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Abstract

Tutte’s 3-flow conjecture asserts that every 4-edge-connected graph admits a
nowhere-zero 3-flow. We prove that this conjecture is true for every Cayley graph of
valency at least four on any supersolvable group with a noncyclic Sylow 2-subgroup
and every Cayley graph of valency at least four on any group whose derived subgroup
is of square-free order.
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1 Introduction

All graphs considered in this paper are finite, undirected and loopless, with parallel
edges allowed. In other words, graphs considered in this paper are loopless multigraphs
[3]. We use the standard term “simple graph” to mean a graph with no parallel edges.
As usual, for a graph I', we use V(I') and E(I') to denote its vertex set and edge set,
respectively. The reader is referred to [3] for graph theoretical terminoloy not defined in
this paper.

An orientation of a graph I' is a digraph D with vertex set V(I') which is obtained
from I' by endowing each edge with one of the two possible directions, where parallel edges
may be endowed with opposite directions. Each oriented edge thus obtained is called an
arc of D. For convenience, we use the same notation D to denote the set of arcs of D. So
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whenever we write e € D we mean e is an arc of D. For a vertex v € V(I'), we use D" (v)
to denote the set of arcs of D with tail v and D~ (v) the set of arcs of D with head v. Let
k be a positive integer. A k-flow [3] in T" is a pair (D, ¢), where D is an orientation of T’
and ¢ is a map from D to the set of integers such that |p(e)| < k for every e € D and
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for every v € V(I'). If, in addition, ¢(e) # 0 for every e € D, then (D, ) is called a
nowhere-zero k-flow in I'. It is well known (see, for example, [21, Theorem 1.2.8]) that
whenever I admits a nowhere-zero k-flow (D, ) for some orientation D of T', then it
admits a nowhere-zero k-flow (D', ") for any orientation D’ of I'. In other words, the
existence of a nowhere-zero k-flow only depends on the graph but not on any specific
choice of orientation. As such we can choose any orientation when determining whether a
graph admits a nowhere-zero k-flow. Obviously, if a graph admits a nowhere-zero k-flow,
then it admits a nowhere-zero (k + 1)-flow.

The study of nowhere-zero integer flows in graphs began with Tutte [17, [18] who
proved that a planar graph admits a nowhere-zero 4-flow if and only if the Four Color
Conjecture holds. Up to now researchers have produced a large number of results on
nowhere-zero integer flows, as one can find in the survey [7] and monograph [2I]. In
[T7, 18], Tutte proposed three important conjectures on integer flows which are still open
in their general form. One of them is the following well-known 3-flow conjecture (see [21],
Conjecture 1.1.8]).

Conjecture 1.1 (Tutte). Every 4-edge-connected graph admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

This conjecture has been studied extensively for more than half a century. In 1979,
Jaeger [6] proved that every 4-edge-connected graph admits a nowhere-zero 4-flow, and
he further conjectured that there is a positive integer k such that every k-edge-connected
graph admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Jaeger’s conjecture was confirmed by Thomassen
[16] who proved that the statement is true when k& = 8. This breakthrough was further
improved by Lovész, Thomassen, Wu and Zhang [10] who proved that every 6-edge-
connected graph admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

We follow [15] for group theoretical terminology. All groups considered in this paper
are finite. A graph is called vertez-transitive if its automorphism group acts transitively
on its vertex set. It is obvious that every vertex-transitive graph is regular. The following
concept introduced by Authur Cayley enables us to construct many, but not all, vertex-
transitive graphs: Let G be a group with identity element 1. A multiset X with elements
from G\ {1} is called a connection multiset if it satisfies X = X! := {a7! : 2 € X}
and for each x € X the multiplicities of  and 7! in X are equal. Given a connection
multiset X of G, the Cayley graph on G with respect to X, denoted by Cay(G, X), is



defined to be the graph with vertex set G such that the number of edges joining g and
h is equal to the multiplicity of g~ *h in X. (In particular, if g7'h ¢ X, then there is no
edge between g and h.) Note that Cay(G, X) may contain parallel edges but is loopless
as 1 ¢ X. Obviously, Cay(G, X) is regular, with valency the cardinality of X, and it is
connected if and only if X generates G. In the case when X is a connection set (that is,
the multiplicity of each element of X is 1), Cay(G, X) is a simple Cayley graph.

Nowhere-zero integer flows in vertex-transitive graphs have attracted considerable at-
tention. Alspach and Zhang conjectured (at the Louisville workshop on Hamilton cycles
in 1992) that every Cayley graph with valency at least two admits a nowhere-zero 4-flow.
Since every 4-edge-connected graph admits a nowhere-zero 4-flow [6], this conjecture is
reduced to the cubic case. Alspach, Liu and Zhang [2, Theorem 2.2] confirmed this con-
jecture for cubic simple Cayley graphs on solvable groups. In [12], Nedela and Skoviera
proved that any counterexample to the conjecture of Alspach and Zhang must be a regular
cover over a Cayley graph on an almost simple group. In [13], Poto¢nik proved that if
a connected cubic simple graph other than the Petersen graph admits a solvable vertex-
transitive group of automorphisms, then it admits a nowhere-zero 4-flow. This can be
viewed as a generalization of the above-mentioned result of Alspach, Liu and Zhang [2|
Theorem 2.2] as the Petersen graph is not a Cayley graph.

It is well known that every connected vertex-transitive graph of valency k > 1is k-edge
connected [19]. Thus, when restricted to the class of vertex-transitive graphs, Conjecture
[L.1] asserts that every vertex-transitive graph of valency at least four admits a nowhere-
zero 3-flow. In this regard, Potocnik, Skoviera and Skrekovski [14] proved that every
Cayley graph of valency at least four on an abelian group admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.
This result was improved by Néndsiova and Skoviera [11, Theorem 4.3] who proved that
Tutte’s 3-flow conjecture is true for Cayley graphs of valency at least four on nilpotent
groups. Conjecture [L.1] has also been confirmed for simple Cayley graphs of valency at
least four on dihedral groups [20], generalized dihedral groups [§], generalized quaternion
groups [8], generalized dicyclic groups [1], and groups of order pg* for any pair of primes
p,q [23]. In [9], Li and Zhou proved that Conjecture [l is true for simple graphs with
valency at least four which admit a solvable arc-transitive group of automorphisms. In
[22], Zhang and Tao proved that Conjecture [[L1lis true for simple graphs with order twice
an odd number and valency at least four whose automorphism groups contain a solvable
vertex-transitive subgroup which contains a central involution. In a recent paper [24], the
authors proved that Conjecture [LL1]is true for vertex-transitive graphs of valency at least
four whose automorphism groups contain a nilpotently vertex-transitive subgroup.

