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OPTIMAL BOUNDS FOR ZERO-SUM CYCLES. I. ODD ORDER

RUTGER CAMPBELL, J. PASCAL GOLLIN, KEVIN HENDREY,
AND RAPHAEL STEINER

Abstract. For a finite (not necessarily Abelian) group (Γ, ·), let n(Γ) denote
the smallest positive integer n such that for each labelling of the arcs of the
complete digraph of order n using elements from Γ, there exists a directed
cycle such that the arc-labels along the cycle multiply to the identity. Alon
and Krivelevich [2] initiated the study of the parameter n(·) on cyclic groups
and proved n(Zq) = O(q log q). This was later improved to a linear bound of
n(Γ) ≤ 8|Γ| for every finite Abelian group by Mészáros and the last author [8],
and then further to n(Γ) ≤ 2|Γ| − 1 for every non-trivial finite group inde-
pendently by Berendsohn, Boyadzhiyska and Kozma [3] as well as by Akrami,
Alon, Chaudhury, Garg, Mehlhorn and Mehta [1].

In this series of two papers we conclude this line of research by proving
that n(Γ) ≤ |Γ| + 1 for every finite group (Γ, ·), which is the best possible such
bound in terms of the group order and precisely determines the value of n(Γ)
for all cyclic groups as n(Zq) = q + 1.

In the present paper we prove the above result for all groups of odd order.
The proof for groups of even order needs to overcome substantial additional
obstacles and will be presented in the second part of this series.

1. Introduction

In 1961, Erdős, Ginzburg and Ziv [6] proved that every sequence of 2m − 1
elements in the cyclic group Zm contains a subsequence of length m of total sum
equal to zero. This pioneering result sparked an active research area which has
come to be known as “zero-sum Ramsey theory” and which spans several disciplines
including combinatorics, number theory, and algebra. For a general background on
other foundational results and problems in this area, we refer the reader to the
survey of Caro [4].

In this sequence of two papers we study a zero-sum Ramsey problem for group-
labelled complete1 digraphs. For a group (Γ, ·), a Γ-labelling of a digraph D is a
map from the set A(D) of arcs of D to Γ, and the pair (D, γ) is called a Γ-labelled

digraph. We use the term balanced cycle to refer to a directed cycle for which the
cumulative product2 of its arc-labels in order along the cycle is equal to the identity
(it is not hard to verify that this does not depend on which vertex of the cycle is
taken as the starting point). The main result of this paper is the following.

Theorem 1.1. Let Γ be a finite group of odd order. If D is a complete digraph

on |Γ| + 1 vertices, then for any Γ-labelling of D, there is a balanced cycle.
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In general for a finite group Γ, we denote by n(Γ) the smallest positive integer
n such that every Γ-labelled complete digraph on n vertices contains a balanced
cycle. Theorem 1.1 is best possible since the lower bound n(Zq) ≥ q + 1 holds for
every cyclic group Zq. To see this, for a complete digraph with an ordered vertex
set, consider the Zq-labelling which assigns a generator g to increasing arcs and the
identity 0 to decreasing arcs, and note that every directed cycle contains between
1 and |V (D)| − 1 increasing arcs. Thus, our result precisely determines the value of
n(Γ) for all cyclic groups of odd order, proving that n(Zq) = q + 1 for all positive
odd integers q. In fact, the above construction gives a complete Zq-labelled digraph
on q + 1 vertices in which there is a unique balanced cycle. By deleting any arc of
this cycle, we get a Zq-labelled digraph with no balanced cycle. Thus, the complete
digraph on q + 1 vertices is arc-critical with respect to the property of admitting a
Zq-labelling with no balanced cycles.

The parameter n(Γ) was first studied by Alon and Krivelevich [2], who proved
that every graph containing a complete graph on 2n(Zq) vertices as a minor (i.e., of
Hadwiger number at least 2n(Zq)) necessarily contains a cycle of length divisible by
q. Using this result, we immediately obtain the following corollary of Theorem 1.1.

Corollary 1.2. For every odd q ∈ N, every graph containing K2q+2 as a minor

contains a cycle of length divisible by q.

