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Remarks on the subdivisions of bispindles and two-blocks cycles

in highly chromatic digraphs
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Abstract

A (2 + 1)-bispindle B(k1, k2; k3) is the union of two xy-dipaths of respective lengths k1 and k2, and

one yx-dipath of length k3, all these dipaths being pairwise internally disjoint. Recently, Cohen et al.

conjectured that, for every positive integers k1, k2, k3, there is an integer g(k1, k2, k3) such that every

strongly connected digraph not containing subdivisions of B(k1, k2; k3) has a chromatic number at

most g(k1, k2, k3), and they proved it only for the case where k2 = 1. For Hamiltonian digraphs, we

prove Cohen et al.’s conjecture, namely g(k1, k2, k3) ≤ 4k, where k = max{k1, k2, k3}. A two-blocks

cycle C(k1, k2) is the union of two internally disjoint xy-dipaths of length k1 and k2 respectively.

Addario et al. asked if the chromatic number of strong digraphs not containing subdivisions of a two-

blocks cycle C(k1, k2) can be bounded from above by O(k1 + k2), which remains an open problem.

Assuming that k = max{k1, k2}, the best reached upper bound, found by Kim et al., is 12k2. In this

article, we conjecture that this bound can be slightly improved to 4k2 and we confirm our conjecture

for some particular cases. Moreover, we provide a positive answer to Addario et al.’s question for the

class of digraphs having a Hamiltonian directed path.

1 Introduction

Throughout this paper, all graphs are considered to be simple, that is, there are no loops and no multiple

edges. By giving an orientation to each edge of a graph G, the obtained oriented graph is called a
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digraph. Reciprocally, the graph obtained from a digraph D by ignoring the directions of its arcs is called

the underlying graph of D, and denoted by G(D). The chromatic number of a digraph D, denoted by

χ(D), is the chromatic number of its underlying graph. Let D be a class of digraphs. The chromatic

number of D, denoted by χ(D), is the smallest integer k such that χ(D) ≤ k for all D ∈ D or +∞ if no

such k exists. By convention, if D = ∅, then χ(D) = 0. If χ(D) 6= +∞, we say that D has a bounded

chromatic number.

A directed path, or simply a dipath, is an oriented path where all the arcs are oriented in the same direction

from the initial vertex towards the terminal vertex. A classical result due to Gallai and Roy [10, 14] is

the following:

Theorem 1. (Gallai, 1968; Roy, 1967) Let k be a non-negative integer and D be a digraph whose

chromatic number is at least k. Then D contains a directed path of order k.

This raises the following question:

Problem 1. Which are the digraph classes D such that every digraph with chromatic number at least k

contains an element of D as a subdigraph?

Denoting by Forb(D) the class of digraphs that do not contain an element of a class of digraphs D

as a subdigraph, the above question can be restated in terms of Forb(D) as follows: Which are the

digraph classes D such that χ(Forb(D)) < +∞? Due to a famous theorem of Erdös [8] which guarantees

the existence of graphs with arbitrarily high girth and arbitrarily high chromatic number, if H is a

digraph containing an oriented cycle, there exist digraphs with arbitrarily high chromatic number with

no subdigraph isomorphic to H . This means that the only possible candidates to generalize Theorem 1

are the oriented trees. In this context, Burr [4] proved that the chromatic number of Forb(T ) for every

oriented tree T of order k is at most k2 − 2k and he conjectured that this upper bound can be improved

to 2k − 3:

Conjecture 1. (Burr, 1980) Let k be a positive integer and let T be an oriented tree of order k. Then

the chromatic number of Forb(T ) is equal to 2k − 3.

The best known upper bound, found by Addario-Berry et al. [1], is k2/2 − k/2. However, for oriented

paths with two blocks (blocks are maximal directed subpaths), the best possible upper bound is known.

Assuming that an oriented path P has two blocks of lengths k1 and k2 respectively, we say that P is a

two-blocks path and we write P = P (k1, k2).

Theorem 2. (Addario-Berry et al. [2], 2007) Let k1 and k2 be positive integers such that k1 + k2 > 3.

Then Forb(P (k1, k2)) has a chromatic number equal to k1 + k2, for every two-blocks path P (k1, k2).



Recall that a subdivision of a digraphH is a digraphH ′ obtained fromH by replacing each arc (x, y) by an

xy-dipath of length at least 1. A digraph D is said to be H-subdivision-free if it contains no subdivisions

of H as a subdigraph. Inspired by the previous researches, Cohen et al. [7] asked about the existence

of subdivisions of oriented cycles in highly chromatic digraphs. In other words, denoting by S-Forb(C)

the class of digraphs that do not contain subdivisions of a given oriented cycle C as subdigraphs, Cohen

et al. asked if the chromatic number of S-Forb(C) can be bounded. In the same article, Cohen et al.

provide a negative answer to their question by proving a stronger theorem based on a construction built

by Erdös and Lovász [9] that induces the existence of hypergraphs with high girth and large chromatic

number:

Theorem 3. (Cohen et al., 2018) For any positive integers b, c, there exists an acyclic digraph D with

χ(D) > c in which all oriented cycles have more than b blocks.

On the other hand, restricting Cohen et al.’s question on the class of strongly connected digraphs may

lead to dramatically different results. A digraph D is said to be strongly connected, or simply strong,

if for any two vertices x and y of D, there is a directed path from x to y. A directed cycle, or simply

a circuit, is an oriented cycle whose all arcs have the same orientation. An example is provided by a

famous result of Bondy [3] that dates back to 1976: Every strong digraph D contains a directed cycle of

length at least χ(D). In other words, denoting by S the class of strong digraphs, the circuit C+
k of length

k satisfies χ(S-Forb(C+
k ) ∩ S) = k − 1.

Since any directed cycle of length at least k can be seen as a subdivision of C+
k , Cohen et al. [7] conjectured

in 2018 that Bondy’s theorem can be extended to all oriented cycles:

Conjecture 2. (Cohen et al., 2018) For every oriented cycle C, there exists a constant f(C) such that

every strongly connected digraph with chromatic number at least f(C) contains a subdivision of C.