In this paper we prove that Conjecture [L.1lis true for Cayley graphs on two families
of supersolvable groups. Recall from group theory that a group G is called solvable [15]
if it possesses a normal series {1} = Gy < G; < --- < G,, = G such that the quotient
group G;/G;_; is abelian for 1 < i < n. A group G is said to be supersolvable [15] if it has



such a normal series with the property that G;/G;_; is cyclic for 1 < ¢ < n. The derived
subgroup of a group G, denoted by G’, is the subgroup generated by all commutators
[z,y] ==y ey (z,y € G) of G.

The main results in this paper are as follows.

Theorem 1.2. Fvery connected Cayley graph of valency at least four on any supersolvable
group with a noncyclic Sylow 2-subgroup admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Theorem 1.3. Every Cayley graph of valency at least four on any group whose derived
subgroup is of square-free order admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Since any group whose derived subgroup is of square-free order is supersolvabe (see
Lemma [£.4]), Theorems and affirm Tutte’s 3-flow conjecture for Cayley graphs on
two families of supersolvable groups.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The next section contains three basic lem-
mas. In Section [3 we will prove a few results about nowhere-zero 3-flows in what we call
“generalized closed ladders”, namely, circular ladders Cay(Z,, xZs, {(1,0), (—1,0), (0,1)}),
Mobius ladders Cay(Zsy,, {1, —1,n}), and graphs obtained from these ladders by subdivid-
ing their “rail edges”. As will be seen later, these results will play a key role in the proof
of our main results, and we expect that they may also be useful in studying nowhere-
zero 3-flows in some other graphs not considered in this paper. In Section [l we will
prove several technical lemmas on Cayley graphs, especially those which are circular or
Mobius ladders, and the existence of nowhere-zero 3-flows in such graphs. With these
preparations, we will finally present our proof of Theorems and in Section Al

2 Basic lemmas

The union I'y UT'y of two graphs I'y and I'y is the graph with vertex set V(I'1) UV (T'y)
and edge set E(I'y) U E(I'g) (see [3, p.2]). Since this operation is associative, we can talk
about the union U} ,I'; of n graphs I'1,..., ', for any n > 1.

Lemma 2.1. Let I' be a graph. Suppose that there are n > 2 subgraphs 'y, s, ..., ', of
I' such that

(i) I = U, Iy,
(i) for 1 <i<mn, I'; admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow; and
(iii) for 2 <1< mn, UZIT; and Ty have at most one edge in common.

Then I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.



Proof. We proceed by induction on n. First, we assume n = 2. Fix an orientation D
of I'. Let D; be the restriction of D to I';, for ¢ = 1,2. Since I'; admits a nowhere-zero
3-flow, there exists a nowhere-zero 3-flow (D;, ;) of I';, for i = 1,2. Note that, by (iii),
I'; and I'y have at most one common edge. Define a map ¢ from D to Z as follows: If I'y
and I'y; have no common edges, then set

p1(e), if e € Dy,
ple) = .
pa(e), if e € Dy;

if I'; and I's have a common edge ¢y and p1(ep) = pa(ep) (mod 3), then set

@1(60) + 302(60), if e = €o,

(e) = < pi(e), if e € D\ {eo},
pa(e), if e € Do\ {eo};
if I'; and I’y have a common edge ¢y and p1(eg) = —p2(eg) (mod 3), then set

p1(en) — pa(eg), if e = ey,
ple) =1 ¢ile), if e € Dy \ {eo},
—@2(6), lf e c D2 \ {60}.

It is straightforward to verify that in each case (D, ¢) is a nowhere-zero 3-flow in I'.
Suppose inductively that for some n > 2 the result holds when I' is the union of n — 1
subgraphs satisfying (i)—(iii). Let I' = U} ,I'; satisfy (i)—(iii). Then by our hypothesis
U 'T; admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Since I' = (U'-'Ty) UT,, and by (iii), U'='T; and
I',, have at most one edge in common, it follows from the base case above that I' admits
a nowhere-zero 3-flow. O

Let I' be a graph, and let e be an edge of I' with end-vertices u and v. The subdivision
of e yields the graph obtained from I' by deleting e, adding a new vertex w, and then
adding an edge joining v and w and another edge joining w and v. A subdivision of T"
is a graph obtained from I' by recursively applying edge subdivisions. In other words, a
subdivision of I" is obtained from I' by replacing each of its edges by a path of length at
least one. The following result is widely known and can be easily verified.

Lemma 2.2. For any positive integer k, a graph admits a nowhere-zero k-flow if and only
if any subdivision of it admits a nowhere-zero k-flow.

It is known (see [2I, Theorem 1.2.10]) that a graph admits a nowhere-zero 2-flow if
and only if all its vertices have even valencies. Note that a nowhere-zero 2-flow is also a
nowhere-zero 3-flow. It is also known (see [21 Theorem 4.1.4]) that a 2-edge-connected
cubic graph admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow if and only if it is bipartite. These results
together with Lemma 2Tl imply the following lemma.
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Lemma 2.3. Let I" be a regular graph of odd valency. IfI" has a reqular spanning subgraph
of odd valency which admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow, then I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.
In particular, I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow if it has a cubic bipartite spanning subgraph.

3 Generalized closed ladders

The ladder graph L, (where n > 1) is the Cartesian product of a path of order n with
the complete graph K5 of order 2. Note that L, is a simple graph. The circular ladder
CL,, with n rungs (where n > 2) is the Cartesian product C,, 0K, where C,, is the cycle
of length n, with Cy considered as the graph of two parallel edges between two distinct
vertices. Equivalently, C'L,, is the Cayley graph Cay(Z, x Z», {(1,0),(—1,0),(0,1)}). The
edges {(¢,0), (¢,1)}, i € Z, of this Cayley graph are called the rungs of C'L,, and the other
2n edges are called the rail edges of C'L,,. Circular ladders are also known as prism graphs
in the literature. The Mébius ladder M, with n rungs (where n > 2) is the circulant graph
Cay(Zan, {1, —1,n}). The edges {i,i + n}, i € Zy, of Cay(Za,, {1, —1,n}) are called the
rungs of M, , and the other 2n edges are called the rail edges of M,. A closed ladder is
a circular or Mobius ladder. Note that all closed ladders except C'Ly are simple graphs.
Note also that each of C'L,, and M,, contains L, as a subgraph.

The following lemma is known in the literature and can be easily verified.

Lemma 3.1. Let n > 2 be an integer. Then the following hold:
(i) L, admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow;
(ii) CL, admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow if and only if n is even;
(iii) M, admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow if and only if n is odd.

