arXiv:2406.05095v1 [math.CO] 7 Jun 2024

On orientations with forbidden out-degrees

Owen Henderschedt^∗ Jessica McDonald^†

Abstract Let G be a d-regular graph and let F ⊆ {0, 1, 2, . . . , d} be a list of forbidden out-degrees.

Akbari, Dalirrooyfard, Ehsani, Ozeki, and Sherkati conjectured that if |F | <^1_2 d, then G should admit an F -avoiding orientation, i.e., an orientation where no out-degrees are in the forbidden list F . The conjecture is known for d ≤ 4 due to work of Ma and Lu, and here we extend this to d ≤ 6. The conjecture has also been studied in a generalized version, where d, F are changed from constant values to functions d(v), F (v) that vary over all v ∈ V (G). We provide support for this generalized version by verifying it for some new cases, including when G is 2-degenerate and when every F (v) has some specific structure.

1 Introduction

In this paper all graphs are loopless, although parallel edges are permitted. We follow [9] for standard terms not defined here.

An orientation D of a graph G is an assignment of direction to each edge in G, so that an edge points out of one of its endpoints and in to its other endpoint. For a given orientation, the number of edges pointing out of a vertex is its out-degree (and the number pointing in is its in-degree). In this paper we are concerned about the existence of orientations where certain out-degree values are forbidden. Consider the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1 (Akbari, Dalirrooyfard, Ehsani, Ozeki, and Sherkati [1]). Let G be a d-reglar graph and let F ⊆ {0, 1, . . . , d} be a list of forbidden out-degrees. If |F | <^1_2 d, then G admits an F -avoiding orientation, that is, an orientation where no out-degrees are in the forbidden list F .

Conjecture 1 is tight if true – in particular, the authors of the conjecture proved in [1] that K_{2k+1} has no F -avoiding orientation for F = {k, . . . , 2k −1}. They also proved that their conjecture holds for all bipartite graphs and all cliques. In terms of specific d, Conjecture 1 is trivial for d = 1, 2 (where the forbidden list is empty), and true for d = 3, 4 (see Ma and Lu [8]). Here we verify the next cases of d = 5, 6 with the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Let G be a d-regular graph with d ≥ 5, and let F ⊆ {0, 1, 2, . . . , d} with |F | ≤ 2. Then G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

Our proof of Theorem 2 appears in Section 4 of this paper, and we shall say more about it shortly.

Conjecture 1 can be generalized in two directions, by changing d, F from constant values to functions d(v), F (v) that vary over every v ∈ V (G). Given an orientation D of a graph G, the degree d(v) of a vertex v ∈ V (G) is partitioned into out-degree d^+_D(v) and in-degree d^−_D(v) in D. Given a function F : V (G) → 2^N of forbidden values for each vertex, we say that the orientation D is F -avoiding if d^+_D(v) /∈ F (v) for all v ∈ V (G).

∗Auburn University, Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Auburn U.S.A. Email: olh0011@auburn.edu. †Auburn University, Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Auburn U.S.A. Email: mcdonald@auburn.edu.

Supported in part by Simons Foundation Grant #845698

Conjecture 3 (Akbari, Dalirrooyfard, Ehsani, Ozeki, and Sherkati [1]). Let G be a graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N . If |F (v)| <^1_2 d(v) for all v ∈ V (G), then G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

The known tight examples for Conjecture 3 are the same as those for Conjecture 1. On the other hand, while bipartite graphs were shown to also satisfy the more general conjecture in [1] (in fact even with list sizes equal to^1_2 d(v)), cliques were not, and indeed Conjecture 3 is still unproven for cliques of size 6 and greater. Here, we add to the families known to satisfy Conjecture 3 with the following two results.

Theorem 4. Let G be a 2-degenerate graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N with F (v) <^1_2 d(v) for all v ∈ V (G). Then G has an F -avoiding orientation.

Theorem 5. Let G be a graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N where |F (v)| <^1_2 d(v) for all v ∈ V (G). Suppose that G can be decomposed into a bipartite graph and a subgraph H with Δ(H) ≤ 2 and such that every vertex v ∈ V (H) with d_H (v) = 2 has d_G(v) ≡ 0 (mod 2). Then G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

Note that by a 2-degenerate graph we mean a graph where every subgraph contains a vertex of degree at most 2. Hence the class of 2-degenerate graphs includes all 1-degenerate graphs (i.e. all forests). It also includes all planar graphs of girth at least 6. (To see this, note that for a planar graph G of girth g, Euler’s formula gives (mad(G) − 2)(g − 2) < 4, where mad(G) is the maximum average degree of G defined by mad(G) = max{^{2|E(H)|}_{|V (H)|} : H ⊆ G}). Our proof of Theorem 4, which is in Section 2, involves arguing about smallest possible counterexamples; as part of Section 2 we also prove a general list of properties that any smallest counterexample to Conjecture 3 must have. The same sort of arguments allow us to bootstrap the afore-mentioned result for bipartite graphs from [1] into Theorem 5, the proof of which is also contained in Section 2.

