 2.6. Let G be an undirected graph.

(1) A walk is an alternating sequence of vertices and edges x_1, e_1, x_2, e_2, . . . , e_{s−1}, x_s such that e_i = {x_i, x_{i+1}} for all i = 1, . . . , s − 1. Such a walk is said to be closed if x_1 = x_s.

(2) A walk is called a trail if its edges are distinct (while its vertices may repeat). A closed trail is called a circuit.

(3) A walk is called a path if its edges and vertices are distinct (except possibly at x_1 = x_s). A closed path is called a cycle.

(4) The length of a walk is the number of edges that the walk transverses (including multiplicities). A walk is even (or odd) if its length is an even (or odd) number.

We often list only the vertices to indicate a walk since the edges are obvious from the vertices. The main graph-theoretic structure that our work captures in this paper is indecomposable even circuits, which we shall define below. We also recall a similar notion of primitive even closed walks.

Definition 2.7. Let G be a graph.

(1) An even circuit is indecomposable if it cannot be realized as the edge-disjoint union of two smaller even circuits.

(2) An even closed walk is primitive if it does not contain an even closed subwalk.

Remark 2.8. There is a close connection between even closed walks in a graph G and the equations of the Rees algebra of the edge ideal of G, see [33]. In particular, suppose 5

x_1, e_1, x_2, e_2, . . . , e_{2s−1}, x_{2s}, e_{2s}, where e_i = {x_i, x_{i+1}} and e_{2s} = {x_{2s}, x_1}, is an even closed walk and θ(T_i) = e_i as in Definition 2.1. Then θ( s∏ i=1 T_{2i} − s∏ i=1 T_{2i−1}) = s∏ i=1 e_{2i} − s∏ i=1 e_{2i−1} = 2s∏ i=1 x_i − 2s∏ i=1 x_i = 0 so ∏_s i=1 T_{2i} − ∏_s i=1 T_{2i−1} ∈ J. An application of our work is to directed graphs, so we shall also recall basic terminology for directed graphs. A digraph D = (Z, ⃗E) consists of a set Z of distinct points, called the vertices, and a collection ⃗E of ordered pairs of vertices, called the directed edges. We will also assume that all digraphs in this paper are simple digraphs. We shall write x → y for the directed edge from x to y in a digraph.

Directed walks, paths, circuits and cycles in a digraph can be defined similarly to those in an undirected graph with only one difference, that is, if x_1, e_1, x_2, . . . , e_{s−1}, x_s represents a directed walk from x_1 to x_s then e_i is the directed edge x_i → x_{i+1} for all i = 1, . . . , s − 1.

The application of our work to directed cycles in digraphs is based on the following construction ([35]).

Definition 2.9. Let D = (Z, ⃗E) be a digraph over the vertex set Z = {z_1, . . . , z_m}. The bipartite graph G(D), associated to D, is constructed as follows.

(1) The vertices of G(D) are {x_1, . . . , x_m, y_1, . . . , y_m}. (2) The edges of G(D) are:

(a) {x_i, y_i} for all i = 1, . . . , m; and (b) {x_i, y_j}, for i ≠ j, if z_i → z_j is an edge in ⃗E.

It is easy to see that for any digraph D = (Z, ⃗E), the bipartite graph G(D) has a perfect matching { e_i = {x_i, y_i} | | i = 1, . . . , m}. We shall denote this perfect matching of G(D) by M_D.

Example 2.10. Let D be directed graph

D :z_1z_2z^3z_4z^5

Then, the bipartite graph G = G(D) associated to D is

G :x^1x^2x^3x^4x^5 y_1y_2y_3y_4y_5

6

3. Even circuits in graphs

In this section, we present an algebraic algorithm to enumerate indecomposable even circuits in a graph. Recall that G = (V, E) is a simple graph on the vertex set V = {x_1, . . . , x_n} with r = |E|. For I = I(G), fix ϕ to be the presentation matrix of I = I(G) that results from the Taylor resolution of I, as in Definition 2.4. For the remainder of the paper, ϕ will always refer to the Taylor presentation matrix unless otherwise noted.

We start with the following simple observation about ϕ. Example 2.3 already illustrates the statements below, which are generally known but written here for ease of reference.

Lemma 3.1. If G is a graph and I = I(G), then the following statements hold.

(1) The entries of ϕ are monomials in {x_1, . . . , x_n}. (2) Every column of ϕ has precisely two nonzero entries.

(3) The nonzero entries in each column of ϕ are either both linear or both quadratic. (4) Every linear column of ϕ corresponds to a path of length 2 in G whose end-vertices are the nonzero entries of this column.

(5) Every quadratic column of ϕ corresponds to a pair of disjoint edges.

Proof. The assertions are straightforward from the construction of the Taylor resolution of I(G). Note that in general, all relations on a set of monomials can be generated by pairwise relations (i.e., relations of two monomials). If m_1, m_2 are monomials, then a minimal relation between them has the form am_1 + bm_2 = 0 where a = (lcm(m_1, m_2)/m_1) and b = (lcm(m_1, m_2)/m_2) are monomials. If m_1 ≠ m_2 both have degree 2, then a = m_2, b = m_1 if m_1, m_2 have disjoint support. Otherwise, a, b both have degree one. The results follow. □

As above, we denote by B(ϕ) and B(ϕ) the Jacobian dual and respectively the reduced Jacobian dual of ϕ. We obtain an immediate corollary of Lemma 3.1 when ϕ is assumed to be the Taylor presentation matrix of I(G) for a graph G.

Corollary 3.2. The nonzero columns of B(ϕ) are precisely the columns of B(ϕ) that correspond to linear columns of ϕ. Particularly, each nonzero column of B(ϕ) contains precisely two nonzero entries, each of which is a degree one monomial in T_1, . . . , T_r.