Let n > 2 be an integer. Any graph obtained from C'L,, by replacing each rail edge by
a path of length at least one is called a generalized circular ladder with n rungs, and any
graph obtained from M,, by replacing each rail edge by a path of length at least one is
called a generalized Mobius ladder with n rungs. The edges on such paths replacing rail
edges are again called rail edges. A generalized closed ladder is a generalized circular or
Mobius ladder. Equivalently, we can define a generalized circular (respectively, Mobius)
ladder with n rungs to be a graph obtained from CL, (respectively, M,) by a series
of subdivisions of rail edges. It is evident that all generalized closed ladders are simple
graphs, except the ones obtained from C'Ls in such a way that at least one pair of parallel
edges are not subdivided.

Given a generalized circular ladder with two rungs, by deleting both or one of its rungs
we obtain the vertex-disjoint union C, U C,, of two cycles or the vertex-disjoint union
C,, U C, with an additional edge joining a vertex of C,, and a vertex of C,,, respectively,



for some integers m,n > 2. Denote the latter graph by C7, .. By abuse of notation, we
treat Cy, U C,, and Cj,
Similarly, for a generalized Mobius ladder with two rungs, by deleting both or one of its
rungs we obtain a graph which is isomorphic to C, or C,, + e for some integer n > 4,

as generalized circular ladders with 0 and 1 rung, respectively.

respectively, where e is an edge joining two non-consecutive vertices of C,,. We treat C),
and C, + e as generalized Mdbius ladders with 0 and 1 rung, respectively.

It is easy to see that C,, UC,, C,, and C,, + e all admit nowhere-zero 3-flows but C’;jm
does not. Combining this with Lemmas and [B.J] and the definition of a generalized
closed ladder, we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2. Let I' be a generalized circular ladder with at least one rung or a generalized
Mobius ladder with at least two rungs, and let e be a rung of I'. Then I' admits a nowhere-
zero 3-flow if and only if I' — e does not admit any nowhere-zero 3-flow.

The following result will play a key role in our proof of Theorems and [[.3

Theorem 3.3. Let I" be a graph, and let A and ¥ be subgraphs of I' (possibly with V (A) #
V(X)) such that T' = AU X. Suppose that A admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Suppose
further that every connected component © of ¥ is a generalized closed ladder and satisfies
the following conditions:

(i) © admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow if it has no common edges with A;
(ii) each common edge of © and A, whenever it exists, is a rung of ©.
Then I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Proof. We proceed by induction on the number of connected components of . The
result is trivially true when the number of connected components of ¥ is 0 (that is, when
Y is the null graph). Suppose that for some positive integer m the result holds when
the number of connected components of ¥ is m — 1. Now assume that the number of
connected components of ¥ is m. We will show that I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow and
thus complete the proof by mathematical induction. Let © be a connected component of
Y and set IV = AU Y/, where Y is the graph obtained from X by deleting its component
O. Since I' = AU X, we have I' = IV U ©. By the induction hypothesis, I admits a
nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Consider first the case when A and © have no common edges. In this case, © admits
a nowhere-zero 3-flow by condition (i), and I" and © have no common edges. Since
I' =TYUO© and both I” and © admit nowhere-zero 3-flows, it follows from Lemma 2.1l
that I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Now consider the case when A and © have at least one common edge. By condition (ii),
each common edge of them is a rung of ©. Moreover, since © is a connected component
of 3, each common edge of A and © is a common edge of [V and O, and vice versa. Take
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a common edge e of A and ©. Then e is a rung of © and is a common edge of I'" and O.
Let ©" be the graph obtained from © by deleting all common edges of IV and © except
e. Since © is a generalized closed ladder and all common edges of I" and © are rungs of
O, we see that ©' is a generalized closed ladder and e is a rung of ©'. If e is the unique
rung of ©', then © — e is 2-regular and hence admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. If ©" has at
least two rungs, then by Lemma B.2 either © or ©' — e admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.
Since ' =T"UO =T"U©® =T1"U (0 —e), it follows from Lemma 2.1] that [ admits a
nowhere-zero 3-flow. O

The last result in this section, Theorem B.4] below, will also play an important role in
our proof of Theorems and [L3l This result yields [8, Lemma 3] in the special case
when F is a family of closed ladders and E' is the union of the sets of rungs of the closed
ladders in F. However, our proof below is different from the proof of |8, Lemma 3].

Theorem 3.4. Let T" be a graph. Suppose that there exist a family F of subgraphs of T’
and a subset E of E(T') such that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) T is the union of the subgraphs in F;

(ii) each subgraph ¥ € F is a generalized closed ladder, with each edge in E(X) N E
a rung of X2, and moreover |E(X) N E| > 2 if ¥ does not admit any nowhere-zero

3-flow;

(iii) each edge in E is a rung of at least two distinct subgraphs in F, and each edge in
E)\ E is contained in a unique subgraph in F.

Then I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Proof. We proceed by recursively constructing a sequence of subgraphs of I' each ad-
mitting a nowhere-zero 3-flow such that the last subgraph in the sequence is I itself. For
convenience, any edge in F is called an E-rung and a graph is called valid or invalid de-
pending on whether or not it admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Denote by n the cardinality
of F. Our construction goes as follows.

(1) (a) Choose an arbitrary ¥, € F.
(b) If ¥ is valid, then we set I'; = 3.

(c) If 3 is invalid, then by condition (ii), ¥; contains at least two E-rungs. Take
an F-rung e; contained in ¥; and set 'y = ¥; —e;. By Lemma[3.2] I'; is valid.

(d) Obviously, we have I'y = 3; or I'; = 3 — e;.



(2) (a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

Select Yy € F using the following rules: If 3J; is valid, then choose an arbitrary
Yo € F\{¥1}; if ¥y is invalid, then choose 35 € F \ {¥;} such that ¢ is a
common edge of >; and ¥,. The existence of X5 in the latter case is guaranteed
by condition (iii). Note that in both cases we have I'; U 3y = 34 U Xs.

If Ty U X5 is valid, then we set I'y = I'y U 2.

If I'; U X is invalid, then by Theorem [3.3, I'; and Y5 have no common edges
and Y, is invalid. By condition (ii), 3y contains an E-rung, say, e, which is
different from e;. Since I'; and 5 have no common edges, by the definition of
I['; we see that es is not contained in ;. Set I'y = T'; U (X3 — ). By Lemmas

2.1 and B.2], 'y is valid.
Since Fl U 22 = Zl U 22, we have Pg = 21 U 22 or Pg = (Zl U 22) — €9.

(3) Inductively, for ¢ = 3,...,n, do the following:

(d)

Assume that we have constructed a valid subgraph I';_; of I" such that either
Ly =%U---uUXqorl ;=3 U---UX;q1) — €1, where 3q,..., %,
are pairwise distinct members of F and e; ; is an E-rung contained in >;
but not in X U---UX;_s.