In the sequel to this paper, we will show that Theorem 1.1 extends to groups
of even order, and thus that Corollary 1.2 holds for all positive integers q. We
choose to separate our results in this way since the proof for groups of odd order is
significantly shorter and easier to digest, while containing many of the important
ideas which are needed for the even case. The increased difficulty of bounding n(Γ)

for even ordered Γ arises from the existence of subgroups of order 2 and of order |Γ|
2 .

Dealing with subgroups of these orders requires a long technical analysis which can
be avoided entirely when considering groups of odd order.

We now present a brief summary of the literature regarding the parameter n(Γ).
In their initial paper, Alon and Krivelevich proved the bound n(Zq) ≤ O(q log q)
via a beautiful probabilistic argument [2]. They also showed an improved bound
of n(Zp) ≤ 2p − 1 when p is prime. Their result on cyclic groups was improved to
the linear bound n(Γ) ≤ 8|Γ| for all Abelian groups (Γ, +) by Mészarós and the
last author [8], who also showed that n(Zp) ≤ 3p

2 for every prime p (which was the
best known result for prime ordered groups prior to our paper). The previous best
known bound for general groups of non-prime order was obtained independently
by Berendsohn, Boyadzhiyska and Kozma [3] and by Akrami, Alon, Chaudhury,
Garg, Mehlhorn and Meta [1], who showed that n(Γ) ≤ 2|Γ| − 1 for every non-
trivial finite group (Γ, ·). Somewhat orthogonally to this line of research, Letzter
and Morrison [7] recently studied the problem of bounding n(Γ) for groups that
are far from cyclic, and obtained the sublinear bound of n(Zk

p) ≤ O(pk(log k)2) for
large powers of cyclic groups of prime order.
Overview. The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In the next paragraph,
we collect some notation, terminology and basic definitions related to digraphs,
groups and group-labellings of digraphs. In Section 2, we present and prove our
key lemma (Lemma 2.1), which is central to the proof of Theorem 1.1. This key
lemma is already strong enough to give a direct proof of the equality n(Zp) = p + 1
for all prime numbers p, and we present the short deduction of this special case in
Section 2 as well. After that, in Section 3, we complete the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Notation and terminology. In the following, let D be a digraph, whose ver-
tex and arc sets we denote by V (D) and A(D), respectively. As usual, for a
subset X ⊆ V (D) we denote by D[X ] the subdigraph of D induced by X , and
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by D − X the subdigraph D[V (D) \ X ] obtained by deleting X . Let (Γ, ·) be a
group, and let γ be a Γ-labelling of D. For a directed path P in D with vertex set
{vi : i ∈ [ℓ + 1]} and arc set {(vi, vi+1) : i ∈ [ℓ]}, we denote by γ(P ) the cumulative

product of the arc-labels in order along the path, that is γ(P ) :=
∏ℓ

i=1 γ(vi, vi+1).
Note that if P is a path consisting only of a single vertex, then this is an empty
product, and therefore γ(P ) equals the neutral element 1. For a subset X of
V (D) and vertices x, y ∈ X we denote by PD(X, x) the set of all directed paths
in D[X ] that end at x (including the path of length 0 that consists only of x it-
self), and similarly, we denote by PD(X, x, y) the set of all directed paths in D[X ]
that start at x and end at y. We denote by RD,γ(X, x) := {γ(P )|P ∈ PD(X, x)}
and RD,γ(X, x, y) := {γ(P )|P ∈ PD(X, x, y)} the set of γ-values attained by these
paths. Given a subset S ⊆ Γ of elements, we denote by

stabl(S) := {g ∈ Γ: g · S = S}, stabr(S) := {g ∈ Γ: S · g = S}

the left and right stabilizers of the set S respectively. Note that these form sub-
groups of Γ, and that S can be written as a union of cosets of stabl(S) or of cosets
of stabr(S).

Finally, let us introduce an important operation that we call shifting that can
be used to modify a given Γ-labelling without changing the set of balanced cycles.
This operation also played a pivotal role in previous papers [1, 3, 7, 8] on this topic.