Proof. By definition, the nonzero entries of B(ϕ) come from nonzero entries of B(ϕ) that are contained in k[T_1, . . . , T_r]. Observe, by the equation [T_1 . . . T_r] · ϕ = [x_1 . . . x_n] · B(ϕ),

(3.1)

that the columns of B(ϕ) correspond to columns of ϕ. Moreover, by Lemma 3.1, the nonzero entries in each column of ϕ are of the same degrees (either linear or quadratic). It further follows from the equation (3.1) that the degree with respect to the x_i’s of nonzero entries of a column in B(ϕ) is exactly one less than that of the corresponding column of ϕ. Hence, nonzero columns of B(ϕ) correspond to columns without the x_i’s in B(ϕ), which correspond to columns of linear forms (and 0) in ϕ.

The second statement also follows from Lemma 3.1. □

Remark 3.3. Note that since zero columns of a matrix will not play any role in what follows, we could define B(ϕ) to exclude all its zero columns. That is, we are working just with the (uniquely defined) columns of ϕ, whose nonzero entries are linear, that result from binomial relations of edges in paths of length 2 in G. As mentioned earlier, zero rows of B(ϕ) will 7

not play a role and can be eliminated by using the content ideal of ϕ to define B(ϕ) rather than m. However, since zero rows do not affect minors, which are our main focus when using B(ϕ), it is a matter of convenience to allow them.

As stated in Lemma 3.1, the linear columns of ϕ are generated by pairs of monomials corresponding to edges that share a vertex. In other words, the linear columns of ϕ correspond to paths of length 2 in the graph. It can be desirable for computational purposes to use a minimal presentation matrix for ϕ rather than the full Taylor presentation matrix. It is easy to check that there are three paths of length two in each triangle, yielding three linear relations, any two of which generate the third. Since this is the only redundancy among the linear relations for a graph, if the graph is triangle free, the linear columns of a minimal presentation matrix will be the same as the linear columns of the Taylor presentation matrix.

Since the linear columns arise from paths of length two, as seen in Lemma 3.1 the endpoints of each path are the nonzero entries of that column of ϕ. These endpoints will thus be encoded in the corresponding column of B(ϕ) as the rows in which the nonzero entries appear. It is natural to expect that the third vertex, the midpoint of the path, would play a role.

Definition 3.4. We call two nonzero columns of B(ϕ) center-distinct if their corresponding paths of length 2 in G have distinct middle vertices. We also call the middle vertices of these paths of length 2 the mid-points of the corresponding columns.

Finding the mid-point of a column of B(ϕ) can be done easily by examining the corresponding edges of G. If T_i and T_j are the two nonzero entries of a column of B(ϕ) and f_i, f_j are the corresponding edges of g (that is, θ(T_i) = f_it,and θ(T_j ) = f_jt)), then the mid-point of the column is suppf_i ∩ suppf_j, or equivalently gcd(f_i, f_j ).

The next lemma collects information that can be gleaned about a graph from minors of B(ϕ) of a form that will appear frequently in the remainder of the article.

Lemma 3.5. If B(ϕ) has a minor of the form

M = T_2 0 . . . −T_{2t−1} −T_1 T_4 . . . 0 0 −T_3 . . . 0 . . . . . . . . . 0 0 . . . T_{2t} , (3.2)

then G contains an even closed walk corresponding to det M. Moreover,

(1) the walk is primitive if and only if the columns of M are pairwise center-distinct; and (2) the walk is a circuit if and only if the nonzero entries of M are distinct, in which case the circuit is indecomposable if and only if the columns of M are pairwise centerdistinct.

Proof. Combining equation (3.1) with Lemma 3.1 gives that each column of M corresponds to a path of length 2 in G whose end-vertices are labeled by the rows of M corresponding to the nonzero entries in that column. By re-indexing the variables, we may assume that the rows of M correspond to the variables x_1, . . . , x_t. Then, the ith column of M, for 1 ≤ i ≤ t − 1, corresponds to a path of length 2 from x_i to x_{i+1}, and the last column of M corresponds to a path of length 2 from x_t to x_1. We shall denote those paths by x_i, y_i, x_{i+1}, for i = 1, . . . , t − 1, and x_t, y_t, x_1. Furthermore, edges on these paths correspond to the 8

variables T_1, . . . , T_{2t}. Hence, these paths glue together to form an even closed walk of length 2t in G. Since det M = ∏_t i=1 T_{2i} − ∏_t i=1 T_{2i−1} we have that det M corresponds to an even closed walk in G, as in Remark 2.8. This walk is a circuit if and only if the T_i, and thus the corresponding edges, are distinct. Finally, the columns of M are pairwise center-distinct if and only if the vertices y_1, . . . , y_t are pairwise distinct. Note that the vertices x_1, . . . , x_t are distinct by definition. This guarantees that the obtained closed walk or circuit of length 2t in G is primitive or indecomposable respectively if and only if the columns of M are pairwise center-distinct. □

We are now ready to state the main result of the paper. Note that relabeling the vertices or edges of a graph corresponds to rearranging the rows of ϕ or of B(ϕ). Such a rearrangement will not affect the minors of a matrix, so when convenient, a specific labeling of vertices can be used without loss of generality.

Theorem 3.6. Let G be a graph. Then the indecomposable even circuits of G correspond exactly to the binomial minors of B(ϕ) which satisfy the following conditions:

(1) the monomials in these binomials are square-free and relatively prime; and (2) the columns of the corresponding submatrices are pairwise center-distinct.