Select ¥J; € F using the following rules: If I';_; =37 U---UX,;_4, then choose
an arbitrary ¥; € F\{X,..., 5 if iy = (B U---UX; 1) — e;_q, then
choose ¥; € F\ {X,...,%; 1} such that e;_; is a common edge of ¥; ; and
Y.;. The existence of ¥; in the latter case is guaranteed by condition (iii) and
the fact that e;_; is not in Xy U---U X;_o.

If I';,_1 U Y, is valid, then we set I'; = 1", U %;.

If I';,_1 UY; is invalid, then by Theorem 3.3l I';_; and X; have no common edges
and Y; is invalid. By condition (ii), ¥; contains an E-rung, say, e;, which is
different from e;_;. Since I';_; and ¥; have no common edges, by the definition
of I';_1 we see that e; is not contained in ¥;U- - -UX; 1. Set I'; = I, 1 U(X;—¢;).
By Lemmas 21 and B2] T'; is valid.

It can be verified that [ =3, U---UX; or I'; = (21 U---UY;) — e

When the algorithm above terminates, we obtain I'), = ¥; U---UX,,. That is, I, is
the union of the subgraphs in F. Thus, by condition (i), we have I' = I',,. Since I', is

valid, it follows that I" admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. O

4 Technical lemmas

In this section we prove several technical lemmas which will be used in the proof of
Theorems and Let us fix our notation first. As usual, for groups K and H, we use
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K x H and K x H to denote the directed product of K and H and the semidirect product
of K by H, respectively. An involution of a group is an element of order 2. An involution
is called a central involution if it is commutable with every element of the group. Let
X and Y be connection multisets (sets) of a group G. If YV is a submultiset (subset) of
X, then we call Y a connection submultiset (subset) of X. It is well known that every
connected component of Cay(G, X) is isomorphic to Cay((X), X). In fact, for any g € G,
the connected component of Cay(G, X) containing ¢ is a translation of Cay({(X), X) in
the sense that it is obtained by left-multiplying each vertex of Cay((X), X) by ¢ and
retaining the adjacency relation. Let N be a normal subgroup of G. If X is a connection
multiset of G such that NNX = (), then X/N := {Nzx : 2 € X} is a connection multiset of
the quotient group G/N and thus Cay(G/N, X/N) is well defined, where the multiplicity
in X/N of each Nz € X/N is defined as the sum of the multiplicities of all ¥ in X with
Ny = Nz. We call Cay(G/N, X/N) the quotient of Cay(G, X) with respect to N. Note
that some elements of X/N may have multiplicities greater than 1 even if all elements
of X have multiplicities 1. That is, Cay(G/N,X/N) may have parallel edges even if
Cay(G, X) is a simple Cayley graph.

Lemma 4.1. ([LI, Proposition 4.1]) Let G be a group and N a normal subgroup of G.
Let Cay(G, X) be a Cayley graph on G such that NN X = (. If Cay(G/N,X/N) admits
a nowhere-zero k-flow, then so does Cay(G, X).

The following lemma is the main result in [14].

Lemma 4.2. [I4, Theorems 1.1 and 4.2] Every Cayley graph of valency at least four on
an abelian group admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

The next lemma is a collection of a few known results on supersolvable groups (see,
for example, [15]).

Lemma 4.3. Let G be a supersolvable group. Then the following hold:
(i) the elements of G with odd orders form a characteristic subgroup of G
(ii) the derived group G’ is nilpotent;

(i) every subgroup of G is supersolvable, and for every normal subgroup N of G the
quotient group G /N is supersolvable;

(iv) every minimal normal subgroup of G is a cyclic group of prime order.

Lemma 4.4. Let G be a group. If the derived group G’ is of square-free order, then G is
supersolvable.
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Proof. Since G/G’ is abelian, it possesses a normal series G'/G' = Ny/G' < N, /G’ <
+++ < Ni/G' = G/G' such that the quotient group (N;/G")/(N;_1/G’) is cyclic. Since
G’ is of square-free order, every Sylow subgroup of G’ is cyclic. By [15, 10.1.10], G" is a
cyclic group or a metacyclic group. Therefore, G’ has a cyclic normal subgroup G; such
that G'/G1 is cyclic. Since G’ is of square-free order, the order of GG; and the index of
G in G’ are coprime. It follows that (G is a characteristic subgroup of G’ and therefore
a normal subgroup of G. Set G; = N;_»G’ for 2 < i < k + 2. Then we obtain a normal
series {1} = Gy < G < -+ < Gry1 < Giyo = G such that the quotient group G;/G;_; is
cyclic. Therefore, GG is supersolvable. O

Lemma 4.5. Let G be a supersolvable group with a noncyclic Sylow 2-subgroup, and N «a
normal subgroup of G contained in G'. Then any Sylow 2-subgroup of G/N is noncyclic.

Proof. Let H be the set of elements of G with odd orders. By Lemma (4.3 (i), H is
a normal subgroup of G. Let @ be a Sylow 2-subgroup of G. Then G = QH and
QN H = {1}. Therefore, G/H = Q. It follows that ®(Q)H/H is the Frattini subgroup
of G/H, where ®(Q) is the Frattini subgroup of (). In particular, ®(Q)H is a normal
subgroup of G. Since @ is a noncyclic 2-group, Q/P(Q) is an elementary abelian 2-group
of rank at least 2 and hence is noncyclic. Since G/®(Q)H = QH/P(Q)H = Q/P(Q),
G/®(Q)H is a noncyclic abelian 2-group. Therefore, G’ is contained in ®(Q)H. Since N is
contained in G, N is contained in ®(Q)H. Thus, since (G/N)/(®(Q)H/N) = G/P(Q)H
and G/®(Q)H is a noncyclic 2-group, any Sylow 2-subgroup of G/N is noncyclic. O

The following lemma should be known (perhaps as a folklore or an exercise) in the
mathematical community. Since we are unable to identify a reference to it, we give its
proof here for completeness.

Lemma 4.6. Let G be a group, and let C and H be subgroups of G' such that CNH = {1}.
Then there exists a left transversal of H in G that contains C' as a subset.