There has been more success with approximations to Conjecture 3 than verifications for special families. In their initial paper, Akbari et al.[1] showed that replacing^1_2 with^1_4 results in a true statement. Recently Bradshaw, Chen, Ma, Mohar, and Wu [5] improved this upper bound to ⌊^1_3 d_G(v)⌋ using the combinatorial nullstellensatz of Alon and Tarsi [4][2].

Another approach to Conjecture 3 has been to consider special sorts of lists. To this end, let G be a graph with forbidden lists F : V (G) → 2^N . For every vertex v ∈ V (G) we can partition {0, . . . , d(v)} into maximal intervals in F (v), which we call holes, and maximal intervals not in F (v), which we call homes. Ma and Lu [8] proved that given a graph G and function F : V (G) → 2^N , if every hole has size at most one then G admits an F -avoiding orientation. Note that lists of this sort may satisfy |F (v)| ∼^1_2 d_G(v) for all v. In this paper we take another step in this direction and allows holes of size two, given that the overall ratio is somewhat worse, and given a condition on the end-intervals. The end-intervals for a vertex v are those holes or homes containing 0 or d(v); note that each vertex has two end-intervals but they need not be distinct.

Theorem 6. Let G be a graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N be such that for each v ∈ V (G): all holes have size at most two; between any pair of distinct holes is a home of size at least 3, and both end-intervals are homes of size at least two. Then G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

Observe that in Theorem 6, the lists may satisfy |F (v)| ∼^2_5 d_G(v), beating the^1_3 bound. Our proof of Theorem 6 uses a new tool for modifying orientations called a lasso; we will introduce this concept and prove Theorem 6 in Section 4. In Section 3 we prove the following two results about very special forbidden lists that satisfy Conjecture 3.

Theorem 7. Let G be a graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N where |F (v)| ≤^1_2 d(v) for all v ∈ V (G). If every hole is an end-interval, then G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

Theorem 8. Let k ∈ Z^+. Every (2k + 1)-regular graph admits a {1, 2, ..., k}-avoiding orientation.

We will see that that proof of Theorem 7 follows from a classic theorem on orientations due to Frank and Gyarfas [6] (also Hakimi [7]), and Theorem 8 follows from a result about maximum directed cuts due to Along, Bollobás, Gyárfás, Lehel and Scott [3]. Theorem 8 is interesting in that it is close to the tightness result of Akbari et al. [1] mentioned above. The reason we prove it here however it that it is a needed special case towards our proof of Theorem 2. We will see that the other needed cases come from Theorem 6 and our new lasso technique.

2 Minimum counterexamples and special graph classes

We prove the following properties about any minimum counterexample to Conjecture 3.

Lemma 9. Let G be a graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N with F (v) <^1_2 d_G(v) for all v ∈ V (G). Suppose that G does not admit an F -avoiding orientation, and suppose that |E(G)| is minimum subject to this. Then:

(a) all vertices of even degree in G form an independent set;

(b) if v is a vertex of even degree in G, then u ∈ N_G(v) implies 0, d_G(u) ∉ F (u); and

(c) if u, v are any pair of adjacent vertices in G then either 0 ∉ F (u) or d_G(v) ∉ F (v).

Moreover, if |E(G)| + |V (G)| is minimum, then δ(G) ≥ 3.

Proof. Define the following sets of vertices:

A_1 = B_1 = {v ∈ V (G) : v has even degree};

A_2 = {v ∈ V (G) : d_G(v) ∈ F (v)}; B_2 = {v ∈ V (G) : 0 ∈ F (v)}; A = A_1 ∪ A_2; and B = B_1 ∪ B_2.

Proving (a) means proving that there is no edge between A_1 and B_1, proving (b) means proving there is no edge between A_1 and B_2 and no edge between B_1 and A_2, and proving (c) means proving there is no edge between A_2 and B_2. We will handle all these case together by supposing, for a contradiction, that there exists an edge e joining u ∈ A with v ∈ B.