Proof. Suppose that C is an indecomposable even circuit in G. For ease of notation, select a labeling on the vertices and edges so that the edges of C (in order) are e_1, . . . , e_{2t}, where e_i = x_ix_{i+1} for i < 2t and e_{2t} = x_{2t}x_1. Since C is indecomposable, it is easy to see that x_1, x_3, . . . , x_{2t−1} are pairwise distinct. Particularly, the linear relations of I = I(G) include x_1e_2 − x_3e_1, x_3e_4 − x_5e_3, . . . , x_{2t−1}e_{2t} − x_1e_{2t−1} which correspond to the following columns of ϕ:

−x_3 0 . . . 0 x_1 0 . . . 0 0 −x_5 . . . 0 0 x_3 . . . 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . −x_1 0 0 . . . x_{2t−1} . . . . . . . . .

where for convenience, labelings were chosen so that T_i corresponds to e_i for 1 ≤ i ≤ 2t.

We can reorder the columns of ϕ so that these are the first t columns. These columns produce x_1T_2 −x_3T_1, x_3T_4 −x_5T_3, . . . , x_{2t−1}T_{2t} −x_1T_{2t−1} as linear equations of the Rees algebra R[It], which correspond to the first t equations of [x_1 . . . x_n]·B(ϕ). Thus, the first t columns 9

of B(ϕ) are: T_2 0 . . . −T_{2t−1} 0 0 . . . 0 −T_1 T_4 . . . 0 0 0 . . . 0 0 −T_3 . . . 0 . . . . . . . . . 0 0 . . . T_{2t} . . . . . . . . .

.

By Corollary 3.2, these columns of B(ϕ) are unchanged when passing to B(ϕ). Consider the t × t submatrix M of B(ϕ) consisting of the first t columns and the t identified nonzero rows:

M = T_2 0 . . . −T_{2t−1} −T_1 T_4 . . . 0 0 −T_3 . . . 0 . . . . . . . . . 0 0 . . . T_{2t} .

Then, det(M) = ∏_t i=1 T_{2i} − ∏_t i=1 T_{2i−1}. This is a binomial whose monomials are square-free and relatively prime. Observe further that, since C is indecomposable, x_2, x_4, . . . , x_{2t} are pairwise distinct. Therefore, the columns of M are pairwise center-distinct.

Conversely, suppose that M is a t × t submatrix of B(ϕ) whose determinant is a binomial of degree t with square-free and relatively prime monomials, and whose columns are pairwise center-distinct. It follows from Lemma 3.1 and Corollary 3.2 that each column of M contains at most 2 nonzero entries. Since the monomials in det(M) are relatively prime, each column of M must contain exactly 2 nonzero entries. Particularly, M contains exactly 2t nonzero entries. Also, since the monomials in det(M) are relatively prime, det(M) contains exactly 2t distinct variables. Thus, all the 2t nonzero entries of M are distinct. Since each row also contains at least 2 distinct entries in order for the monomials to be relatively prime, a simple counting argument guarantees exactly two nonzero entries per row as well.

Now, by rearranging the rows and columns of M, it is easy to put M in a block-matrix form, where each nonzero block is of the form as in (3.2) and lies on the diagonal. Observe further that if M has more than one such block, then det(M) is not a binomial since all entries of M are distinct. Therefore, we can assume that M is exactly as in (3.2). The result now follows from Lemma 3.5. □

Theorem 3.6 gives us the following algebraic algorithm to detect the existence of and list all even circuits in a given graph G.

Algorithm 3.7. To enumerate all indecomposable even circuits in a given graph G:

(1) Form ϕ.

(2) Compute B(ϕ).

(3) for t from 1 to the rank of B(ϕ) compute all t × t submatrices of B(ϕ). (4) Test if each submatrix satisfies the following conditions:

(a) its columns are pairwise center-distinct; and 10

(b) its determinant is a binomial whose monomials are square-free and relatively prime.

(5) If the answer is “Yes” then return the rows and centers of the columns corresponding to the minor. These are the vertices of an indecomposable even circuit in G.

Remark 3.8. Note that only the linear columns of ϕ are necessary in this process and so in step 1 only the linear relations need be considered. Note also that the Taylor resolution and its presentation matrix can be constructed in polynomial time on the number of generators of I(G) (i.e., the number of edges in G). Note further that the computation of the determinant of a matrix can also be done in polynomial time on the size of the matrix, and the rank of B(ϕ) is at most the number of edges in G. Finally, testing if the columns of a minor in B(ϕ) are center-distinct can be done in polynomial time on the size of the minor, which is bounded by the number of edges in G. Thus, Algorithm 3.7 runs in polynomial time on the size of the edge set of G.

Example 3.9. Consider the following graph.

G :T_1T_2T3T_4T6T_5 x_1x_2x_3x_4x_5 The nonzero columns of the reduced Jacobian dual of G corresponding to the Taylor presentation matrix ϕ are computed to be:

B(ϕ) : x_1 x_2 x_3 x_4 x_5

−T_2 T_2 0 0 0 0 0 0 −T_4 −T_6 0 −T_3 T_3 0 0 0 −T_4 −T_6 0 0 T_1 0 −T_1 −T_5 T_5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 −T_6 T_6 T_2 0 T_3 0 0 0 0 T_4 0 −T_4 0 T_2 0 T_3 ,

where the labels x_1, . . . , x_5 indicate the variables of the corresponding rows. Furthermore, the mid-points of the columns are successively x_2, x_3, x_1, x_4, x_5, x_3, x_3, x_3, x_3, x_3. By evaluating the minors of B(ϕ), the only binomial minor whose monomials are square-free and relatively prime is T_1T_4T_6 − T_2T_3T_5, which corresponds to the only indecomposable even circuit x_1, x_2, x_3, x_4, x_5, x_3, x_1 in G. This minor appears using the submatrix formed by taking rows 1, 3, 4 and columns 1, 5, 9, for example, or the one formed by rows 2, 3, 4 and columns 3, 5, 7.