Proof. Let gH be an arbitrary left coset of H in G. Then for any ¢ € G we have
|C'NgH| < 1, for otherwise we would have 1 # ¢~/ € C'N H for distinct ¢, € CNgH,
which contradicts the assumption that C' N H = {1}. So we can take a left transversal
{91,92, -, Gms Gm+1, - - -, gn} of H in G such that |[CNgH|=1for 1 <i<mand |CN
g;H| =0 for m+1 < i <n, where n is the index of H in G and m is some integer between
land n. Set CNgH = {¢;} for 1 <i < m, and let A = {c1,¢2,...,CmyGmats--->Gn}-
Then A is a left transversal of H in G such that C' C A. O

Lemma 4.7. Let Cay(G, X) be a cubic connected Cayley graph on a group G of order at
least four. If G contains a normal cyclic subgroup generated by a prime order element of
X, then Cay(G, X) is a closed ladder with at least two rungs.
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Proof. Denote I' = Cay(G, X). Since I' is connected with valency three, we have G =
(X) and X is of cardinality 3. Hence X contains at least one involution. Let us first
consider the case when X contains at least one central involution of G. In this case, one
of the following possibilities occurs:

o G = (y)x(z), X ={y, z 2}, where both y and z are involutions, and I' is isomorphic
to CLQ,

o G=(x,y), X ={x,y, 2z}, where both x and y are involutions, xy is of order 2n and
z = (zy)™ for some n > 1, and I is isomorphic to May,;

o G=(x,y)x(2), X ={z,y, z}, where z,y, z are all involutions and xy is of order n
for some n > 2, and I' is isomorphic to C'Lo,;

o G=(x)x(2), X ={x,27!, 2}, where x is of order n > 2, z is an involution, and I'
is isomorphic to C'L,;

o G= (1), X ={x,27!, 2}, where x is of order 2n and z = z" for some n > 2, and I'
is isomorphic to M,,.

In each possibility above, I' is a closed ladder with at least two rungs, as desired.

Now we assume that X contains no central involution of G. Then by our assumption
there exists a normal cyclic subgroup (z) of G with order an odd prime p such that x € X.
It follows that X = {z,x!, 2}, where z is an involution. Therefore, G = (z) x (z) is the
dihedral group of order 2p and I' is isomorphic to C'L,,. O

Recall from the previous section that closed ladders are defined as certain Cayley
graphs. Let Cay(G, X) be a closed ladder. We call an involution z of G the rung involution
for Cay(G, X) if z € X and for g,h € G there is a rung of Cay(G, X) joining g and h
precisely when g~'h = z.

Lemma 4.8. Let Cay(G, X) be a Cayley graph of valency at least five. Suppose that X
contains two inverse-closed submultisets {uy,us}, {v1,v2} and an involution z such that
Cay ((uy, ug, ), {ur, ug, z}) and Cay((vy,ve, 2), {v1,v2, 2}) are both closed ladders with z
as their rung involution. Then Cay(G, X) admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Note that in this lemma {u, us} and {vy, vy} are allowed to have one or two common
elements and each of them can be a multiset (that is, we allow u; = uy for an involution
uy and/or vy = vy for an involution vy). However, {uj,us} and {v;, vy} are treated as
distinct submultisets of the multiset X.

Proof of Lemma[.8. Denote I' = Cay(G, X). Since every regular graph of even valency
admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow, I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow if X is of even cardinality.
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Now assume that X is of odd cardinality. Set U = {uj,ug,2}, V = {vy,v9, 2}, and
Y = {uy, us,v1,v9,2}. Then Cay(G,Y) is a spanning subgraph of I" of valency five. Let
E be the set of edges of Cay(G,Y) joining g and gz for g € G, and let

F ={¥ : ¥ is a connected component of Cay(G,U) or Cay(G,V)}.

Since both U and V are submultisets (or subsets) of Y, F is a family of subgraphs of
Cay(G,Y). Since Cay((U),U) and Cay((V), V') are both closed ladders with z as their
rung involution, each member of F is a closed ladder with rungs in E. It is straightforward
to verify that ¥, F and F meet all conditions in Theorem .4l Therefore, by Theorem [3.4]
Cay(G,Y') admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Since Cay(G,Y) is a regular spanning subgraph
of I with odd valency, it follows from Lemma that I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. O

Lemma 4.9. ([11, Theorem 3.3]) Let Cay(G,X) be a Cayley graph of valency at least
four such that X contains a central involution. Then Cay(G, X) admits a nowhere-zero
3-flow.

Lemma 4.10. Let Cay(G, X) be a connected simple Cayley graph of valency five. Suppose
that X = U U {b,b71, 2}, where U is an inverse-closed subset of G consisting of two
elements of even order, z is an involution of G, and b generates a normal subgroup (b) of
G with order greater than 2. If (U) N (b) = {1} and Cg((b)) is of index at most 2 in G,
then Cay(G, X) admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Proof. Denote I' = Cay(G, X). Since (b) is a cyclic normal subgroup of G, every sub-
group of (b) is normal in G. If b is of even order and z € (b), then z is a central involution
of G. By Lemma [A9 I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. If b is of even order and z ¢ (D),
then (b, z) is a semidirect product of (b) and (z), and bz = zb" for some odd integer r.
Therefore, the Cayley graph Cay((b, z), {b,b!, 2}) is a cubic bipartite graph with biparti-
tion {(b%) U (b*)bz, (b*)2 U (b?)b}. Since every connected component of Cay (G, {b,b7", z})
is isomorphic to Cay((b, z), {b,b71, 2}), Cay(G, {b,b71, z}) is a spanning cubic bipartite
subgraph of I'. By Lemma 23] T" admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

In the sequel we assume that b is of odd order, say, 2n+1. Then z ¢ (b) and (b, z) is a
semidirect product of (b) and (z). Suppose that 2n + 1 is not a prime. Then (b) contains
a nontrivial proper subgroup. Let N be such a subgroup of (b). Since (b) is normal in
G, N is normal in G. Clearly, U is a connection set of G with cardinality 2. Since U
consists of two elements of even order and z is an involution, (U) is of even order and
X NN =0. By Lemma [£1] T' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow if Cay(G/N, X/N) does. It
remains to deal with the case when 2n+1 is a prime (that is, (b) has no nontrivial proper
subgroups).

From now on we assume that 2n + 1 is a prime. As mentioned above, the order of
(U) is even, which we denote by 2m. Since Cg((b)) is of index at most 2 in G, we have
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g 2bg?> = b for any g € G. It follows that g='bg = b or b~!. In particular, since z is an
involution, (b, z) is either an abelian group or a dihedral group. Since U is a connection
set of G consisting of two elements of even order and (U) is of order 2m, Cay((U),U)
is isomorphic to the cycle Cy, of length 2m. We will construct two subgraphs >, A of
I satisfying the conditions in Theorem [B.3 and thus complete the proof by invoking this
result.

Step 1. Construction of X.