For two positive integers k1 and k2, a cycle with two blocks C(k1, k2) is an oriented cycle which consists

of two internally disjoint directed paths of lengths k1 and k2 respectively. In their article, Cohen et al.

[7] proved Conjecture 2 for the case of two-blocks cycles. More precisely, they showed that the chromatic

number of strong digraphs with no subdivisions of a two-blocks cycle C(k1, k2) is bounded from above

by O((k1 + k2)4):

Theorem 4. Let k1 and k2 be positive integers such that k1 > k2 > 2 and k1 > 3, and let D be a digraph

in S-Forb(C(k1, k2)) ∩ S. Then the chromatic number of D is at most (k1 + k2 − 2)(k1 + k2 − 3)(2k2 +

2)(k1 + k2 + 1).

More recently, this bound was improved by Kim et al. [13] as follows:

Theorem 5. (Kim et al., 2018) Let k1 and k2 be positive integers such that k1 > k2 > 1 and k1 > 2,

and let D be a digraph in S-Forb(C(k1, k2)) ∩ S. Then the chromatic number of D is at most 2(2k1 −

3)(k1 + 2k2 − 1).



As a key step, Kim et al. studied in the same article the existence of two-blocks cycles in Hamiltonian

digraphs (a digraph D is said to be Hamiltonian if it contains a Hamiltonian directed cycle, that is, a

directed cycle passing through all the vertices of D), and they were able to reach a linear upper bound for

the chromatic number of such digraphs containing no subdivisions of a given two-blocks cycle. Denoting

by H the class of Hamiltonian digraphs, these authors proved precisely the following:

Theorem 6. Let k1 and k2 be positive integers such that k1 + k2 ≥ 3, and let D be a digraph in S-

Forb(C(k1, k2)) ∩ H. Then χ(D) ≤ k1 + k2.

In [2], Addario et al. asked if the upper bound of strongly connected digraphs having no subdivisions of

C(k1, k2) can be improved to O(k1 + k2), which remains an open problem. In this article, we conjecture

that the chromatic number of digraphs having a spanning out-tree (every strong digraph contains a

spanning out-tree) without subdivisions of a two-blocks cycle C(k1, k2) may be improved to 4k2, where

k = max {k1, k2}, we prove our conjecture for some particular cases and we introduce an approach

upon which the interested reader may build to overcome the problem. As a key step, we consider

C(k1, k2)-subdivision-free digraphs having a Hamiltonian directed path, and we bound from above the

chromatic number of such digraphs by 3(k−1). This intermediate result will be used in the improvement

mentioned before, replacing the complicated and technical proof in [13] based on Bondy’s theorem [3]

which describes the strong digraphs structural properties, by an elementary one based only on the simple

notion of maximal out-tree.

Since every tournament contains a Hamiltonian directed path (see [5]), our work on the chromatic number

of C(k1, k2)-subdivision-free digraphs having a Hamiltonian directed path leads us to wonder about the

chromatic number of tournaments having no subdivisions of a given oriented cycle formed of t blocks with

t > 2 . Our question is a weak version of Rosenfeld’s conjecture which predicts that every tournament of

order n ≥ 3 contains every oriented Hamiltonian cycle except possibly the directed one (see [15]). The

best known result, due to Havet [12], asserts that Rosenfeld’s conjecture is true for every tournament

of order n ≥ 68. In what follows, we denote by C(k1, k2, ..., kt) the oriented cycle C having t blocks

of consecutive lengths k1, k2, ..., kt. In this case, we say that C is a t-blocks cycle. According to the

definition of a block and a subdivision, note that t must be an even integer and that a subdivision of a

t-blocks cycle is also a t-blocks cycle. In this article, we prove that every tournament of order m+
∑2m

i=1 ki

contains a subdivision H of the oriented cycle C(k1, k2, ..., k2m) such that the lengths of at least m blocks

of H are exactly the same as the lengths of the corresponding ones of C, given that ki + ki+1 ≥ 3 for all

i ∈ {1, 3, ..., 2m− 1} and m ≥ 2.

A p-spindle is the union of p internally disjoint xy-dipaths for some vertices x and y. In this case, x is

the tail of the spindle and y is its head. A (p+ q)-bispindle is the internally disjoint union of a p-spindle

with tail x and head y and a q-spindle with tail y and head x. In other words, it is the union of p xy

-dipaths and q yx-dipaths, all of these dipaths being pairwise internally disjoint. Since directed cycles



and two-blocks cycles can be seen as (1 + 1)-bispindles and 2-spindles respectively, Cohen et al. [6] asked

about the existence of spindles and bispindles in strong digraphs with large chromatic number. First,

they pointed the existence of strong digraphs with large chromatic number that do not contain neither

3-spindle nor (2 + 2)-bispindle. Undoubtedly, this result guides them to focus in their study on the

existence of (2 + 1)-bispindles in strong digraphs. Denoting by B(k1, k2; k3) the (2 + 1)-bispindle formed

by the internally disjoint union of two xy-dipaths, one of length k1 and the other of length k2, and one

yx-dipath of length k3, Cohen et al. [6] conjectured the following:

Conjecture 3. (Cohen et al., 2017) Let D be a digraph in S-Forb(B(k1, k2; k3)) ∩ S. Then there exists

a function g : N3 −→ N such that χ(D) ≤ g(k1, k2, k3).

In the same paper, Cohen et al. confirmed their conjecture for B(k1, 1; k3) and they attained a better

bound for the case where k1 is arbitrary and k2 = k3 = 1. The upper bound that Cohen et al. provided for

the chromatic number of digraphs in S-Forb(B(k1, 1; k3)) ∩ S is huge and certainly not the best possible.

In this article, we contribute to Conjecture 3 by affirming it for the class of Hamiltonian digraphs.

2 Preliminaries and definitions

A graph G is said to be d-degenerate, if any subgraph of G contains a vertex having at most d neighbors.