Remark 3.10. There can be binomial minors of B(ϕ) whose monomials are neither squarefree nor relatively prime. These minors may correspond to even closed walks which transverse an edge multiple times.

Example 3.11. Consider the following graph.

G :T_1T_2T3T4T_5T7T_6 x_1x_2x_3x_4x_5x_6 11

The nonzero columns of the reduced Jacobian dual of I(G) with respect to theTaylor presentation matrix ϕ are computed to be:

B(ϕ) : x_1 x_2 x_3 x_4 x_5 x_6

−T_2 T_2 0 0 −T_4 0 0 0 0 0 0 −T_3 T_3 T_4 0 0 0 0 0 0 T_1 0 −T_1 0 0 −T_5 −T_7 0 0 0 0 0 0 −T_2 T_3 0 0 −T_6 T_6 0 0 0 0 0 0 T_4 0 0 −T_7 T_7 0 0 0 0 0 0 T_4 T_5 0 −T_5 ,

where the labels x_1, . . . , x_6 indicate the variables of the corresponding rows. Furthermore, the mid-points of the columns are successively x_2, x_3, x_1, x_3, x_3, x_4, x_4, x_5, x_6, x_4.

The only binomial minor of B(ϕ) is T_2T_3T_5T_7 − T_1T^2_4 T_6. This corresponds to submatrices formed using rows 1, 3, 4, 5 and columns 1, 5, 6, 9 for example, or rows 2, 3, 4, 6 and columns 3, 4, 7, 8. A monomial of this minor is not square-free. This indicates that G contains an even closed walk x_2, x_3, x_4, x_5, x_6, x_4, x_3, x_1, x_2, but this walk is not a circuit because it transverses through the edge T_4 twice. Hence, G has no indecomposable even circuits.

Remark 3.12. With basically the same proof as that of Theorem 3.6, it can be shown that the even cycles of G correspond exactly to the binomial minors of B(ϕ) which satisfy the following conditions:

(1) the monomials in these binomials are square-free and relatively prime; and (2) the variables labeling the rows and the mid-points of the columns of the corresponding submatrices are pairwise distinct.

Example 3.13. Let G be the graph in Example 3.9. As shown in Example 3.9, the only binomial minor of B(ϕ) whose monomials are square-free and relatively prime is T_1T_4T_6 − T_2T_3T_5. This minor is obtained by taking rows 1, 3, 4 and columns 1, 5, 9. In this minor, the mid-points of the columns are x_2, x_5 and x_3. On the other hand, the variables labeling the rows are x_1, x_3 and x_4. Clearly, we have a repeated x_3 among the mid-points and the row labels. Thus, this minor corresponds to an even indecomposable circuit, which is not a cycle.

Example 3.14. Let G be the graph in Example 2.3. A binomial minor of B(ϕ) whose monomials are square-free and relatively prime is T_2T_5T_7 − T_1T_3T_6. This minor is obtained by taking rows 1, 3, 5 and columns 1, 5, 9. The mid-points of the columns are x_2, x_4 and x_6, and the variables labeling the rows are x_1, x_3 and x_5. Since these are distinct variables, this minor corresponds to an even cycle x_1, x_2, x_3, x_4, x_5, x_6, x_1.

We continue this section by discussing an algebraic consequence of Theorem 3.6 in finding defining equations for the Rees algebras of edge ideals of graphs. Recall that the Rees algebra R[It] of I has a presentation R[T_1, . . . , T_r]^θ→ R[It] → 0, and J = ker θ is called the defining ideal of R[It].

It was shown in [33] that the nonlinear equations of J arise from the even closed walks in the graph G. An alternate proof of this fact appears in Chapter 10.1 of [16]. Also, it was proved in [16, Corollary 10.1.5] that the generators correspond to primitive even closed walks and form a reduced Gröbner basis for J. The binomials corresponding to indecomposable even circuits of G are thus known to be elements of J. However, there are elements of J that do not correspond to indecomposable circuits, as seen in Example 3.11. It is worth 12

noting that it was established in a more general setting that the maximal minors of B(ϕ) are contained in J (see, for example, [29]). A close examination of the proof of Theorem 3.6 shows that any even closed walk in G corresponds to a binomial minor of B(ϕ).

Corollary 3.15. Let G be a graph with edge ideal I = I(G), and let J be the defining ideal of R[It]. Then, every nonlinear generator of J appears as a binomial minor of B(ϕ).

Proof. By [33] and [16, Chapter 10.1], we have that the nonlinear generators of J correspond to primitive even closed walks in G. Consider any primitive even closed walk W in G and, after a re-labeling, suppose that the vertices on W are x_1, . . . , x_{2t} (not necessarily distinct).

Observe that, since W is primitive, if x_i = x_j is a repeated vertex in W then i and j are of different parity. View W as the union of t paths of length 2, namely, P_i = x_{2i−1}, x_{2i}, x_{2i+1}, for i = 1, . . . t (where x_{2t+1} = x_1). Then, the endpoints of each path P_i are distinct vertices. Thus, P_i corresponds to a column of B(ϕ) with exactly two nonzero entries, appearing in the rows labeled by x_{2i−1} ≠ x_{2i+1}. Selecting these columns and the corresponding nonzero rows results in a t × t submatrix M_W of B(ϕ).