Let G^′ = G − e. We define F^′ : V (G^′) → 2^N as follows:

F^′(w) = F (w) if w /∈ {u, v} F (w) if w = u and u ∈ A_1 F (w) \ {d_G(w)} if w = u and u ∈ A_2 {i − 1 : i ∈ F (v), i ≥ 1} if w = v. We will show that |F^′(w)| <^1_2 d_G′ (w) for all w ∈ V (G^′). (1) To this end, note that for a vertex w ∉ {u, v}, d^′_G(w) = d_G(w) and F^′(w) = F (w) so condition (1) is trivially satisfied for such w. If w = u and u ∈ A_2, then d^′_G(w) = d_G(w)−1 and |F^′(w)| = |F (w)|−1. Satisfying (1) therefore amounts to |F (w)|−1 <^1_2 (d_G(w) − 1), or equivalently, |F (w)| <^1_2 d_G(w)+ 1 2 , which we know by assumption. If w = u and u ∈ A_1, then F^′(w) = F (w) while d^′_G(w) < d_G(w), but since d_G(w) is even, (1) follows from |F (w)| <^1_2 d_G(w). Finally, consider that w = v, where we know that d^′_G(w) < d_G(w). If 0 ∈ F (v) then |F^′(v)| = |F (v)| − 1, and the same computation we did in the A_2-case verifies (1). Otherwise, since v ∈ B, we know that v ∈ B_1 and hence that v has even degree is G, so we get (1) analogously to the A_1-case.

Since our F^′ : V (G^′) → 2^N satisfies (1) and since G is edge-minimal, we get an F^′-avoiding orientation D^′ of G^′. Define an orientation D of G from D^′ by orienting e from v to u. Then d^+_D(w) = d^+_{D′} (w) /∈ F^′(w) = F (w) for any w /∈ {u, v}. Note that d^+_D(u) = d_D′ (u) since v points towards u. If u ∈ A_1 then F^′(u) = F (u) so d^+_D(u) ∉ F (u); if u ∈ A_2 then F^′(u) = F (u) \ {d_G(u)} and d^+_D(u) ≠ d_G(u) , so we have d^+_D(u) /∈ F (u). Finally consider v: since d^+_D(v) − 1 = d^+_{D′} (v) ∈ {i − 1 : i ∈ F (v), i ≥ 1}, we have d^+_D(v) /∈ F (v). Thus, D is an F -avoiding orientation of G, contradiction. This completes our proof of (a), (b), and (c).

In order to prove (d), suppose for a contradiction that there exists v_0 ∈ V (G) with d_G(v_0) ≤ 2. Since |F (v_0)| <^1_2 (2), F (v_0) = ∅. We cannot have d_G(v_0) = 0, as isolates cannot satisfy this strict inequality, so d_G(v_0) ∈ {1, 2}. We divide our proof into two cases.

Case 1: Every w ∈ N_G(v_0) has d_G(w) ∈ F (w).

Note that in this case, we know that d_G(v_0) = 1, by part (b) above; let u_0 be the lone neighbour of v_0 in G. Define G^′ = G − v_0 and define forbidden lists F^′ for G^′ by : F^′(w) = F (w) if w ≠ u_0, and F^′(u_0) = F (u_0) \ {d_G(u_0)}. Clearly |F^′(w)| = |F (w)| <^1_2 d_G(w) =^1_2 d_G′ (w) for all w ≠ u_0. For u_0 we have

|F^′(u_0)| = |F (u_0)| − 1 <^1_2 d_G(u_0) − 1 =^1_2 (d_G′ (u_0) + 1) − 1 <^1_2 d_G′ (u_0).

So by minimality there exists an orientation D^′ of G^′ which is F^′-avoiding. Define an orientation D from D^′ by directing that last edge from v_0 to u_0. This means that d^+_D(w) = d^+_{D′} (w) for all w ∈ V (G) \ {v_0}. Recall that F (v_0) = ∅, so D trivially satisfies the F -avoiding condition for v_0. Since F^′(w) = F (w) for all w ≠ u_0, the F -avoiding condition is satisfied for all such w. For u_0 there is one extra forbidden value in F (u_0) as compared to F^′(u_0), but this extra value is d_G(u_0), which is certainly not the out-degree of u_0 in D since the edge between v_0 and u_0 points into u_0. Hence D is an F -avoiding orientation of G, contradiction.

Case 2: There exists some u ∈ N_G(v_0) with d_G(u) ∉ F (u).

In particular, the assumption of this case implies that there exists some α ∈ F (u) such that α + 1 /∈ F (u). Let G̃ be the graph obtained from G by deleting one edge, between u and v_0, and also deleting v_0 if the edge-deletion makes it isolated. We define the following forbidden lists F̃ of G̃. F̃ (w) = { F (w) if w ∈ V (G), w ≠ u F (w) \ {α} if w = u For any w /∈ {u, v_0} we have |F̃ (w)| = |F (w)| <^1_2 d_G(w) =^1_2 d_G′ (w). For u we get

|F̃ (u)| = |F (u)| − 1 <^1_2 d_G(u) − 1 =^1_2 (d_{G̃}(u) + 1) − 1 <^1_2 d_{G̃}(u).

If v_0 ∈ V (G̃), then v_0 is not isolated so |F (v_0)| = |F̃ (v_0)| = 0 implies that |F̃ (v_0)| <^1_2 d_{G̃}(v_0).