Using an inductive argument, we may easily remark that any d-degenerate graph is (d+ 1)-colorable.

Given two graphs G1 and G2, G1 ∪G2 is defined to be the graph whose vertex-set is V (G1) ∪ V (G2) and

whose edge-set is E(G1) ∪E(G2). The next lemma will be useful for the coming proofs:

Lemma 1. χ(G1 ∪G2) 6 χ(G1) × χ(G2) for any two graphs G1 and G2.

Proof. For i ∈ {1, 2}, let φi : V (Gi) −→ {1, 2, ..., χ(Gi)} be a proper χ(Gi)-coloring of Gi. Define ψ, the

coloring of V (G1 ∪G2), as follows:

ψ(x) =







(φ1(x), 1) x ∈ V (G1) \ V (G2);

(φ1(x), φ2(x)) x ∈ V (G1) ∩ V (G2);

(1, φ2(x)) x ∈ V (G2) \ V (G1).

We may easily verify that ψ is a proper coloring ofG1∪G2 with color-set {1, 2, ..., χ(G1)}×{1, 2, ..., χ(G2)}.

Consequently, it follows that χ(G1 ∪G2) 6 χ(G1) × χ(G2).

A consequence of the previous lemma is that, if we partition the edge-set of a graph G into E1, E2, ..., Ek,

then bounding the chromatic number of all spanning subgraphs Gi of G with edge-set Ei gives an upper

bound for the chromatic number of G.



Given a graphG = (V,E) whose vertex-set is V = V1∪V2, we may easily verify that χ(G) 6 χ(G1)+χ(G2),

where G1 and G2 are the subgraphs of G induced by V1 and V2 respectively.

Let G be a graph and let L = x1x2...xn be an enumeration of its vertices. An edge xixj of G is said to

be a jump with respect to L if |i− j| > 1. Two jumps e = xlxm and e′ = xpxq of G with l < m and p < q

are said to be secant edges with respect to L if one of the following cases holds:

(i) l < p < m < q;

(ii) p < l < q < m.

Let D be an orientation of G. Two arcs a and a′ of D are said to be secant arcs with respect to L if their

corresponding edges in G are so. An arc a = (xi, xj) is said to be forward with respect to L if i < j.

Otherwise, it is called backward with respect to L.

Considering a graph G having a linear ordering of its vertices without secant edges, it is obvious that

the restriction L′ of L to the vertices of a subgraph H of G is an ordering of V (H) with no secant edges

also. In view of this observation, we are able to color properly each graph having a linear ordering of its

vertices with no secant edges:

Lemma 2. Suppose that a graph G admits an enumeration L of its vertices such that G has no secant

edges with respect to L, then G is 3-colorable.

Proof. Let L = x1x2...xn be an enumeration of V (G) with no secant edges. To reach our goal, we prove

that G is 2-degenerate. Let H be a subgraph of G and let L′ be the restriction of L to the vertices of H .

If H has no jumps with respect to L′, then H is simply a disjoint union of paths and thus ∆(H) ≤ 2.

Otherwise, we consider a jump xixj of H such that |i − j| is minimal. Without loss of generality, we

assume that i < j. Note that NH(xi+1) ⊆ {xi, xi+2}, since otherwise we get either secant edges or a

jump smaller than xixj , a contradiction. Thus dH(xi+1) ≤ 2. In view of what precedes, it follows that

G is 2-degenerate. Consequently, we get that G is 3-colorable. This terminates the proof.

The previous lemma will be a central tool for the demonstration of the main theorems of the next sections.

Furthermore, it will be used to reinforce the conjecture that will be established on the improvement of

the upper bound of the chromatic number of strong digraphs having no subdivisions of two-blocks cycles.

3 On bounding χ(S-Forb(C(k1, k2))∩HP) and χ(S-Forb(B(k1, k2; k3))

∩H)

Denoting by HP the class of digraphs having a Hamiltonian directed path, Lemma 2 enables us to answer

Addario et al.’s question [2] positively for the case of digraphs in S-Forb(C(k1, k2)) ∩ HP :



Theorem 7. Let k1 and k2 be positive integers such that k1 ≥ k2 ≥ 2 and let D be a digraph in

S-Forb(C(k1, k2)) ∩ HP. Then the chromatic number of D is at most 3k1.

Proof. Set P = x0, x1, ..., xn be a Hamiltonian directed path of D. For 0 ≤ i ≤ k1 − 1, we define

Vi = {xi+α.k1
; α ≥ 0}. Let Di be the subdigraph of D induced by Vi and let Pi = xi1

, xi2
, ..., xit

be

the restriction of P on the vertices of Di with i1 < i2 < ... < it. Clearly, {V (D0), V (D1), ...., V (Dk1−1)}

forms a partition of V (D). Thus once we color each Di properly by χ(Di) colors, we obtain a proper

coloring of the whole digraph using k1.χ(Di) distinct colors. This means that, to reach the desired goal,

it suffices to bound from above the chromatic number of each Di.

Claim 7.1. For all 0 ≤ i ≤ k1 − 1, Di has no secant arcs with respect to Pi.

Subproof. Assume the contrary is true and let a = (xl, xm) and a′ = (xp, xq) be two secant arcs of Di

with respect to Pi. Here there are four cases to consider: a and a′ are both forward or both backward,

a is forward and a′ is backward, or a is backward and a′ is forward. Assume first that a and a′ are both

forward, that is, l < m and p < q. By symmetry, we can assume that l < p < m < q. Due to the definition

of Di, it is easy to see that P [xl, xp] and P [xm, xq] are of length at least k1 − 1. Consequently, the union

of (xl, xm) ∪ P [xm, xq ] and P [xl, xp] ∪ (xp, xq) forms a subdivision of C(k1, k1) and so a subdivision of

C(k1, k2), a contradiction. The proof of the remaining cases is similar to that of the previous one. ♦

According to Claim 7.1 and Lemma 2, it follows that χ(Di) ≤ 3 for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k1−1 and thus χ(D) ≤ 3k1.

This ends the proof.