Let A be a left transversal of (U, b) in G. Then each left coset of (U, b) in G is of the
form a(U,b), where a € A, and the subgraphs of Cay(G,U U {b,b~'}) induced by these
left cosets are precisely the connected components of Cay(G,U U {b,b~'}). Denote by O,
the component of Cay(G,U U {b,b~'}) induced by a(U,b), where a € A. Then O, is a
translation of ©; := Cay((U, b), UU{b,b~'}). Since (b) is a cyclic normal subgroup of G of
order 2n+1 and (U)N(b) = {1}, we have (U, b) = (b)(U) = U?’;Obj<U> and b/(U)NY(U) =
() for i # j. Denote by @§°) the induced subgraph of ©; on (U), and denote by @ﬁ“ the
induced subgraph of ©; on b*~1(U) U b*(U) for 1 < i < n. Then 0 0V .. . o™
are pairwise vertex-disjoint. Note that @ﬁo’ is the Cayley graph Cay((U),U), which is
isomorphic to the cycle Ch,,. Note also that {b*~'h,b*h} is an edge of O for every
h e (U) as (b**h)"*(b*h) = h= b~ Dp?h = h='bh = b or b~'. (Recall that g~'bg =
bor b=! for any g € G.) It follows that @gi) is isomorphic to the circular ladder C'Ly,,
with rung set R\ := {{b**h,b*h} | h € (U)} and rail edges of the form {g, gy}, where
g € ¥ 1U)Y U (U) and y € U. Denote by O the translation of O by a for 0 < i <n
and a € A. Then we obtain a family

F={0{|acA0<i<n}

of vertex-disjoint graphs each of which is isomorphic to either Cy,, or CLs,,. Of course,
F is a family of edge-disjoint generalized closed ladders. Let RY be the translation of
Rgi) by a, for a € A. Set

¥ = Ueger©

and
R, =U" RY R =U,aR,.

Then ¥ = Cay(G,U) U R and the construction above ensures that the connected compo-
nents of ¥ are the graphs © € F. Noting that ¥h = h¥ or ¥ h = hb™7 = hb*" ™17 for
1 <j<2nandh e (U), we have {ab*'h,ab*h} = {ahb* 1 ahb*} or {ab*'h,ab®*h} =
{ahp? =D gl =Dy = LD ghp20=H D) for {ab®Th,ab®h} € R Tt
follows that

R, = {{ahb® ', ahb®} | h € (U),1 <i < n}
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and hence
R = {{gh" ", gb*} | g € AU),1 <i<n}.

Step 2. Construction of A.

Since (b) is normal in G, we have (U,b) = (U)(b). Since A is a left transversal of
(U,b) in G and (U) N (b) = {1}, A(U) is a left transversal of (b) in G. Therefore, there
exist a permutation g on A(U) and a mapping A from A(U) to {0,1,...,2n} such that
gz = u(g)b™9) for g € A(U). Since z ¢ (b), we have u(g) # g. So u has no fixed elements.
Noting that j(g)z = gb=*¥ or gb*9), we have p?(g) = ¢g. Thus, u is an involution. Let
T be a subset of A(U) with maximum cardinality such that 7N u(7) = 0. Since p is
an involution on A(U) fixing no elements, we have A(U) = T'U u(T'). For each g € T,
denote by A, the induced subgraph of Cay(G, {b,b7', z}) on g(b) U uu(g)(b). Then A, is a
connected component of Cay (G, {b, b7, z}), and moreover UyerA, = Cay(G, {b,b71, 2}).
Furthermore, A, is a translation of Cay((b,z),{b,b™", z}) and hence is isomorphic to the
circular ladder C'La, 1. If A(g) is odd, then we set

- UL 1{{96%‘1,95”} {u(g)b* " b%}} if A(g) =
AN = A — {{gb? A gb2"+3 A9 {u( (9)b°}}, if A(g) # 1 and 2~ 'bz = b,

' Ay — {{gb, gb*}, {p(g)b D=2, pu( 1}}, if \(g) # 1 and 27 1bz = b7L.

If A(g) is even, then we set

Ag = Uiy {{0* 1, g0} {n(o)b® =, w(g)b™ 3}, if Mg) = 2n
Ay = Ay — {{gb, gb?}, {u(g)p* @+ ( bA +2}} if A(g) # 2n and 27'bz = b,
Ag — {{gb™ 1, gb™}, {u()b T ()b 923}, if M(g) # 2n and 27 bz = b

It can be verified that if A(g) € {1,2n} then A is a subdivision of a generalized Mobius
ladder with a unique rung, and if A(g) ¢ {1,2n} then A is isomorphic to La,y41. (See
Figure [ for two spacial cases where 27'bz = ™', n = 3, and A(g) is 6 or 5.) It follows
that A} admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Since A(U) =T U u(T') is a left transversal of (b)
in G and Tz(b) = u(T)(b), T UTz is a left transversal of (b) in G. Therefore, T is a left
transversal of (b, 2) in G. It follows that A} and A} have no common vertices for every
pair of distinct g,h € T'. Now we set

A = UQETA‘/Q

Then A is the union of |T'| edge-disjoint subgraphs of I' each admitting a nowhere-zero
3-flow. By Lemma 2.1, we know that A admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Step 3. Completing the proof.

In summary, we have constructed two subgraphs A, » of I' satisfying the following
conditions:
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Figure 1: The subgraphs A}, g € T of I' in the spacial cases when z~'bz = b™", n = 3,
and A(g) is 6 or 5.

e A admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow;

e Y = UgerO, where F is a family of edge-disjoint generalized closed ladders, each of
which is isomorphic to Cy,, or C'Ls,, and is a connected component of ;

e for each © € F, every common edge of © and A, if it exists, is a rung of ©.

Since by Lemma 3.1, C'L,,, admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow, we see that every © € F admits
a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Therefore, A and ¥ satisfy the conditions in Theorem [B.3] Thus,
by Theorem B3] ¥ U A admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Recall that ¥ = Cay(G,U) U R,
where R = {{gb*~', gb*} | g € A(U),1 < i < n}. On the other hand, we see from the
construction of A that Cay(G, UU{b,b,”! 2})— R is a subgraph of A. Therefore, I' = YUA
and we conclude that I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. O

5 Proof of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3

Now we are ready to prove our main results. As it turns out, it is convenient for us
to include the case of Cayley graphs on nilpotent groups in our proof. However, this does
not mean that our proof gives an independent proof of [I1, Theorem 4.3] as it relies on
[11], Theorem 3.3] (Lemma [£.9).

Proof of Theorems [1.2] and [1.3l Let G be a group satisfying one of the following
conditions:
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(i) G is nilpotent;
(ii) G is supersolvable with a noncyclic Sylow 2-subgroup;
(iii) the derived subgroup G’ of G is of square-free order.

Since every finite nilpotent group is supersolvable (see [15, 5.4.6]) and any group satis-
fying (iii) is supersolvable (Lemma [£4]), we see that G is supersolvable. Clearly, if G
satisfies (iii), then every subgroup of G satisfies (iii). Thus, to prove Theorem [[.3] it suf-
fices to consider connected Cayley graphs on G satisfying (iii), for otherwise we consider
their connected components. Also, the Cayley graphs in Theorem are connected by
assumption.