As in the proof of Theorem 3.6, the rows and columns of M_W can be rearranged so that M_W is a block-matrix in which each block is of the form of (3.2). If there are multiple blocks then each corresponds to an even closed walk contained in W by Lemma 3.5, a contradiction to the fact that W is primitive. Therefore, M_W is of the form (3.2), where the nonzero entries may not be distinct. Hence, the corresponding generator of J is the same as det(M_W ), which is a binomial minor of B(ϕ). □

Let T = [T_1 . . . T_r]. Corollary 3.15 gives us the containment J ⊆ ⟨ T · ϕ, I_2(B(ϕ)), I_3(B(ϕ)), . . . , I_k(B(ϕ)) ⟩ , where k is the rank of B(ϕ). The reverse containment fails to hold. In general, I_t(B(ϕ)) will contain monomials that are not in J. For instance, in Example 2.3, T_2T_3 ∈ I_2(B(ϕ)) but T_2T_3 ∉ J. Interestingly enough, we shall see that by restricting to binomial minors we in fact obtain an equality. While not all binomial minors of B(ϕ) are minimal generators of J, such minors correspond to multiples of binomials which come from (not necessarily primitive) even closed walks and are elements of J. The following lemma will be used in proving the desired equality. For convenience, we consider 1 to be a trivial monomial.

Lemma 3.16. Suppose ψ is an n × n matrix such that:

(1) det(ψ) is a nonzero binomial;

(2) every column of ψ has at most 2 nonzero entries.

Then, after row and column rearrangements, ψ has a block decomposition ψ = [ X W Y Z ]

where det(X) is a monomial, det(Z) is a binomial, det(ψ) = det(X) det(Z), and every row of Z has at least 2 nonzero entries and every column of Z has exactly 2 nonzero entries.

Proof. If every row of ψ has at least 2 nonzero entries and every column of ψ has exactly 2 nonzero entries, set X, Y, W to be empty matrices and Z = ψ. Then since an empty product is defined to be 1, det(X) = 1 is a (degenerate) monomial, and the result holds. In particular, the result holds when n = 2. Assume n > 2. 13

Assume there exist s rows of ψ with a single nonzero entry. Since det(ψ) ≠ 0, every row and column of ψ has at least one nonzero entry and no two rows (columns) have a single nonzero entry in the same column (row). Note also that row and column exchanges modify only the sign of the determinant and not the binomial nature. By performing row exchanges, we can rearrange all rows with a single nonzero entry to come before all rows with multiple nonzero entries. That is, we may assume that ψ has the form ψ = [ D_1 0 A_1 ψ_1 ] , where D_1 is an s × s diagonal matrix, and A_1 is a matrix where each column has at most one nonzero entry. Observe that det(D_1) is a monomial and det(ψ) = det(D_1) det(ψ_1), so det(ψ_1) is again a nonzero binomial. As before, each column of ψ_1 has either one or two nonzero entries and each row has at least one nonzero entry. Since ψ_1 is n − s × n − s with s ≥ 1, by induction,

ψ_1 = [ X_1 W_1 Y_1 Z_1 ]

where det(X_1) is a monomial, det(Z_1) is a binomial, det(ψ_1) = det(X_1) det(Z_1), and every row of Z_1 has at least 2 nonzero entries and every column of Z_1 has exactly 2 nonzero entries. Now ψ = D_1 0

A_1

X_1 W_1 Y_1 Z_1 = D_1 0 0 A^′_1 X_1 W_1 A^{′′}_1 Y_1 Z_1 ,

where A^′_1, A^{′′}_1 consist of the appropriate rows of A_1. Set Z = Z_1, X = [ D_1 0 A^′_1 X_1 ] , W = [ 0 W_1 ] , and Y = [ A^{′′}_1 Y_1 ] . Note that

det(ψ) = det(D_1) det(ψ_1) = det(D_1) det(X_1) det(Z_1) = det(X) det(Z) and the result follows.

Similarly, if any column of ψ has a single nonzero entry, then by performing column exchanges, we may assume ψ has the form ψ = [ D_2 B_2 0 ψ_2 ] , where D_2 is a diagonal matrix. Observe that det(ψ) = det(D_1) det(ψ_2) and det(D_2) is a monomial, so det(ψ_2) is again a nonzero binomial. As before, each column of ψ_2 has either one or two nonzero entries and each row has at least one nonzero entry and the result follows by induction as in the case above. □

Note that in the above lemma, since the columns of Z have 2 nonzero entries each and the columns of ψ have at most 2 nonzero entries, it follows that W = 0. In order to state our next result formally, for a matrix M, set bi(I_t(M)) to be the collection of t × t minors of M that are binomials.

Theorem 3.17. Let G be a graph with edge ideal I = I(G). Let J be the defining ideal of R[It] and let k = rank B(ϕ). Then, J = ⟨ T · ϕ, bi(I_2(B(ϕ))), bi(I_3(B(ϕ))), . . . , bi(I_k(B(ϕ))) ⟩ . 14

Proof. One inclusion follows directly from Corollary 3.15.

For the reverse inclusion, suppose that ψ is a t × t submatrix of B(ϕ) with det(ψ) a binomial. We will show that det(ψ) ∈ J. Indeed, since det(ψ) ≠ 0, every row and column of ψ has at least one nonzero entry and no two rows (columns) have a single nonzero entry in the same column (row). As noted before, each nonzero column of B(ϕ) has precisely 2 nonzero entries. Thus, each column of ψ has at most 2 nonzero entries. Applying Lemma 3.16 we

can assume that ψ = [ A B C ψ_p ] where ψ_p is a minor of ψ in which every column has exactly

two nonzero entries, every row has at least two nonzero entries, and det(ψ_p) is a nonzero binomial with det(ψ) = det(A) det(ψ_p). Thus, if det(ψ_p) ∈ J, then det(ψ) ∈ J.