As a consequence of the above theorem, we are able to find an upper bound for the chromatic number of

a C(k1, k2)-subdivision-free digraph in terms of the size of its maximal stable set:

Corollary 1. Let k1 and k2 be two positive integers and let D be a C(k1, k2)-subdivision-free digraph.

Then the chromatic number of D is at most 3.α(D).k, where k = max {k1, k2}.

Proof. Due to Gallai-Milgram theorem [11], the vertices of D can be partitioned into α(D) vertex-disjoint

directed paths, where α(D) is the size of a maximal stable set of D. Let P1, P2, ..., Pα(D) be the disjoint

directed paths covering V (D) and let Di be the subdigraph of D induced by V (Pi) for all i ∈ [α(D)]. It

is easy to verify that Di contains no subdivisions of C(k1, k2) and Pi is a Hamiltonian directed path of

Di. Thus Theorem 7 induces a proper 3k-coloring of Di. Consequently, by assigning 3k distinct colors

to each Di, the required result follows.

Another important performance of both the notion of secant edges and Lemma 2 appears in affirming

Conjecture 3 for the class of Hamiltonian digraphs:

Theorem 8. Let D be a digraph in S-Forb(B(k1, k2; k3)) ∩ H, where k1, k2 and k3 are three positive

integers. Then the chromatic number of D is at most 4k, with k = max {k1, k2, k3}.



Proof. Let k = max {k1, k2, k3} and let C = x0, x1, ..., xn, x0 be a Hamiltonian directed cycle of D. Let

L = x0x1...xn be a linear ordering of the vertices of the underlying graph G of D induced by C. For

every 0 ≤ i ≤ k− 1, we set Gi = G[{xi+αk; α = 0, 1, 2, 3, ...}] and G′
i = Gi \ {xi}. Let L′

i be the ordering

of G′
i obtained by the restriction of L on the vertices of G′

i.

Claim 8.1. For all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1, G′
i has no secant edges with respect to L′

i.

Subproof. Assume to the contrary that xlxm and xpxq are two secant edges with respect to L′
i. Without

loss of generality, assume that l < p < m < q. Due to the definition of G′
i, note that l ≥ k, p − l ≥ k,

m − p ≥ k and q − m ≥ k. To reach a contradiction to our assumption, we consider the possible

orientations of xlxm and xpxq. Assume first that (xl, xm) ∈ E(D). If (xp, xq) ∈ E(D), then the union of

C[xl, xp]∪(xp, xq), (xl, xm)∪C[xm , xq] and C[xq, xn]∪(xn, x0)∪C[x0 , xl] forms a subdivision of B(k, k; k)

and so a subdivision of B(k1, k2; k3), a contradiction. Else if (xq , xp) ∈ E(D), then the three internally

disjoint directed paths (xq, xp)∪C[xp, xm], C[xq , xn]∪ (xn, x0)∪C[x0, xl]∪ (xl, xm) and C[xm, xq] form a

subdivision of B(k, k; k) and so a subdivision of B(k1, k2; k3), a contradiction. Thus (xl, xm) /∈ E(D) and

hence (xm, xl) ∈ E(D). If (xp, xq) ∈ E(D), then the three internally disjoint directed paths C[xp, xm] ∪

(xm, xl), (xp, xq) ∪ C[xq , xn] ∪ (xn, x0) ∪ C[x0, xl] and C[xl, xp] form a subdivision of B(k, k; k) and so

a subdivision of B(k1, k2; k3). This contradicts the fact that D contains no subdivisions of B(k1, k2; k3)

and implies that (xq , xp) ∈ E(D). But the three internally disjoint directed paths (xm, xl) ∪ C[xl, xp],

C[xm, xq] ∪ (xq , xp) and C[xp, xm] form a subdivision of B(k1, k2; k3), a contradiction to our initial

assumption. This proves that G′
i has no secant edges with respect to L′

i. ♦

Due to Lemma 2 together with Claim 8.1, we get that χ(G′
i) ≤ 3. But χ(Gi) ≤ χ(G′

i)+1, then χ(Gi) ≤ 4

and so χ(G) ≤
∑k−1

i=0 χ(Gi) ≤ 4k. By considering the fact that χ(D) = χ(G), the required result

follows.

The bound given in Theorem 8 is certainly not the best possible. However, a better bound is provided

for the digraphs in S-Forb(B(k1, 1; k3)) ∩ H:

Proposition 1. Let D be a digraph in S-Forb(B(k1, 1; k3)) ∩ H, where k1 and k3 are arbitrary positive

integers. Then the chromatic number of D is at most 2k − 1, with k = max {k1, k3}.

Proof. Let C = x0, x1, x2, ..., xn−1, x0 be a Hamiltonian directed cycle of D and let x be a vertex of D.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that x = x0. If n − k ≤ k − 1, then n ≤ 2k − 1 and thus

χ(D) ≤ n ≤ 2k − 1. So we may suppose that n− k ≥ k. Assume that there exists an integer t such that

k ≤ t ≤ n − k and xt ∈ N(x). If (x0, xt) ∈ D, then the union of the three internally disjoint directed

paths C[x0, xt], (x0, xt) and C[xt, x0] is a subdivision of B(k1, 1; k3), a contradiction. Thus (xt, x0) ∈ D

and so the three internally disjoint directed paths C[xt, x0], (xt, x0) and C[x0, xt] form a subdivision of

B(k1, 1; k3), a contradiction. This gives that N(x) ⊆ {x1, x2..., xk−1, xn−1, xn−2, ..., xn−(k−1)}. Whence,

the maximum degree of D is at most 2k − 2 and so the chromatic number of D is at most 2k − 1.



4 On the improvement of χ(S-Forb(C(k1, k2)) ∩ S)

This section is devoted to introduce an elegant approach which is supposed to be contributory in improving

the chromatic number of digraphs in S-Forb(C(k1, k2))∩S from 12k2 to 4k2, given that k = max{k1, k2}.