We say that a Γ-labelling γ′ of D is obtained from γ by shifting by g ∈ Γ at

v ∈ V (D) if

(1) γ′(u, v) = γ(u, v) · g−1 for every in-neighbour u of v,
(2) γ′(v, w) = g · γ(v, w) for every out-neighbour w of v, and
(3) γ′(e) = γ(e) for every arc e of D − v.

If two Γ-labellings can be obtained form each other via a sequence of shifting
operations, we say that they are shifting-equivalent. Pause to note that shifting-
equivalent labellings have the same collection of balanced cycles. In particular, if
there are no balanced cycles in a Γ-labelled digraph (D, γ), then there are also no
balanced cycles with respect to any Γ-labelling that is shifting-equivalent to γ.

Another operation on Γ-labellings that we need is called inverting. Given a
Γ-labelling γ of a complete digraph D, we denote by inv(γ) the Γ-labelling of D
defined as

inv(γ)(u, v) := γ(v, u)−1

for every pair of distinct u, v ∈ V (D). Pause to note the following three facts
about the inversion operation: (1) We have inv(inv(γ)) = γ for every Γ-labelling γ;
(2) (D, γ) has no balanced cycles if and only if (D, inv(γ)) has no balanced cycles;
and (3) for two Γ-labellings γ and γ′ of D, we have that γ and γ′ are shifting-
equivalent if and only if inv(γ) and inv(γ′) are shifting-equivalent.

2. Key Lemma and proof for groups of prime order

In this section, we present our key lemma, and use it to quickly deduce that
n(Zp) = p + 1 for every prime p.

Lemma 2.1. Let (Γ, ·) be a non-trivial finite group. Let (D, γ) be a complete Γ-

labelled digraph on |Γ| vertices which contains no balanced cycles. Then there exists

a non-empty subset X of V (D) and a vertex x ∈ X such that |RD,γ(X, x)| ≥ |X |
and RD,γ(X, x) has a non-trivial right stabilizer.

Proof. Let us consider the set collection

U := {U ∈ 2V (D) \ {∅}|∀u ∈ U : |RD,γ(U, u)| < |U |}.
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Consider first the case that U = ∅. In particular, we then have V (D) /∈ U . Thus
there is a vertex x ∈ V (D) such that |RD,γ(V (D), x)| ≥ |V (D)| = |Γ|, which implies
RD,γ(V (D), x) = Γ. Hence stabr(RD,γ(V (D), x)) = stabr(Γ) = Γ is indeed non-
trivial, and the claim of the lemma is satisfied with X := V (D).

Thus we may assume that U 6= ∅. Let us pick U as an inclusion-wise minimal
member of U . Note that U has at least two elements, since for every u ∈ V (D) we
have |RD,γ({u}, u)| = |{1}| = 1, so no singleton belongs to U .

We now define F to be the auxiliary digraph with vertex-set V (F ) := U such that
an ordered pair (u, v) of vertices is in A(F ) if and only if |RD,γ(U \{u}, v)| ≥ |U |−1.
Observe that every vertex in F has out-degree at least one. Indeed, given a vertex
u ∈ U we have that U \ {u} /∈ U by minimality, and thus there exists some vertex
v ∈ U\{u} such that |RD,γ(U\{u}, v)| ≥ |U\{u}| = |U |−1, meaning (u, v) ∈ A(F ).
Since F is finite, it follows that there is a directed cycle C = v0v1 . . . vℓ−1v0 in F . In
the following, we will use index-addition modulo ℓ. For every i ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ − 1}, let
us define Ri := RD,γ(U \ {vi−1}, vi), and note that |Ri| ≥ |U | − 1 by the definition
of F . Note also that for every i ∈ {{0, . . . , ℓ − 1} we have

Ri ∪ (Ri+1 · γ(vi+1, vi)) ⊆ RD,γ(U, vi),

by the definition of Ri and the fact that every directed path P in D[U \ {vi}]
ending at vi+1 can be extended to a directed path in D[U ] ending at vi via the
arc (vi+1, vi). Since U ∈ U we have that RD,γ(U, vi) is of size at most |U | − 1.
Hence, the above inclusion implies that Ri = Ri+1 · γ(vi+1, vi).