Now, we can reorder the rows of ψ_p so that the nonzero entries of the first column appear in the first two rows. Since the second row has at least two nonzero entries, we can rearrange the remaining columns of ψ_p so that the (2, 2) entry is not zero. If the second nonzero entry of column 2 is not in row 1 then we can rearrange the remaining rows so that the (3, 2) entry of ψ_p is not 0. We can continue to rearrange the rows and columns of ψ_p in this manner (see also (3.2)) until for some row i, the remaining columns with nonzero entries in row i have the second nonzero entry in row j for some j < i. At this point, ψ_p has the following form

ψ_p =

∗ 0 0 0 · · · 0 ∗ ∗ 0 0 · · · 0 0 ∗ ∗ 0 · · · ∗ 0 0 ∗ ∗ · · · 0 . ..

0 0 0 0 · · · ∗ N

0 ψ_{p+1}

,

where ∗ denotes a nonzero entry and the position of the second ∗ in the final column before N is illustrative. Notice that ψ_p has a minor of the form of (3.2). In addition, ψ_p has the form

ψ_p = L_{ψp} 0 C_{ψp} M_{ψp} N 0 ψ_{p+1} where L_{ψp} is lower triangular (the empty matrix if j = 1), and M_{ψp} has the form of (3.2). Note that det(ψ_p) = det(L_{ψp} ) det(M_{ψp} ) det(ψ_{p+1}).

By Lemma 3.5, det(M_{ψp} ) ∈ J, and since J is closed under multiplication, det(ψ) ∈ J as required. □

Remark 3.18. It can be seen in the proof above that every row of ψ_{p+1} has at least two nonzero entries and each column has either one or two nonzero entries. We can continue the process to get a block decomposition of ψ, in which the determinant is the product of the determinants of the diagonal blocks, each of which is either a monomial or a binomial coming from a block of the form of (3.2). Hence, det(ψ) can be written as a product of monomials and of binomials coming from blocks of the form of (3.2). Since minors of the form of (3.2) correspond to (not necessarily primitive) even closed walks, these binomials are in J by [33]. Thus not only are the binomial minors in J, if they are not irreducible, they factor as products of monomials and binomial elements of J. 15

In the proof of Theorem 3.17, the fact that det(ψ) was a binomial came from the statement. Since the entries of ψ are not assumed to be distinct, it is possible for the product of two binomials to be a binomial. However, much of the proof holds if instead det(ψ) is assumed not to be a monomial. The following result demonstrates how to use this to obtain all nonlinear generators of J from a single sized ideal of minors of B(ϕ).

Corollary 3.19. Let k = rank B(ϕ). Then, all nonlinear generators of J can be obtained as factors of generators of I_k(B(ϕ)).

Proof. By Corollary 3.15, every nonlinear generator of J appears as some binomial minor of B(ϕ). Let f be a nonlinear generator of J and let M be the corresponding submatrix of B(ϕ). Since J is generated by primitive even walks, the monomials in f are relatively prime, so every column of M contains exactly two nonzero entries. By performing row and column exchanges, write B(ϕ) = [ M ∗ 0 B_2 ] . The set of columns of B(ϕ) used to form M can be extended to a set of columns of full rank. That is, by selecting appropriate columns and rows from B_2, there is a k × k submatrix of B(ϕ) of the form ^M = [ M ∗ 0 B^′_2 ]

with nonzero determinant. Since det(^M) = det(M) det(B^′_2), f is a factor of an element of I_k(B(ϕ)) as desired. □

4. Directed cycles in digraphs

In this part of the paper, we shall discuss an interesting application of our main result, Theorem 3.6, to the problem of detecting the existence of directed cycles in a given directed graph.

Let D = (Z, ⃗E) be a directed graph over the vertex set Z = {z_1, . . . , z_m}. Let G = G(D) be the undirected bipartite graph constructed from D as in Definition 2.9. Recall that M_D represents the perfect matching { e_i = x_iy_i | | i = 1, . . . , m} in G = G(D). The connection between directed cycles in a digraph D and even cycles in G(D) is well established (see for example [10, 20]). We shall present the following known result in a form that is convenient for applying Theorem 3.6. Note that, in an even circuit, we can start at any place and collect the first, third, fifth, etc. (all the odd ordered) edges, or collect the second, fourth, etc. (all the even ordered) edges. This way we will get two sets of disjoint edges, each consisting of exactly half the number of edges on the circuit. We will refer to each of these two sets a collection of alternating edges in the even circuit.

Theorem 4.1. The directed cycles in D correspond exactly to the even cycles in G = G(D) in which a collection of alternating edges forms a subset of the perfect matching M_D in G.

Proof. We start the proof with the following observation. Consider an even circuit C in G with the property that its alternating edges form a subset of the perfect matching M_D. It can be seen that if one transverses around C on its edges and hits x_i (or y_i) from an edge that is not in M_D then the next edge of C has to be x_iy_i. Since in a circuit the edges are distinct, 16

this ensures that C cannot contain x_i (or y_i) more than once. That is, C is a cycle (which is necessarily indecomposable). Thus, the indecomposable circuits in G with the property that a collection of their alternating edges forms a subset of the perfect matching M_D are exactly the even cycles in G with the same property.

Suppose that z_{i1} → z_{i2} → · · · → z_{it} → z_{i1} is a directed cycle in D. By the construction of G, it is easy to see that x_{i1} , y_{i2} , x_{i2} , y_{i3} , x_{i3} , . . . , x_{it} , y_{i1} , x_{i1} is an indecomposable even circuit in G. Moreover, the collection of even edges in this circuit is {e_{i1} , . . . , e_{it} }, which is a subset of the perfect matching M_D.