Once our approach is completely verified, it leads not just to ameliorate the best known upper bound for

the chromatic number of strong digraphs not containing two-blocks cycles, but to prove a more general

statement. This is because we are treating the problem of the existence of two-blocks cycles in the class

of digraphs having a spanning out-tree, that includes the strong ones.

At first, we start with some basic definitions, standard notations and preliminary results that will be

essential for the coming proofs.

Among the most effective tools that play a major role in constructing our proofs are the trees. Let G be

a graph with a spanning tree T rooted at r. For a vertex x of G, there is a unique rx-path in T , denoted

by T [r, x]. The level of x with respect to T , denoted by lT (x), is the length of this path. The ancestors of

x are the vertices that belong to T [r, x]. For an ancestor y of x, we write y 6T x. Conversely, we denote

by S(x) the set of the vertices v of G such that x is an ancestor of v. The subtree of T rooted at x and

induced by S(x) is denoted by Tx. An ancestor y of x is said to be its predecessor if lT (y) = lT (x) − 1.

Two leaves of T are said to be sisters if they share the same predecessor in T . We say that T is normal

in G if for every edge xy of G either x 6T y or vice versa. It is well known that every connected graph

has a normal spanning tree with any preassigned root.

Because we are concerned in the study of digraphs rather than graphs, similar definitions are introduced

for oriented trees. Recall that an out-tree is an oriented tree in which all the vertices have in-degree at

most 1. Given a digraph D having a spanning out-tree T with source r, the level of a vertex x with

respect to T , denoted by lT (x), is the length of the unique rx-dipath in T . For a non-negative integer

i, we define Li(T ) = {x ∈ V (T ); lT (x) = i}. For a vertex x of D, the ancestors of x are the vertices

that belong to T [r, x]. For two vertices x1 and x2 of D, the least common ancestor y of x1 and x2 is the

common ancestor of x1 and x2 having the highest level in T . Note that the latter notion is well-defined

since r is a common ancestor of all the vertices of D. An arc (x, y) of D is said to be forward with respect

to T if lT (x) < lT (y), otherwise it is called a backward arc. We say that T is a maximal out-tree of D, if

y is an ancestor of x for every backward arc (x, y) of D.

The next proposition shows an interesting structural property on digraphs having a spanning out-tree:

Proposition 2. Given a digraph D having a spanning out-tree T , then D contains a maximal out-tree.

Proof. Initially, set T0 := T . If T0 is maximal, there is nothing to do. Otherwise there is an arc (x, y) of

D which is backward with respect to T0 such that y is not ancestor of x. Let T1 be the out-tree obtained



from T0 by adding (x, y) to T0, and deleting the arc of head y in T0. We can easily see that the level of

each vertex in T1 is at least its level in T0, and there exists a vertex (y) whose level strictly increases.

Since the level of a vertex cannot increase infinitely, we can see that after a finite number of repeating

the above process we reach an out-tree which is maximal.

As a generalization of the notion of secant edges defined with respect to an enumeration of the vertices

of a given graph G, we develop this concept as follows: Given that P = x1, x2, ..., xn is a path of G, two

edges e and e′ of G are said to be secant edges with respect to P if they are secant with respect to the

enumeration induced by P . However for a normal spanning tree T of G rooted at r, two edges e and e′

of G are said to be secant edges with respect to T if e and e′ are secant edges with respect to a path P in

T starting at r.

In the light of what Lemma 2 induces on the coloring of graphs admitting a linear ordering of their

vertices without secant edges, we get a proper coloring for each graph having a Hamiltonian path with

no secant edges:

Proposition 3. Let G be a graph having a Hamiltonian path P such that G has no secant edges with

respect to P , then the chromatic number of G is at most 3.

Since Hamiltonian paths can be viewed as special types of normal spanning trees, a question that naturally

arises here is, can similar result be established for any normal spanning tree? Many endeavors and efforts

made to answer this question enables us to predict that the following is true:

Conjecture 4. If G is a graph with a normal spanning tree T such that G has no secant edges with

respect to T , then the chromatic number of G is at most 4.

In the next section, we affirm the above conjecture for some trees. However, the rest of this section

is dedicated to show how proving Conjecture 4 lead to improve the chromatic number of digraphs in

S-Forb(C(k1, k2)) ∩ S.

Denoting by T the tree classes for which Conjecture 4 is confirmed, we are able to get a better upper

bound for the chromatic number of digraphs containing no subdivisions of a two-blocks cycle C(k1, k2)

and having a spanning out-tree, relying only on the simple notion of a maximal out-tree and the strategies

of leveling and digraph decomposing:

Theorem 9. Let k1 and k2 be positive integers with k1 ≥ k2 and let T be an out-tree whose underlying

graph is in T . Then every digraph D in S-Forb(C(k1, k2)) and having a spanning out-tree T is colored

properly using 4.k1.(k2 − 1) colors.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that T is a maximal out-tree in D. This assumption

is true due to Proposition 2. For 0 ≤ i ≤ k1 − 1, we set Vi = ∪α>0Li+αk1
(T ) and we define Di to be the



subdigraph of D induced by Vi. Then we partition the arcs of Di as follows:

A1 = {(x, y); x 6T y or y 6T x};

A2 = A(Di) \A1.

For 0 ≤ i ≤ k1 − 1 and j = 1, 2, let Dj
i be the spanning subdigraph of Di whose arc-set is Aj .

Claim 9.1. χ(D1
i ) ≤ 4 for all i ∈ {0, 1, ..., k1 − 1}.

Subproof. Let (D1
i )T be the digraph obtained by the union of D1

i and T . Consider the underlying graph

G1
i of (D1

i )T . Observe that the underlying tree T 1 of T is a normal tree of G1
i . Moreover,G1

i has no secant

edges with respect to T 1, since otherwise D contains a subdivision of C(k1, k1) and so a subdivision of

C(k1, k2), a contradiction. According to the definition of T and to the fact that T 1 is in T , it follows

that χ(G1
i ) ≤ 4 and so χ((D1

i )T ) ≤ 4. Because D1
i is a subdigraph of (D1

i )T , our desired claim yields. ♦

Claim 9.2. χ(D2
i ) ≤ k2 − 1 for all i ∈ {0, 1, ..., k1 − 1}.