By minimality there exists an exists an F̃ -avoiding orientation D̃ of G̃. We now obtain an orientation D from D̃ by orienting our deleted edge as follows. If d^+_{D̃}(u) = α, orient the edge from u to v_0. Otherwise orient from v_0 to u. Clearly d^+_D(w) = d^+_{D̃}(w) /∈ F̃ (w) = F (w) for all w ≠ {u, v_0}. Since F (v_0) = ∅, in order to show that D is an F -avoiding orientation of G (and get our desired contradiction) it remains only to check that D is F -avoiding at u. If d^+_{D̃}(u) = α, then d^+_D(u) = α + 1 /∈ F (u). On the other hand, if d^+_{D̃}(u) ≠ α then d^+_D(u) = d^+_{D̃}(u). Since F̃ (u) ⊂ F (u), we also get that d^+_D(u) /∈ F (u) in this situation. Hence D is an F -avoiding orientation of G, contradiction.

Our work in Lemma 9, and in particular the last sentence of the lemma statement, immediately implies that Conjecture 3 holds for 2-degenerate graphs.

Theorem 4. Let G be a 2-degenerate graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N with F (v) <^1_2 d_G(v) for all v ∈ V (G). Then G has an F -avoiding orientation.

Proof. Suppose not, and let G be a counterexample where |V (G)| + |E(G)| is smallest. Since G has a vertex of degree at most 2, and so does every subgraph of G, we get our desired result by repeating the δ ≥ 3 part of the proof of Lemma 9.

It is tempting to want to say that if G is a graph where all even-degree vertices form an independent set (or G doesn’t have any even-degree vertices), then G satisfies Conjecture 3, but this does not follow from Lemma 9 because such a class is not closed under taking subgraphs. On the other hand, we can use arguments similar to those above to expand further the class of graphs which are known to satisfy Conjecture 3.

Theorem 5. Let G be a graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N where |F (v)| <^1_2 d_G(v) for all v ∈ V (G). Suppose that G can be decomposed into a bipartite graph and a subgraph H with Δ(H) ≤ 2 and such that every vertex v ∈ V (H) with d_H (v) = 2 has d_G(v) ≡ 0 (mod 2). Then G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

Proof. We may assume without loss of generality that H is spanning, since adding vertices of degree zero to H has no effect on our assumptions. If all vertices have degree 0 or 2 in H, then H is a collection of cycles and isolates, and by consistently orienting the cycles we get an orientation D_H of H with d^+_{DH} (v) = {0, 1} for all v ∈ V (H). If H is not Eulerian, then by adding one dummy vertex and joining it to every odd-degree vertex of H, we get a collection of cycles (and isolates) H^′ – by consistently orienting the cycles in H^′ and then deleting the dummy vertex, we again get an orientation D_H of H with d^+_{DH} (v) ∈ {0, 1} for all v ∈ V (H). It remains now to orient every edge in E(G) \ E(H), and show that our overall orientation is F -avoiding.

Let G^′ = G − E(H). We define forbidden lists F^′ of G^′ as follows.

F^′(w) = { F (w) if d^+_{DH} (w) = 0 {i − 1 : i ∈ F (w), i ≥ 1} if d^+_{DH} (w) = 1

For any w ∈ V (G) with d^+_{DH} (w) = 0, we have |F^′(w)| = |F (w)| <^1_2 d_G(w) =^1_2 d_G′ (w). Now suppose d^+_{DH} (w) = 1 and hence d_H (w) ∈ {1, 2}. If d_H (w) = 1 then

|F^′(w)| ≤ |F (w)| <^1_2 d_G(w) =^1_2 (d_G′ (w) + 1)

which implies |F^′(w)| ≤^1_2 d_G′ (w). Finally if d_H (w) = 2, then

|F^′(w)| ≤ |F (w)| <^1_2 d_G(w) =^1_2 (d_G′ (w) + 2).

This implies |F^′(w)| ≤^1_2 (d^′_G(w) + 1) but since d_G′ (w) ≡ d_G(w) ≡ 0 (mod 2) in this case, |F^′(w)| ≤ 1 2 d_G′ (w). In all cases, |F^′(v)| ≤^1_2 d_G′ (v) for all v ∈ V (G^′), and since G^′ is bipartite, there exists an F^′-avoiding orientation D^′ of G^′ by the above-mentioned result of Akbari et al. [1]. We claim D := D^′ ∪ D_H is an F -avoiding orientation of G.

Clearly for any v ∈ V (G) with d^+_{DH} = 0 then d^+_{D′} (v) /∈ F^′(v) = F (v). Now consider v ∈ V (G) with d^+_{DH} = 1. We have d^+_D(v) − 1 = d^+_{D′} /∈ F^′(v) = {i : i − 1 ∈ F (v), i ≥ 1}, so we have d^+_D(v) /∈ F (v). Thus, D is an F -avoiding orientation of G.