Conversely, suppose that G contains an indecomposable even circuit C in which a collection of alternating edges form a subset of the perfect matching M_D. Since G is bipartite, every edge in G (and so any edge in C) connects a vertex x_{ij} to a vertex y_{ik} . Thus, without loss of generality, we may assume that the circuit C is of the form x_{i1} , y_{i2} , x_{i2} , y_{i3} , x_{i3} , . . . , x_{it} , y_{i1} , x_{i1} . Since C is a circuit and C contains {e_{i1} , . . . , e_{it} }, it follows that i_1, . . . , i_t are distinct indices. By the construction of G again, we have a directed cycle z_{i1} → z_{i2} → · · · → z_{it} → z_{i1} in D. □ Example 4.2. Let D be the directed graph in Example 2.10 and let G = G(D) be its associated bipartite graph. It can be seen that G has only one even cycle whose alternating edges form a subset of the perfect matching M_D, namely, x_2, y_3, x_3, y_5, x_5, y_4, x_4, y_2, x_2. This even cycle of G corresponds to the directed cycle z_2 → z_3 → z_5 → z_4 → z_2 in D.

Note that z_1, z_2, z_3, z_1 does not form a directed cycle in D even though its undirected edges would form a triangle. This is reflected by the fact that there is no even cycle between x_1, y_1, x_2, y_2, x_3, y_3 in G. Furthermore, not all even cycles in G would correspond to directed cycles in D. For instance, consider the even cycle x_1, y_3, x_3, y_5, x_5, y_4, x_4, y_2, x_1 in G. Neither collection of alternating edges of this cycle is a subset of the perfect matching M_D, and the this even cycle does not correspond to any directed cycle in D (z_1, z_3, z_5, z_4, z_2, z_1 does not form a directed cycle in D).

As a corollary of Theorem 4.1, we derive an algebraic algorithm to enumerate all directed cycles in a given digraph. Note that, by the proof of Theorem 4.1, indecomposable even circuits of G = G(D), in which a collection of alternating edges is a subset of M_D, are exactly the even cycles in G with the same property.

Corollary 4.3. Let D be a digraph and let G = G(D) be its corresponding bipartite graph. Let ϕ be the presentation of the edge ideal I = I(G) of G that results from its Taylor resolution. Let B(ϕ) be its reduced Jacobian dual. Then, the directed cycles of length t in D correspond exactly to the binomial t × t minors of B(ϕ) that satisfy the following conditions:

(1) their columns are pairwise center-distinct;

(2) their monomials are square-free and relatively prime; and (3) one of these monomials is the product of variables that correspond to a subset of the perfect matching M_D.

Proof. The assertion is a direct consequence of Theorem 3.6 and Theorem 4.1. □

We recall the famous Caccetta-Häggkvist conjecture for directed cycles in digraphs ([4]). Conjecture 4.4 (Caccetta-Häggkvist). Let D be a digraph on n vertices. Let ℓ ∈ N and suppose that the outdegree of each vertex in D is at least n ℓ . Then D contains a directed cycle of length at most ℓ. 17

As a consequence of Theorems 3.6 and 4.1, we are able to present a Jacobian dual matrix interpretation of the Caccetta-Häggkvist conjecture as follows. Note that every cycle is a primitive even closed walk, and that for a bipartite graph, the two notions coincide.

Conjecture 4.5. Let D be a digraph on n vertices such that the outdegree of each vertex in D is at least n ℓ . Let ϕ be the Taylor presentation matrix of I(G(D)). Then for some

q ≤ ℓ, I_q(B(ϕ)) contains a binomial with square-free, relatively prime terms, one of which is a product of elements of M_D.

By Theorems 3.6 and 4.1, Conjectures 4.4 and 4.5 are equivalent. Conjecture 4.5 can also be rephrased using the language of Rees algebras by using Theorem 3.17.

Conjecture 4.6. Let D be a digraph on n vertices such that the outdegree of each vertex in D is at least n ℓ . If J is the defining ideal of the Rees algebra R[I(G(D))t] then, for some q ≤ ℓ, J has a binomial generator of degree q, that is square-free and has relatively prime terms, one of which is a product of elements of M_D.

We conclude the paper with the observation that Conjecture 4.5 can be further translated into a problem in linear algebra. Notice that if the outdegree of a vertex z_i is at least r, then there are at least r paths of length 2 using the edge x_iy_i with x_i as the mid-point. The corresponding linear relations y_iT_{ji} − y_jT_i give specific information about r columns of B(ϕ) each of which has an element from the perfect matching. If D has m vertices, this yields mr columns of B(ϕ), each of which contains an element from the perfect matching, which form a fertile source of potential minors using submatrices of the form of (3.2) that would correspond to directed cycles in D.

References

[1] N. Alon, R. Yuster and U. Zwick, Finding and counting given length cycles (extended abstract).

Algorithms-ESA ’94 (Utrecht), 354–364, Lecture Notes in Comput. Sci., 855, Springer, Berlin, 1994. [2] N. Alon, R. Yuster and U. Zwick, Finding and counting given length cycles. Algorithmica 17 (1997), no. 3, 209–223.

[3] D. Bayer, I. Peeva and B. Sturmfels, Monomial resolutions. Math. Res. Lett. 5 (1998), no. 1-2, 31–46. [4] L. Caccetta and R. Häggkvist, On minimal digraphs with given girth. Proceedings of the Ninth Southeastern Conference on Combinatorics, Graph Theory, and Computing (Florida Atlantic Univ., Boca Raton, Fla., 1978), pp. 181–187, Congress. Numer., XXI, Utilitas Math., Winnipeg, Man., 1978.