Subproof. Suppose to the contrary that there exists i0 such that χ(D2
i0

) ≥ k2. By Theorem 1, D2
i0

contains a directed path P of order at least k2, say P = y0, y1, ...yk2−2, yk2−1. Note that the arcs of D2
i0

are of the form (x, y) such that x is not an ancestor of y and vice versa. Because T is a maximal out-tree

in D, it follows that all the arcs of D2
i0

are forward with respect to T . For all 0 ≤ j ≤ k2 −2, observe that

yj is not an ancestor of yk2−1. To this end, we assume that the contrary is true. Let α be the greatest

index such that yα 6T yk2−1. By the definition of A2, yα+1 is distinct from yk2−1. Let x be the least

common ancestor of yα and yα+1. Then the union of T [x, yα+1] ∪ P [yα+1, yk2−1] and T [x, yk2−1] forms

a subdivision of C(k1, k1), and thus a subdivision of C(k1, k2), a contradiction. Now consider x to be

the least common ancestor of y0 and yk2−1. Due to the above observation, we remark that x is distinct

from y0 and T [x, yk2−1] ∩ P = {yk2−1}. This implies that T [x, yk2−1] and T [x, y0] ∪ P are two internally

disjoint (x, yk2−1)-dipaths of length at least k1 and k2 respectively, and so their union is a subdivision of

C(k1, k2) in D, which contradicts the fact that D is C(k1, k2)-subdivision-free. This verifies our claim. ♦

Therefore, applying Lemma 1 to Claim 9.1, Claim 9.2 and the fact that Di = D1
i ∪ D2

i , we get that

χ(Di) ≤ 4(k2 − 1) for all i ∈ {0, 1, ..., k1 − 1}. Consequently, as V (Di) form a partition of V (D) for

0 ≤ i ≤ k1 − 1, we obtain a proper 4.k1.(k2 − 1)-coloring of D. This completes the proof.

Since any strong digraph contains a spanning out-tree, Theorem 9 induces the following improvement on

the upper bound given by Kim et al. [13] for some strong C(k1, k2)-subdivision-free digraphs:

Corollary 2. Let D be a digraph in S-Forb(C(k1, k2)) ∩ S, given that k1 and k2 are positive integers

with k1 ≥ k2. If the underlying graph of a spanning out-tree T of D is in T , then the chromatic number

of D is at most 4.k1.(k2 − 1).



5 A contribution to Conjecture 4

The aim of this section is to support Conjecture 4. First, we start with some definitions and terminologies

that formulate our conjecture in a more approachable way. Then, we introduce some trees class for which

our conjecture is confirmed.

The next definition allows us to deal more flexibly with Conjecture 4:

Definition 1. Let G be a graph with a spanning rooted tree T . We say that G is saturated with respect

to T , if the following three conditions are satisfied:

(i) T is a normal tree in G.

(ii) G contains no secant edges with respect to T .

(iii) ∀ x, y ∈ V (G) such that x 6T y, if xy /∈ E(G) then G + xy contains secant edges with respect to

T .

Given a tree T in a graph G, G[T ] denotes the subgraph of G induced by V (T ). When G[T ] is saturated

with respect to T , we simply say that G[T ] is saturated. If T is a normal tree in G[T ], we denote by G∗[T ]

a saturation of G[T ], that is, G∗[T ] is the graph obtained from G[T ] by adding the maximum number of

edges so that T remains a normal tree of the obtained graph G∗[T ] and G∗[T ] has no secant edges with

respect to T .

From now on, we assume that G is a graph defined as in Conjecture 4, unless otherwise specified. Without

loss of generality, we may assume that G[T ] is saturated, since otherwise we add to G the maximal number

of edges so that T remains a normal tree of the obtained graph G∗[T ] and G∗[T ] has no secant edges

with respect to T . Given an edge yz of G, we say that yz is a jump with respect to T , if y is neither

the predecessor of z in T nor a successor of it. For a jump yz of G with y 6T z, we say that y is the

lower end of yz and z is its upper end. For a vertex x of G, yz is called a jump over x if y 6T x 6T z.

Furthermore, we say that yz is a minimal jump of G if there is no other jump whose both ends lie in

T [y, z]. However, yz is called a higher jump of G if the level of y in T is not smaller than that of the

lower end of any other jump.

For a non-negative integer i, stari-like trees are well-organized trees for which Conjecture 4 is partially

confirmed. Initially, a star0-like tree is a tree having exactly one vertex whose degree is strictly greater

than 2, called a node. A star1-like tree is a tree obtained from a star0-like tree by replacing each of its

leaves by a star0-like tree. Inductively, for i ≥ 2, a stari-like tree is defined to be a tree obtained from a

star(i−1)-like tree by replacing each of its leaves by a star0-like tree. A whip is a star0-like tree in which

the successors of its unique node are leaves.



The following well-known lemma will be used frequently throughout this section:

Lemma 3. Let G be a graph with a clique cut-set S whose removal decomposes the vertex-set of G \ S

into the connected components X1, X2, ..., Xk. Then

χ(G) ≤ max
1≤i≤k

χ(Gi);

where Gi is the subgraph of G induced by Xi ∪ S for i = 1, 2, ..., k.

Note that the subgraphs G1, G2, ...Gk mentioned above are called the blocks of decomposition of G with

respect to the cut-set S.

Now we are ready to demonstrate Conjecture 4 for the case of saturated graphs having either a star0-like

tree or a star1-like tree as their spanning normal trees. Before delving into the proofs, we need the

following obvious result that establishes a proper 3-coloring of G in case its spanning tree is a whip:

Proposition 4. Let T be a whip, then G has a proper 3-coloring through which the leaves are uniquely

colored.