While it is still uncertain whether Conjecture 3 holds true for K_6, Theorem 5 validates it for K_6 with any matching of size at least 2 removed (since such a graph can be decomposed into copies of K_{2,4}, K_2 and C_4).

3 Two results about specialized lists

The following theorem is a classic result of Frank and Gyárfás [6] on orientations of graphs (which also generalizes prior work of Hakimi [7]) .

Theorem 10 (Frank and Gyárfás [6]). Let G be a graph and let ℓ, u : V (G) → N with ℓ ≤ u. Then G has an orientation D with ℓ(v) ≤ d^+_D(v) ≤ u(v) for all v ∈ V (G) if and only if ∀ S ⊆ V (G), ℓ(S) ≤ e[S] + δ(S) and e[S] ≤ u(S), where ℓ(S) = ∑ x∈S ℓ(x), u(S) = ∑ x∈S u(x), e[S] = |E(G[S])|, and δ(S) = |{uv ∈ E(G) : u ∈ S, v /∈ S}| Theorem 10 immediatley gives us the following result towards Conjecture 3, where in fact the strict inequality of the conjecture is replaced by ≤.

Theorem 7. Let G be a graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N where |F (v)| ≤^1_2 d(v) for all v ∈ V (G). If every hole is an end-interval, then G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

Proof. Since every hole is an end-interval, each vertex has a single home interval; for every v ∈ V (G), let ℓ(v) be the smallest value in this home interval and let u(v) be the largest. Then for every v ∈ V (G), F (v) = {0, . . . , ℓ(v) − 1} ∪ {u(v) + 1, . . . , d(v)}, with |F (v)| = ℓ(v) + d(v) − u(v). Since |F (v)| ≤^1_2 d(v) and 0 ≤ ℓ(v) ≤ u(v) ≤ d(v), this implies that ℓ(v) ≤^1_2 d(v) and u(v) ≥^1_2 d(v) for all v ∈ V (G). Suppose for contradiction that G does not admit an F -orientation. Then by Theorem 10, there exists some S ⊆ V (G) with either ℓ(S) > e[S] + δ(S) (2) or u(S) < e[S]. (3) First suppose that S realizes (2). Since ℓ(v) ≤^1_2 d(v) for all v ∈ V (G), we get 1 2 ∑ x∈S d_G(x) ≥ ℓ(S) > e[S] + δ(S) =^1_2 ( ∑ x∈S d_G(x) − δ(S) ) + δ(S) =^1_2 ( ∑ x∈S d_G(x) + δ(S) ) , which is a contradiction. We can argue similarly in the case where S realizes (3). Here, since u(v) ≥^1_2 d(v) for all v ∈ V (G), we get 1 2 ∑ x∈S d_G(v) ≤ u(S) < e[S] =^1_2 ( ∑ x∈S d_G(x) − δ(S) ) , which is also a contradiction.

Consider the following theorem about orientations where for every vertex, at least one of the oudegree or in-degree is bounded.

Lemma 11 (Along, Bollobás, Gyárfás, Lehel and Scott [3]). Let a, b be non-negative integers. G admits an orientation D with either d^+_D(v) ≤ a or d^−_D(v) ≤ b for all v ∈ V (G) if an only if there exists a partition (V_1, V_2) of V (G) with mad(G[V_1]) ≤ 2a and mad(G[V_2]) ≤ 2b.

We get the following as a corollary.

Theorem 8. Let k ∈ Z^+. Every (2k + 1)-regular graph admits a {1, 2, ..., k}-avoiding orientation.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that G is a (2k+1)-regular graph that does not admit a {1, 2, ..., k}- avoiding orientation. This is equivalent to saying that G does not have an orientation D satisfying, for all v ∈ V (G): either d^+_D(v) ≤ 0 or d^+_D(v) ≥ k + 1. Note that since G is (2k + 1)-regular this last condition can be replaced by d^−_D(v) ≤ k. Then by Theorem 11, for any partition (V_1, V_2) of V (G), either mad(G[V_1]) > 0 or mad(G[V_2]) > 2k.

Let V_1 be a largest independent set in G and let V_2 = V (G) \ V_1. Clearly mad(G[V_1]) = 0 so we must have mad(G[V_2]) > 2k. This implies that there exists v ∈ V_2 such that d_{G[V2]}(v) = 2k + 1. But since G is (2k + 1)-regular, V_1 ∪ {v} is a larger independent set contradicting the choice for V_1. Thus, G admits a {1, 2, ..., k}-avoiding orientation.

4 The lasso and proofs of Theorems 2 and 6

Given a graph G and forbidden list F : V (G) → 2^N , for any orientation D of G we define D_i = {v ∈ V (G) : d^+_D(v) = i} and D_F = {v ∈ V (G) : d^+_D(v) ∈ F (v)}. Thus, an orientation D is F -avoiding if and only if D_F = ∅.