[5] M. Chudnovsky, K.-i. Kawarabayashi and P. Seymour, Detecting even holes. J. Graph Theory 48 (2005), no. 2, 85–111.

[6] M. Conforti, G. Cornuéjols, A. Kapoor and K. Vušković, Even-hole-free graphs. II. Recognition algorithm. J. Graph Theory 40 (2002), no. 4, 238–266.

[7] J.G. Conlon, Even cycles in graphs. J. Graph Theory 45 (2004), no. 3, 163–223. [8] S. Dahlgaard, M.B.T. Knudsen and M. Stöckel, Finding even cycles faster via capped k-walks.

STOC’17Proceedings of the 49th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, 112–120, ACM, New York, 2017.

[9] R, Diestel, Graph theory. Fifth edition. Graduate Texts in Mathematics, 173. Springer, Berlin, 2018.

xviii+428 pp. ISBN: 978-3-662-57560-4; 978-3-662-53621-6.

[10] A.L. Dulmage and N.S. Mendelsohn, Coverings of bipartite graphs. Canadian J. Math. 10 (1958), 517– 534.

[11] G. Fan and C.-Q. Zhang, Circuit decompositions of Eulerian graphs. J. Combin. Theory Ser. B 78 (2000), no. 1, 1–23.

[12] S. Faridi, The facet ideal of a simplicial complex. Manuscripta Mathematica, 109 (2002), 159–174. 18

[13] C.A. Francisco, H.T. Hà and J. Mermin, Powers of square-free monomial ideals and combinatorics.

Commutative algebra, 373–392, Springer, New York, 2013.

[14] C.A. Francisco, H.T. Hà and A. Van Tuyl, Associated primes of monomial ideals and odd holes in graphs. J. Algebraic Combin. 32 (2010), no. 2, 287–301.

[15] H.T. Hà and A. Van Tuyl, Monomial ideals, edge ideals of hypergraphs, and their graded Betti numbers.

J. Algebraic Combin. 27 (2008), no. 2, 215–245.

[16] J. Herzog and T. Hibi, Monomial Ideals. Graduate Texts in Mathematics 260, Springer-Verlag, 2011. [17] T. Huynh, S. Oum and M. Verdian-Rizi, Even-cycle decompositions of graphs with no odd-K_4-minor.

European J. Combin. 65 (2017), 1–14.

[18] T. Huynh, A.D. King, S. Oum and M. Verdian-Rizi, Strongly even-cycle decomposable graphs. J. Graph Theory 84 (2017), no. 2, 158–175.

[19] M. Johnson and S. Morey, Normal blow-ups and their expected defining equations. J. Pure Appl. Algebra 162 (2001), no. 2-3, 303313.

[20] S. Kundu and E. Lawler, A matroid generalization of a theorem of Mendelsohn and Dulmage. Discrete Math. 4 (1973), 159–163.

[21] A. Kustin, C. Polini and B. Ulrich, The equations defining blowup algebras of height three Gorenstein ideals. Algebra Number Theory 11 (2017), no. 7, 1489–1525.

[22] E. Máčajová and J. Mazák, On even cycle decompositions of 4-regular line graphs. Discrete Math. 313 (2013), no. 17, 1697–1699.

[23] K. Markström, Even cycle decompositions of 4-regular graphs and line graphs. Discrete Math. 312 (2012), no. 17, 2676–2681.

[24] S. Morey, Equations of blowups of ideals of codimension two and three. J. Pure Appl. Algebra 109 (1996), 197–211.

[25] S. Morey and R.H. Villarreal, Edge ideals: algebraic and combinatorial properties. Progress in commutative algebra 1, 85–126, de Gruyter, Berlin, 2012.

[26] P.D. Seymour, Even circuits in planar graphs. J. Combin. Theory Ser. B 31 (1981), no. 3, 327–338. [27] D. Taylor, Ideals generated by monomials in an R-sequence. Ph.D. thesis, Univ. Chicago, Chicago, IL, 1966.

[28] C. Thomassen, Even cycles in directed graphs. European J. Combin. 6 (1985), no. 1, 85–89. [29] B. Ulrich and W.V. Vasconcelos, The equations of Rees algebras of ideals with linear presentation.

Math. Z. 214 (1993), no. 1, 79–92.

[30] W. V. Vasconcelos, Arithmetic of Blowup Algebras. London Math. Soc., Lecture Note Series 195, Cambridge University Press, 1994.

[31] W.V. Vasconcelos, On the equations of Rees algebras. J. Reine Angew. Math. 418 (1991), 189–218. [32] R. H. Villarreal, Cohen-Macaulay graphs. Manuscripta Math. 66 (1990), 277–293. [33] R. H. Villarreal, Rees algebras of edge ideals. Comm. Algebra 23 (1995), 3513–3524. [34] R. H. Villarreal, Monomial algebras. Second edition. Monographs and Research Notes in Mathematics.

CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, 2015. xviii+686 pp. ISBN: 978-1-4822-3469-5. [35] R. H. Villarreal, Personal communications.

[36] R., Yuster and U. Zwick, Finding even cycles even faster. SIAM J. Discrete Math. 10 (1997), no. 2, 209–222.

[37] C.-Q. Zhang, On even circuit decompositions of Eulerian graphs. J. Graph Theory 18 (1994), no. 1, 51–57.

Department of Mathematics, Tulane University, 6823 St. Charles Avenue, New Orleans, LA 70118

E-mail address: tha@tulane.edu URL: http://www.math.tulane.edu/~tai/

Department of Mathematics, Texas State University, 601 University Drive, San Marcos, TX 78666

E-mail address: morey@txstate.edu URL: http://www.txstate.edu/~sm26/ 19