Proof. Consider the path P obtained from T by contracting the leaves into a single vertex v, and let

G′ be the graph induced by V (P ). One may easily verify that G′ has no secant edges with respect to

the Hamiltonian path P . According to Proposition 3, it follows that χ(G′) ≤ 3. Assume without loss of

generality that the color of v is 3. This means that all the leaves are not adjacent in G to any vertex of

color 3. Thus, we can extend the proper 3-coloring of G′ to a proper 3-coloring of G by assigning the

color 3 to the leaves. This ends the proof.

Proposition 5. Let T be a star0-like tree, then χ(G[T ]) ≤ 4.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the number of vertices. Let x be the unique vertex of T such that

dT (x) > 2. We consider two cases: G[Tx] is either a tree or not. Assume first that G[Tx] is not a tree.

This implies that G[Tx] has a jump yz with x 6T y 6T z. It can be easily verified that S = {y, z}

is a clique cut-set of G[T ], where G1 = G[T [y, z]] and G2 = G[T − T [y, z] + {y, z}] are the two blocks

of decomposition of G[T ] with respect to S. Due to Proposition 3, it follows that χ(G1) ≤ 3 and so

χ(G1) ≤ 4. However, the induction hypothesis gives that χ(G2) ≤ 4. Consequently, due to Lemma 3,

we get that χ(G) ≤ 4. To complete the proof, it remains to consider the case where G[Tx] is a tree,

that is, G[Tx] = Tx. Contract the vertices of Tx to a single vertex v. The obtained contracted graph G′

has a Hamiltonian path ending at v without secant edges. According to Proposition 3, G′ has a proper

3-coloring. Since any tree is 2-colorable, we can extend the coloring of G′ to a proper 4-coloring of G, by

assigning alternatively to each vertex in Tx either the color of v or the color 4. This yields the required

result.



Lemma 4. Let T be a star1-like tree such that every jump is over a node, then χ(G[T ]) ≤ 4.

Proof. We argue by induction on the number of vertices. Assume that the contrary is true, and let x be

the node of minimal level, x1, x2, ..., xm be all the other nodes and y1, y2, ..., ym be the successors of x.

For all 1 ≤ i ≤ m, suppose that G[Tyi
] is a tree and consider the whip T ′ obtained from T by contracting

each Tyi
to a single vertex vyi

. Clearly, the resultant graph G′ has no secant edges with respect to its

normal spanning tree T ′. Note that the leaves of T ′ are the vertices {vy1
, vy2

, ..., vym
}. According to

Proposition 4, G′ has a proper 3-coloring that attributes to the leaves a unique color, say the color 3.

Since any tree is 2-colorable, we may extend the coloring of G′ to a proper 4-coloring of G by assigning

appropriately to each vertex in G[Tyi
] the color 3 or 4. This implies that χ(G[T ]) ≤ 4, which contradicts

our assumption. Thus, there exists i0 ∈ [m] such that xi0
is a node over which there is a minimal jump,

say ab. Without loss of generality, assume that a 6T b. We choose ab so that the level of a is maximal.

Because G is saturated and ab is a minimal higher jump over xi0
, we may easily check that b is a successor

of xi0
which is in its turn a successor of a. For all 1 ≤ j ≤ r, let bj be the successor of xi0

and dj be the

last vertex in Txi0
such that bj 6T dj and adj ∈ E(G). Again, due to the maximality of the level of a

and the fact that G is saturated, we get that av ∈ E(G) for all v in T [bj, dj ] and for all j ∈ [r]. Assume

first that bj = dj for every j ∈ [r], and let t be the unique predecessor of a. If t is adjacent to b, then

t is adjacent to bj for every j ∈ [r], since otherwise we get either secant edges, jumps over a vertex of

degree 2 in T , or a neighbor of a in G[Txi0
] other than xi0

and bj , a contradiction to our assumption.

Let T ′ be the tree obtained from T by deleting xi0
and adding the edges abj for all j ∈ {1, 2, ..., r}. It

is straightforward to see that T ′ is a star1-like tree, G′ = G[T ′] is a graph with no secant edges with

respect to T ′ and every jump of G′ is over a node. Applying the induction hypothesis to G′, we get that

χ(G′) ≤ 4. But the facts that NG(xi0
) ⊆ NG(t) and txi0

/∈ E(G) induce a proper 4-coloring of G by

assigning to xi0
the same color of t, a contradiction. Thus tbj /∈ E(G) for all j ∈ [r]. This implies that,

for every j ∈ {1, 2, ..., r}, G + tbj contains secant edges with respect to T , and so G contains either a

neighbor of a other than bj and xi0
in G[Tyi

], or a has a neighbor in G[T − Tt]. Due to the assumption

that bj = dj for all j ∈ [r], it follows that a has a neighbor u in G[T − Tt]. We choose u so that it is the

nearest neighbor of xi0
to the root. Note that u is probably the root. It is easy to see that u is adjacent

to bj for all j ∈ [r]. Consider now the graph G′ = G[T ′], where T ′ is the tree obtained from T by deleting

xi0
and adding the edges abj for all j ∈ {1, 2, ..., r}. Proceeding in the same manner as before, we reach

a contradiction to the assumption that χ(G) > 4. Therefore, it follows that there exists 1 ≤ j ≤ r such

that bj 6= dj , say j = 1. Let p1 be the predecessor of d1 and let p2 be that of p1. Note that probably

p1 = b1, and so in this case p2 = xi0
. Consider the graph G′ = G[T ′], where T ′ is the tree obtained from

T by deleting p1 and adding the edge p2d1. Clearly, T ′ is a star1-like tree, G′ has no secant edges with

respect to its normal spanning tree T ′ and the jumps of G′ are only over the vertices whose degree in T ′

is greater than 2. By the induction hypothesis, we get that χ(G′) ≤ 4. To reach the final contradiction,

we extend the proper 4-coloring of G′ to a proper 4-coloring of G by assigning to p1 a color distinct from



the colors of its three unique neighbors {d1, p2, a}, a contradiction. This terminates the proof.

Proposition 6. Let T be a star1-like tree, then χ(G[T ]) ≤ 4.