A common proof strategy when working with orientations is to find a directed path and then reverse the direction of all of its edges; note that in this modification only the endpoints of the path change their out-degrees. In this section we find another directed subgraph, which we’ll call a lasso, which can also be used to alter out-degrees in a controlled way.

Consider the graph obtained from the path (v_1, . . . , v_k) by adding a single edge between v_k and v_i for some 2 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. The directed graph obtained by orienting the path consistently from v_1 to v_k and from v_k to v_i is called an out-lasso; the directed graph obtained from an out-lasso by reversing the direction of every edge is called an in-lasso. In either case, we call the directed graph a lasso and denote it by L = (v_1, . . . v_k; v_i); we say that L starts at v_1. We flip L by reversing the orientation of the edges in (v_1, . . . , v_i) and v_kv_i; we call the result a flipped lasso L^′ = (v_i; v_1, . . . , v_k); if L is an out-lasso (in-lasso) we may also call L^′ a flipped out-lasso (flipped in-lasso). See figure Fig. 1 for an example.

v_1 v_iv_k v_1 v_iv_k

Figure 1: An out-lasso and a flipped out-lasso.

Suppose that we have graph G with orientation D and that within this we have found a lasso L = (v_1, . . . v_k; v_i) or flipped lasso L^′ = (v_i; v_1, . . . v_k). We say that L or L^′ is of type (a, b, c) (with respect to D) if v_1 ∈ D_a, v_i ∈ D_b, and v_k ∈ D_c.

Suppose that we have we have found a lasso L = (v_1, . . . v_k; v_i) of type (a, b, c) in a graph G with orientation D. Suppose then that we flip L and obtain the flipped lasso L^′, with D^′ the corresponding modified orientation of G. Note that the out-degree of every vertex of G is unchanged from D to D^′, except for the vertices v_1, v_i, v_k. If L is an out-lasso, then we know that L^′ is of type (a − 1, b + 2, c − 1) (with respect to D^′); if L is an in-lasso, then we know that L^′ is of type (a + 1, b − 2, c + 1) (with respect to D^′).

The idea of flipping a lasso is only helpful if we can guarantee the existence of a lasso in the first place. The following lemma helps with that. Here, and in what follows, given a graph G with orientation D, for all v ∈ V (G) we denote by S_v the set of all vertices reachable from v in D via a directed path. Similarly, we denote by T_v the set of all vertices which can reach v in D via a directed path. A vertex v in an oriented graph is a source if all its incident edges point out of v; v is a sink if all its incident edges point into v.

Lemma 12. Let G be a graph with orientation D and suppose there exists v ∈ V (G) with S_v ∩T_v = {v}. If S_v contains no sinks, then there exists an out-lasso starting at v. If T_v contains no sources, then there exists an in-lasso starting at v.

Proof. Both statements of the lemma can be proved in a similar way; we just prove the first. Take a longest directed path P starting at v, say P = (v = v_1, . . . , v_k). Since v ∈ S_v trivially and S_v contains no sinks, we know that k ≥ 2. Since v_k ∈ S_v we know that v_k is not a sink. Since P is however a longest path, we know that v_k has an out-neighbour v_i for some i ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}. In fact, i ≥ 2, since if i = 1 then v_2 ∈ S_v ∩ T_v. In particular, this implies that k ≥ 3. But now the path P , plus the edge v_kv_i, gives an out-lasso starting at v.

We can now prove the following.

Theorem 6. Let G be a graph and let F : V (G) → 2^N be such that for each v ∈ V (G): all holes have size at most two; between any pair of distinct holes is a home of size at least 3, and each end-interval must be either a hole of size one or a home of size at least 2. Then G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

Proof. For each v ∈ V (G) we partition {0, . . . , d(v)} into four sets, one being F (v) and the other three as follows: A(v) = {i : i /∈ F (v), i − 1 ∈ F (v)} ∩ {0, . . . , d(v)} B(v) = {i : i /∈ F (v), i + 1 ∈ F (v)} ∩ {0, . . . , d(v)} X(v) = {0, . . . , d(v)} \ (A(v) ∪ B(v) ∪ F (v)) Note that for any given vertex v, the sets A(v) and B(v) are precisely the integers in homes of v which are adjacent to some hole (Above and Below respectively). Moreover, A(v) ∩ B(v) = ∅ since no homes have size 1. Similarly we can think of X(v) as the integers of {0, . . . , d(v)} which are far from (meaning not adjacent to) a hole. For an orientation D of G, recall that D_F = {v ∈ V (G) : d^+_D(v) ∈ F (v)}; we now extend this definition so that we may also refer to D_A, D_B , D_X , that is, those vertices v ∈ V (G) with out-degree in the set A(v), B(v), or X(v), respectively.