By induction on the order |G| of G, we will prove the statement that any connected
Cayley graph on GG with valency at least four admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. By Lemma
[4.2] this is true when |G| < 6 as G must be abelian in this case. Now assume that |G| > 6
and the statement is true for every supersolvable group which satisfies one of (i), (i) and
(iii) and is of order less than |G|. Let I' = Cay(G, X) be any connected Cayley graph on
G with valency at least four. We aim to show that I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Once
this is achieved the proof is complete by mathematical induction.

If T is of even valency, then it admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow and we are done. In what
follows we assume that I' is of odd valency; that is, X is a connection multiset of G with
cardinality an odd integer no less than 5. By Lemma [£2] if G is abelian, then I admits
a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Henceforth we further assume that G is nonabelian so that G’
is nontrivial. Let N be a minimal normal subgroup of G' contained in G’. By Lemma
(iv), N is a cyclic group of prime order, say, p. Denote by Y (respectively, W) the
submultiset of X which consist of those elements of X contained in G\ N (respectively,
N). Of course, Y and W form a partition of X, and so their cardinalities have different
parity as the cardinality of X is odd. Moreover, both Y and W are connection multisets

of G.
Case 1. Y is of even cardinality.

In this case W is of odd cardinality. So W contains at least one involution, say, z,
as it is a connection multiset. Thus p = 2 and N = (z). Since N is normal in G, z is a
central involution of G. Therefore, by Lemma [4.9] I" admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Case 2. Y is of odd cardinality no less than 5.

By Lemma (iii), G/N is a supersolvable group. Since G = (X) and Y contains
all elements of X which are not in N, we have G/N = (Y/N). Hence the quotient
Cay(G/N,Y/N) of Cay(G,Y) is a connected Cayley graph on G/N. Since Y is of odd
cardinality no less than 5, Cay(G,Y) is of odd valency no less than 5. Noting that
Cay(G/N,Y/N) and Cay(G,Y’) have the same valency, we see that Cay(G/N,Y/N) is of
odd valency no less than 5. Since every quotient group of a nilpotent group is nilpotent,
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condition (i) holds for G/N if it holds for G. By Lemma [£5] condition (ii) holds for
G/N if it holds for G. Since (G/N)/(G'N/N) is isomorphic to G/G’'N which is abelian,
(G/N)" is contained in G'N/N. Therefore, condition (iii) holds for G/N if it holds for G.
Since G satisfies (i), (ii) or (iii), we obtain that G/N satisfies (i), (ii) or (iii), respectively.
Thus, by the induction hypothesis, Cay(G/N,Y/N) admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Hence,
by Lemma ], Cay(G,Y) admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. Since Cay(G,Y) is a spanning
subgraph of I with odd valency, by Lemma 2.3, we conclude that I' admits a nowhere-zero
3-flow.

Case 3. Y is of cardinality 1.

In this case Y = {y} for some involution y of G. Since N is a normal subgroup of G
with order p and G = (X) = (y, N) = (N) x (y), we have |G| = 2p. Recall that |G| > 6
and p is odd. Since X is a connection set or connection multiset of odd cardinality no less
than 5, there exist a,b € N such that Z := {y,a,a™*,b,b7'} is a subset or submultiset
of X. By Lemma .7, Cay(G, {y,a,a™1}) and Cay(G, {y,b,b"'}) are both closed ladders
with y as their rung involution. Therefore, by Lemma [, I" admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Case 4. Y is of cardinality 3 and G has a minimal normal subgroup L other than N
which is contained in G'.

Note that L N N = {1} as L and N are distinct minimal normal subgroups of G. If
LNX = (, then the problem is boiled down to Case 2 by replacing N by L. Now we assume
LN X # (. Since Y includes all elements of X which are not contained in N, we have
LNY # (. By Lemma [£7 Cay({(Y),Y) is a closed ladder. Set X = {z,y,z2,a,b,...},
where z,y,z € Y, z is the rung involution for Cay((Y),Y), and a,b € N with {a, b}
inverse-closed. By the proof of Lemma .7, Cay((z,a,b),{z,a,b}) is also a closed ladder
with z as its rung involution. Therefore, by Lemma [4.8, I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Case 5. Y is of cardinality 3 and NV is the only minimal normal subgroup of G contained
in G'.

In this case Y is of the form Y = {x,y, 2z}, where z is an involution and {z,y} is
inverse-closed. If X is of odd cardinality no less than 7, then X contains a submultiset
{z,a1,a9,b1,b3} such that aj,as,b;,bo € N and both {a1,as} and {b, by} are inverse-
closed. By the proof of Lemma (.7, Cay({a1,as),{a1,as,z}) and Cay((by, bs), {b1,ba, 2})
are both closed ladders with z as their rung involution. Thus, by Lemma [4.8 I" admits a
nowhere-zero 3-flow when X is of odd cardinality no less than 7.

Now we assume that X is of cardinality 5. Since G is supersolvable, by Lemma (4.3]
(ii), G’ is nilpotent. It follows that every Sylow subgroup of G’ is characteristic in G’ and
therefore normal in G. Since N is the only minimal normal subgroup of G contained in
G', G’ is a p-group. If p = 2, then X contains a central involution of G and so I" admits a
nowhere-zero 3-flow by Lemma[L9. Now we assume that p > 2. Then X = {z,y, z,b,b7'}
for some b € N. By the N/C Lemma ([I5, 1.6.13]), the centralizer C¢(N) of N in G is
normal in G and G/Cg(N) is isomorphic to a subgroup of Aut(N). It is well known (see
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[15, 1.5.5]) that the automorphism group of a cyclic group of order p is a cyclic group of
order p — 1. Therefore, G/Cg(N) is a cyclic group of order dividing p — 1. Since G’ is a
p-group and N is a normal subgroup of G with order p, we obtain that G’ is contained
in Cg(N )

Subcase 5.1. Both x and y are involutions.