Consequently, we have

R0 = R1 · γ(v1, v0) = (R2 · γ(v2, v1)) · γ(v1, v0) = . . .

= Rℓ−1 · γ(vℓ−1, vℓ−2) · . . . · γ(v1, v0) = R0 · γ(v0, vℓ−1) · . . . · γ(v1, v0).

Finally, this means that γ(v0, vℓ−1) · γ(vℓ−1, vℓ−2) · . . . · γ(v1, v0) ∈ stabr(R0). Since
by assumption the directed cycle v0vℓ−1 . . . v1v0 in D is not balanced, it follows that
the right-stabilizer of R0 = RD,γ(U \{vℓ−1}, v0) is a non-trivial subgroup of Γ. The
claim of the lemma is now satisfied with X := U \ {vℓ−1} and x := v0 ∈ X . �

Let us now show how one can use Lemma 2.1 to deduce the correctness of
Theorem 1.1 for groups of prime order. To do so, it will be convenient (also for the
proof of Theorem 1.1 in the next section) to introduce the notion of efficient and
super-efficient tuples, as follows.

Definition 2.2. Let (Γ, ·) be a group, and (D, γ) a Γ-labelled complete digraph.

An efficient tuple in (D, γ) is of the form (X, u, v, γ′, R), where X ⊆ V (D) and

u, v ∈ X are distinct vertices, γ′ is a Γ-labelling of D that is shifting-equivalent to γ
and R ⊆ RD,γ′(X, u, v) has a non-trivial right stabilizer and satisfies |R| ≥ |X |−1.

If we even have |R| ≥ |X |, then we call (X, u, v, γ′, R) super-efficient.

Let us note (for later use) the following consequence of our key Lemma 2.1,
which guarantees the existence of efficient tuples in balanced-cycle-free Γ-labelled
complete digraphs. It immediately implies the statement of Theorem 1.1 for groups
of prime order, which we deduce thereafter.

Lemma 2.3. Let (Γ, ·) be a finite group. Let (D, γ) be a complete Γ-labelled digraph

on |Γ| + 1 vertices which contains no balanced cycles. Then there exists an efficient

tuple in (D, γ).

Proof. Let v0 be an arbitrary vertex of D. Let γ′ be obtained from γ by shifting
by γ(v0, w) at w for every w ∈ V (D) \ {v0} in some order. Then γ′ is shifting-
equivalent to γ (so in particular, there are no balanced cycles in D with respect
to γ′), and γ′(v0, w) = 1 for every w ∈ V (D) \ {v0}.
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By applying Lemma 2.1 to D − v0 we obtain a subset X ′ ⊆ V (D − v0) and
a vertex x ∈ X ′ such that |RD,γ′(X ′, x)| ≥ |X ′| and RD,γ′(X ′, x) has a non-
trivial right stabilizer. Let X := {v0} ∪ X ′ and R := RD,γ′(X, v0, x). We claim
that (X, v0, x, γ′, R) is efficient.

To verify this, note that, since γ′(v0, w) = 1 for every w ∈ V (D) \ {v0}, we have
R = RD,γ′(X, v0, x) = RD,γ′(X ′, x). Hence, we have |R| ≥ |X ′| = |X | − 1 and R
has a non-trivial right stabilizer, as desired. �

The reason why (super-)efficient tuples are useful in the context of finding bal-
anced cycles in complete digraphs is that if (X, u, v, γ′, R) is an efficient tuple and
the inverse value γ′(v, u)−1 of the “back-arc” (v, u) lies in R, then one can combine
an appropriate u-v-path P with value γ′(P ) = γ′(v, u)−1 together with the arc
(v, u) to find a balanced cycle. To illustrate this, in the following we show how
one can easily deduce the statement of Theorem 1.1 for groups of prime order from
Lemma 2.3.

Corollary 2.4. For every prime number p, we have n(Zp) = p + 1.