Let D be an orientation which minimizes |D_F | and subject to that, maximizes |D_X |. If |D_F | = 0 then D is an F -avoiding orientation, so suppose for a contradiction that |D_F | ≠ 0; hence we may choose v ∈ D_F . Note that since all holes of v are of size at most 2, and we cannot have a hole of size two as en end-interval, either d^+_D(v) + 1 ∈ A(v), or d^+_D(v) − 1 ∈ B(v). We shall consider both cases.

Case 1: d^+_D(v) + 1 ∈ A(v). We wish to increase the out-degree of v by one, moving v into a home. To this end, note that there exists w ∈ T_v \ {v}, since d^+_D(v) + 1 ∈ A(v) implying that d^+_D(v) ≠ d(v). Choose some directed path from w to v in D, and let D^′ be the orientation obtained from D by reversing the direction of every edge of this path. Note d^+_{D′} (v) = d^+_D(v) + 1 so v /∈ D^′_F and thus by minimality of |D_F |, w ∈ D^′_F and w /∈ D_F . Since d^+_{D′} (w) = d^+_D(w) − 1, this means that w ∈ D_A. Moreover, T_v \ {v} ⊆ D_A.

Suppose now that there exists some u ∈ S_v ∩ T_v \ {v}. Since u ∈ T_v \ {v}, we also know that u ∈ D_A. Since u ∈ S_v \ {v}, we can let D^{′′} be the orientation obtained from D by reversing the direction of each edge in some directed path from v to u. Then d^+_{D′′} (v) = d^+_D(v) − 1 and d^+_{D′′} (u) = d^+_D(u) + 1. Since u ∈ D_A this means that u ∈ D^{′′}_X (since all holes between homes have size at least three). We may have v ∈ D^{′′}_F or not, depending on whether the hole is size one or two. But in any case, we have |D^{′′}_F | ≤ |D_F | and |D^{′′}_X | > |D_X |, and we obtain a contradiction. Thus, we may assume S_v ∩ T_v = {v}.

Note that T_v \ {v} contains no sources, since T_v \ {v} ⊆ D_A, and since end-intervals cannot be homes of size one. Thus, by Lemma 12 there exists an in-lasso starting at v of type (d^+_D(v), d^+_D(w_1), d^+_D(w_2)) for some w_1, w_2 ∈ T_v \ {v} which implies w_1, w_2 ∈ D_A. Let D^∗ be the orientation obtained from D by flipping the in-lasso. Then the flipped in-lasso is of type (d^+_D(v) + 1, d^+_D (w_1) − 2, d^+_D(w_2) + 1) with respect to D^∗. By the assumption of this case, this means that v ∈ D^∗_A. Since w_2 ∈ D_A, and between any two distinct holes is a home of size at least 3, we also get that w_2 ∈ D^∗_X . We may have w_1 ∈ D^∗_F or not, depending on whether the hole is size one or two. However, in any case, |D^∗_F | ≤ |D_F | and |D^∗_X | > |D_X |, and we obtain a contradiction.

Case 2: d^+_D(v) − 1 ∈ B_F (v). We wish to decrease the out-degree of v by one, moving v into a home. To this end, note that there exists u ∈ S_v \ {v}, since d^+_D(v) − 1 ∈ B(v) implying that d^+_D(v) ≠ 0. Choose some directed path from v to u in D, and let D^′ be the orientation obtained from D by reversing the direction of every edge of this path. Note d^+_{D′} (v) = d^+_D(v) − 1 so v /∈ D^′_F and thus by minimality of |D_F |, u ∈ D^′_F and u /∈ D_F . Since d^+_{D′} (u) = d^+_D(u) + 1, this means that u ∈ D_B . Moreover, S_v \ {v} ⊆ D_B .

Suppose now that there exists some w ∈ S_v ∩ T_v \ {v}. Since w ∈ S_v \ {v}, we also know that w ∈ D_B. Since w ∈ S_v \ {v}, we can let D^{′′} be the orientation obtained from D by reversing the direction of each edge in some directed path from v to w. Then d^+_{D′′} (v) = d^+_D(v) − 1 and d^+_{D′′} (w) = d^+_D(w) + 1. Since w ∈ D_B this means that w ∈ D^{′′}_X (since all holes between homes have size at least three). We may have v ∈ D^{′′}_F or not, depending on whether the hole is size one or two. But in any case, we have |D^{′′}_F | ≤ |D_F | and |D^{′′}_X | > |D_X |, and we obtain a contradiction. Thus, we may assume S_v ∩ T_v = {v}.