Proof. We proceed by induction on the number of vertices of G. There are two cases to consider: If

every jump of G is over a node, then Lemma 4 implies that χ(G) ≤ 4. Otherwise, if G has a jump yz

such that all the vertices in T [y, z] are not nodes, let T1 = T [y, z] and T2 be the tree obtained from T by

replacing the path T [y, z] by the edge yz. Whence, S = {y, z} is a clique cut-set of G, with G1 = G[T1]

and G2 = G[T2] are the two blocks of decomposition of G with respect to S. Observe that G1 is a cycle

and so χ(G1) ≤ 3. However, T2 is a star1-like tree and G2 is a graph with no secant edges with respect

to its normal spanning T2. By applying the induction hypothesis, we get that χ(G2) ≤ 4. Therefore, due

to Lemma 3, the hoped result directly follows.

The question that arises here is, can a similar result be established for χ(G[T ]) if T is a stari-like tree

with i ≥ 2? If the answer to this question is positive, then Conjecture 4 is confirmed and consequently

Theorem 9 turns to be true whatever is the spanning out-tree. To see the latter statement, we need the

following observation with the fact that any subgraph has a chromatic number not exceeding that of the

graph it contains:

Proposition 7. Let G be a graph defined as in Conjecture 4. Then there exists a graph G′ with normal

spanning tree T ′, such that G′ has no secant edges with respect to T ′, T ′ is a stari-like tree for some

non-negative integer i, E(G′) \ E(T ′) = E(G) \ E(T ) and the vertices a′, b′ of G′ corresponding to the

vertices a, b of G preserve the tree-order, i.e if a 6T b then a′ 6T ′ b′.

Proof. The proof is built by induction on the number of vertices. Let G be a graph defined as in

Conjecture 4, and let L be the set of leaves of T . For sake of simplicity, for any graph G′ having a normal

spanning tree T ′ such that G′ has no secant edges with respect to T ′, where T ′ is a stari-like tree for

some non-negative integer i, E(G′) \ E(T ′) = E(G) \ E(T ) and the vertices a′, b′ of G′ corresponding

to the vertices a, b of G preserve the tree-order, we say that G′ satisfies the property ⊛. Assume that

there exists b ∈ L such that b has no sisters. Consider T1 the tree obtained from T by contracting b

and its unique predecessor a into a new vertex v. It is easy to verify that G1 = G[T1] is a graph with

no secant edges with respect to its normal spanning tree T1. By applying the induction hypothesis, it

follows the existence of a graph G′
1 with normal spanning tree T ′

1 satisfying the property ⊛. Let v′ be

the vertex corresponding to v in G′
1. If v′ is a leaf in T ′

1, we simply un-contract v′. Else, we remove

the neighbors of v′ which are neighbors of b in G − T and we add them to a successor b′ of v′. It is

not hard to check that resultant graph G′ has the property ⊛. This verifies the case where G has at

least one leaf b with no sisters. To complete the demonstration, it remains to prove the case where every

vertex in L has sisters. To this end, let b be a vertex in L such that b has sisters, say {b1, b2, ..., bm} with

m ≥ 1. Assume that a is the unique predecessor of b and its sisters in T . Let T1 be the tree obtained



from T by contracting b and its sisters into a new vertex v. Clearly, G1 = G[T1] is a graph defined as in

Conjecture 4. Thus, the induction hypothesis induces the existence of a graph G′
1 with the property ⊛.

More precisely, G′
1 has a normal spanning tree T ′

1 with no secant edges with respect to T ′
1, such that T ′

1

is a stari-like tree for some non-negative integer i. Assume that v′ is the vertex of G′
1 that corresponds

to v and a′ is its unique predecessor. Since E(G′
1) \ E(T ′

1) = E(G1) \ E(T1), it follows that a′ matches

with a. Un-contracting v′, we denote by {b′, b′
1, b

′
2, ..., b

′
t} the set of the resultant vertices that correspond

to {b, b1, b2, ..., bt} respectively. If a′ is a node in T ′
1, we obtain the desired graph by adding to b′ and

to each b′
i a copy of T ′

1v′ . Else if dT ′

1
(a′) = 2, we proceed as before by adding to b′ and to each b′

i a

copy of T ′
1v′ . This step produces a tree T ′′

1 which is not a stari-like tree for any i. Thus to reach the

tree we are looking for, we add to each leaf in T ′′
1 − T ′′

1 a′ a whip. This leads to a graph G′ having a

normal spanning tree T ′, such that G′ has no secant edges with respect to T ′, T ′ is a stari+1-like tree,

E(G′) \E(T ′) = E(G) \E(T ) and the vertices a′, b′ of G′ corresponding to the vertices a, b of G preserve

the tree-order. This ends the proof.

6 Subdivisions of oriented cycles in tournaments

Given a subdivision H of an oriented cycle C, a block of H is said to be dilated if its length in H is

strictly greater than that of its corresponding one in C. Otherwise, it is called a non-dilated block. For

example, C(3, 1, 2, 1) is a subdivision of the four-blocks cycle C(1, 1, 1, 1) with exactly two non-dilated

blocks.

Proposition 8. Let k1, k2, ..., k2m be positive integers with m ≥ 2. If ki + ki+1 ≥ 3 for all i ∈

{1, 3, ..., 2m−1}, then every tournament T of order m+
∑2m

i=1 ki contains a subdivision of C(k1, k2, ..., k2m),

with at least m non-dilated blocks.

Proof. Let T1, T3, ..., T2m−1 be subtournaments of T of order k1 +k2 +1, k3 +k4 +1, ...., k2m−1 +k2m +1,

respectively. Due to Theorem 2, it follows that Ti contains a two-blocks path P (ki, ki+1) for all i ∈

{1, 3, ..., 2m− 1}, which is the union of two disjoint directed paths Qi and Qi+1 of respective length ki

and ki+1 which are disjoint except in their initial vertex. We denote by xi the terminal vertex of Qi for

all 1 ≤ i ≤ 2m. By considering the possible orientations of the edges x2ix2i+1(mod 2m) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

we get the desired subdivision.
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