Then z,y and z are all involutions. Since G’ is a p-group, it follows that {x,y, z} N
G' = (. Since G = (x,y,2,0,b7') (as I is connected) and b € G’, we have G/G' =
(xG',yG', zG"). Noting that zG’,yG’ and zG’ are all involutions, G /G’ is an elemen-
tary abelian 2-group of order at most 8. If Cay(G,{x,y,z}) is bipartite, then I' ad-
mits a nowhere-zero 3-flow by Lemma 2.3 Now we assume that Cay(G,{x,y,z}) is
not bipartite. Then Cay(G,{x,y,2}) is a simple graph. Since X = {z,y,2,b,b7'} and
b ¢ {x,y,z}, I' is a simple graph. Since Cay(G, {z,y, z}) is not bipartite, the quo-
tient Cay(G/G',{zG',yG', 2G"'}) of Cay(G,{z,y, z}) with respect to G’ is not a bipartite
graph. Therefore, by the proof of Lemma L7, we have G/G" = (zG") x (yG"), 2G" = zyG’,
and Cay(G/G’,{zG",yG', zG'}) is isomorphic to the Mobius ladder M,. Recalling that
G/Cs(N) is a cyclic group of order dividing p— 1 and G’ is contained in Cg(N), we have
{z,y,2} NCq(N) # (. Without loss of generality, we may assume that y € Cg(N). Then
G =Cg(N) or G/Cx(N) = (zCg(N)). In particular, the index of C(NV) in G is at most
2. Set h = xzy and U = {z,y}. Then (U) = (h) x (y) is a dihedral group and thus is
of even order. Note that U is inverse-closed. Since h¥ = h™! and oY = b # b~ !, we have
b ¢ (x,y). Therefore, (x,y,b) = (b) x (U) and it follows that (b)) N (U) = {1}. Thus, by
Lemma [A.10 I" admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Subcase 5.2. z =y~ ! and y is of order greater than 2.

In this case we have G = (y,b,2) as I' is connected. Since b € G, it follows that
G/G" = (yG', zG"). Since G’ is a p-group and p is an odd prime, any Sylow 2-subgroup
of G is isomorphic to the Sylow 2-subgroup of G/G".

If G has a noncyclic Sylow 2-subgroup, then the Sylow 2-subgroup of G/G’ is not
cyclic. Since zG' is an involution and G /G’ is abelian, G/G’ = (yG', 2G") = (zG") x (yG’)
and yG’ is of even order. It follows that Cay(G, {y,y !, z}) is a spanning cubic bipartite
subgraph of T' with bipartition {(y*)G’' U (y*)yzG’, (4*)yG' U (y*)2G’}. By Lemma 23 T
admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

If G is a nilpotent group with a cyclic Sylow 2-subgroup, then G has a unique involution
which is a central involution. It follows that z is a central involution of G. By Lemma
4.9 I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.

Henceforth we assume that any Sylow 2-subgroup of G is cyclic and G is not a nilpotent
group. By our assumption, G’ is of square-free order. On the other hand, G’ is a p-group
as proved earlier. Hence G’ is of order p. Since b € G/, it follows that G’ = (b) = N. Since
any Sylow 2-subgroup of G is cyclic, the Sylow 2-subgroup of G/G" is cyclic. Write ¢ := yz.
Since G/G" = (yG', zG') is abelian and zG’ is an involution, we have G/G’" = (¢G’) and
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hence G = (c¢)(b). Since G is not a cyclic group, we have b ¢ (c¢) and therefore (c) N (b) =
{1}. Note that ¢ is of even order, say, 2m. Then G /G’ is of order 2m and it follows that
G is of order 2mp. Therefore, (c) is a maximal subgroup of G of index p. If y € (¢},
then (c) = (y,z). By Lemma &7, Cay((y,z2),{y,y™ ' 2}) and Cay((b,2),{b, b7, 2}) are
both circular ladders with z as their rung involution. So, by Lemma 4.8 I" admits a
nowhere-zero 3-flow. In what follows, we assume y ¢ (¢). Then G = (y,c). It follows
that L := (y) N (c) is a normal subgroup of G and y, z ¢ L. Since b ¢ (c), we have b ¢ L.
Therefore, X N L = (). Clearly, G/L is a supersolvable group satisfying condition (iii).
If L is nontrivial, then by the induction hypothesis, the quotient Cay(G/L, X/L) of T
admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow and hence, by Lemma 4.1 I" admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow.
Now we assume that L is trivial, that is, (y) N (c¢) = 1. By Lemma [L.6] there exists a left
transversal A of (y) in G such that (¢) C A. Since the order of ¢ is 2m, we may write
A ={ag,ay,...,0m 1,02m, A2mi1; - - -, 0n_1}, Where a; = ¢ for 0 < i < 2m — 1. Since 2G’
is an involution of G/G’, we have zG' = ¢"G’. Therefore, (¢™,b) = (b, z). Since G = (c)(b)
and (c)N(b) = {1}, (c) is a left transversal of (b) in G and it follows that {1,c7!,... c!=™}
is a left transversal of (z,b) in G. Hence {ag',a;",...,a, '} is a left transversal of (z, b)
in G. It follows that every connected component of Cay(G,{b,b~1,z}) is a translation
©; of Cay((b,z),{b,b7%,2}) by a;* for some 0 < i < m — 1. Since {ag,ar,...,0, 1}
is a left transversal of (y) in G, every connected component of Cay(G,{y,y~'}) is a
translation A; of Cay((y), {y,y~'}) by a; for some 0 < i < n — 1. Note that each A; is
a cycle. Note also that ©y = Cay((b, z),{b,b" !, 2}) and ©; is isomorphic to Oy for any
1 <i<m-—1. By Lemma L1, Cay((b,z),{b,b"",z}) is a circular ladder with z as its
rung involution. Therefore, ©; is a circular ladder with rungs of the form {a; '/, a; 267},
where 0 < 7 < p—1for any 0 <7 < m — 1. Denote by A the cycle in I' with vertices

2m—1
Y

Ly,ccy,...,c c®™~1y successively around the cycle. Then the following statements

hold:

Claim 1. for 0 <i <m—1, {a;'z,a; '} (= {¥" "y, c#™'}) is the unique common
edge of A and ©;, and moreover this edge is a rung of ©;;

Claim 2. for 0 < j <2m —1, {a;,a;y} is the unique common edge of A and A;, and
for 2m < j <n —1, A and A; have no common edges.

Set ¥ = A U Cay(G,{b,b7",2}). Since A is a cycle, it admits a nowhere-zero 3-
flow. Note that Cay(G,{b,b7%,2}) is the edge-disjoint union of the circular ladders
00,01,...,0,,_1. Thus, by Claim 1 and Theorem B.3] ¥ admits a nowhere-zero 3-
flow. Clearly, Cay(G, {y,y~'}) is the edge-disjoint union of cycles Ag, A1,..., A,_1. So
Cay (G, {b,b',2}) has no common edges with each A; for 0 < j < n — 1 as it has no
common edges with Cay (G, {y,y~*}). Thus, by Claim 2, ¥ has at most one common edge
with each A; for 0 < j < n — 1. Therefore, by Lemma 2], ¥ U Cay(G, {y,y~'}) admits a
nowhere-zero 3-flow. However, this graph is exactly I" as

I'=AUT =AU (Cay(G,{b,b"", 2}) UCay(G,{y,y'})) = LU Cay(G,{y,y'}).
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Therefore, I' admits a nowhere-zero 3-flow. This completes the proof by mathematical

induction. O
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