Note that S_v \ {v} contains no sinks, since S_v \ {v} ⊆ D_B , and since end-intervals cannot be homes of size one. Thus, by Lemma 12 there exists an out-lasso starting at v of type (d^+_D(v), d^+_D(u_1), d^+_D(u_2)) for some u_1, u_2 ∈ S_v \ {v}. Let D^∗ be the orientation obtained from D by flipping the out-lasso. Then the flipped out-lasso is of type (d^+_D(v) − 1, d^+_D(u_1) + 2, d^+_D(u_2) − 1) with respect to D^∗. By the assumption of this case, this means that v ∈ D^∗_B . Since u_2 ∈ D_B , and between any two distinct holes is a home of size at least 3, we also get that u_2 ∈ D^∗_X . We may have u_1 ∈ D^∗_F or not, depending on whether the hole is size one or two. However, in any case, |D^∗_F | ≤ |D_F | and |D^∗_X | > |D_X |, and we obtain a contradiction.

We can now use Theorem 6 (and Theorem 8) to validate Conjecture 1 for 5- and 6-regular graphs. Our methods work for all cases of the following theorem, although when all holes of are of size one, we will just quote the after-mentioned result of Ma and Lu [8] (namely that Conjecture 3 holds when all holes have size 1), for the sake of efficiency.

Theorem 2. Let G be a d-regular graph with d ≥ 5, and let F ⊆ {0, 1, 2, . . . , d} with |F | ≤ 2. Then G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

Proof. Let G^′ be the graph obtained from G by adding a dummy vertex and joining it to every vertex of odd degree in G. There are an even number of these, so G^′ is Eulerian, and can be decomposed into cycles. By orienting each of these cycles consistently we get an orientation D^′ of G^′ where d^+_D′ (v) = d^−_D′ (v) for all v ∈ V (G^′). Letting D be the restriction of D^′ to G we get that d^+_D(v) ∈ {⌊^d_2 ⌋, ⌈^d_2 ⌉} for all v ∈ V (G).

As discussed above, following Ma and Lu [8] we may assume that F = {x, x + 1} for some x ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d}. So, if D is not an F -avoiding orientation then {x, x + 1} ∩ {⌊^d_2 ⌋, ⌈^d_2 ⌉} is nonempty.

Suppose first that x = ⌊^d_2 ⌋. Then F consists of one hole of size two and two end-homes of sizes ⌊^d_2 ⌋ and ⌈^d_2 ⌉ − 1, respectively. Since d ≥ 5 these end-homes are both of size at least two, and hence by Theorem 6 G admits an F -avoiding orientation.

Suppose next that x = ⌊^d_2 ⌋ − 1. Then F consists of one hole of size two and two end-homes of sizes ⌊^d_2 ⌋ − 1 and ⌈^d_2 ⌉, respectively. If d ≥ 6 then these end-home are both of size at least two, and again Theorem 6 implies that G admits an F -avoiding orientation. If d = 5 then F = {1, 2} and we get that G admits an F -avoiding orientation by Theorem 8.

We may now assume that x = ⌈^d_2 ⌉ =^{d+1}_2 (so d is odd). Then F consists of one hole of size two and two end-homes of sizes^{d+1}_2 and^{d−3}_2 , respectively. If d ≥ 7 these end-intervals are both of size at least two, and again Theorem 6 implies that G admits an F -avoiding orientation. If d = 5 then F = {3, 4}. Apply Theorem 8 to get an orientation D^∗ that is {1, 2}-avoiding. Then reverse the direction of every edges in D^∗. This new orientation of G is {3, 4}-avoiding, completing our proof.

References

[1] S. Akbari, M. Dalirrooyfard, K. Ehsani, K. Ozeki, and R. Sherkati. Orientations of graphs avoiding given lists on out-degrees. J. Graph Theory, 93(4):483–502, 2020.

[2] N. Alon. Combinatorial Nullstellensatz. volume 8, pages 7–29. 1999. Recent trends in combinatorics (Mátraháza, 1995).

[3] N. Alon, B. Bollobás, A. Gyárfás, J. Lehel, and A. Scott. Maximum directed cuts in acyclic digraphs. J. Graph Theory, 55(1):1–13, 2007.

[4] N. Alon and M. Tarsi. Colorings and orientations of graphs. Combinatorica, 12(2):125–134, 1992.

[5] P. Bradshaw, Y. Chen, H. Ma, B. Mohar, and H. Wu. List-avoiding orientations, 2022.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.09107.

[6] A. Frank and A. Gyárfás. How to orient the edges of a graph? In Combinatorics (Proc. Fifth Hungarian Colloq., Keszthely, 1976), Vol. I, volume 18 of Colloq. Math. Soc. János Bolyai, pages 353–364. North-Holland, Amsterdam-New York, 1978.

[7] S. L. Hakimi. On the degrees of the vertices of a directed graph. J. Franklin Inst., 279:290–308, 1965.

[8] X. Ma and H. Lu. A characterization on orientations of graphs avoiding given lists on outdegrees. 2023. http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.15650.

[9] D. B. West. Introduction to Graph Theory. Prentice Hall, 2 edition, September 2000.