Proof. The lower bound n(Zp) ≥ p + 1 was already observed in [8], so let us
prove n(Zp) ≤ p + 1. Towards a contradiction, suppose that there exists a Zp-
labelled complete digraph (D, γ) on p + 1 vertices with no balanced cycles. Then,
by Lemma 2.3 there exists an efficient tuple (X, u, v, γ′, R) in (D, γ). Then by
definition, we have |R| ≥ |X | − 1 ≥ 2 − 1 = 1, so R is non-empty, and R has
a non-trivial right stabilizer. Since the only non-trivial subgroup of (Zp, +) is Zp

itself, this implies that stabr(R) = Zp and hence R = Zp. Thus, we also have
−γ′(v, u) ∈ R ⊆ RD,γ′(X, u, v). Let P be a directed u-v-path in D[X ] such that
γ′(P ) = −γ′(v, u). Then the directed cycle P + (v, u) in D is a balanced cycle in
(D, γ′), and hence also a balanced cycle in (D, γ), yielding the desired contradiction.
This concludes the proof that n(Zp) ≤ p + 1. �

3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section, we present the full proof of our main result, Theorem 1.1. The
rough outline is as follows: We proceed by contradiction, and consider a smallest
counterexample to the theorem (in terms of the size of |Γ|) and a Γ-labelled di-
graph (D, γ) on |Γ| + 1 vertices without balanced cycles. The Γ-labelled digraph
(D, inv(γ)) then also forms a complete Γ-labelled digraph on |Γ|+1 vertices without
balanced cycles.

The first step is to show that under these hypotheses, one can in fact find a
super-efficient tuple in at least one of (D, γ) and (D, inv(γ)) (Claim 2). To do
so, we show that a “smallest” among all efficient tuples in (D, γ) or (D, inv(γ))
(guaranteed to exist by Lemma 2.3) can be augmented with two additional vertices
to become super-efficient. This step relies on the fact that Γ has no subgroups of

order 2 or |Γ|
2 , which is the main reason that our result is so much easier to prove

for odd groups than for even groups. Once Claim 2 is established, we proceed by
considering a super-efficient tuple (X, u, v, γ′, R) where X is inclusion-wise maximal.
We then argue that one can either augment X with two vertices to create a larger
super-efficient tuple (which yields the desired contradiction), or that one can find a
proper subgroup Γ′ of Γ and a balanced-cycle-free Γ′-labelling of D − X , which we
show to contain at least |Γ′| + 1 vertices (this step requires the super-efficiency and
would not work for efficient tuples). In this case, the desired contradiction then
follows since we assumed Γ to be a smallest counterexample.

For both of the two main steps of the proof outlined above, it will be important
to understand how the size of a subset R of Γ relates to the size {1, x} · R for
x ∈ Γ \ {1}, since this is the kind of transformation the subset R of attainable
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path values in an efficient or super-efficient tuple will undergo when we add two
new vertices to it. The following lemma gives a simple lower bound on the increase
of the set-size in terms of the size of its right-stabilizer. This dependency on the
size of the right stabilizer is the reason why in the definition of (super-)efficient
tuples, we require the set R to have a non-trivial right stabilizer: this property will
guarantee a fast enough (“efficient”) increase of the size of the set R of attainable
path values when we augment the tuple with two carefully chosen vertices.

Lemma 3.1. Let S be a subset of a group Γ. If x ∈ Γ \ stabl(S) and S′ := {1, x}·S,

then stabr(S) ⊆ stabr(S′) and |S′| ≥ |S| + | stabr(S)|.

Proof. Let h ∈ stabr(S). By definition, S · h = S, so

S′ · h = ({1, x} · S) · h = {1, x} · (S · h) = {1, x} · S = S′,

and so h ∈ stabr(S′). Hence stabr(S) ⊆ stabr(S′). Note that S = 1 · S ⊆ S′. Since
x /∈ stabl(S), we know there is some element y ∈ S′ \ S. Let C = y · stabr(S). We
claim that C ⊆ S′ \ S. Indeed, we have

C = y · stabr(S) ⊆ S′ · stabr(S)

= ({1, x} · S) · stabr(S) = {1, x} · (S · stabr(S)) = {1, x} · S = S′

by definition of the stabilizer. Furthermore, suppose towards a contradiction that
C ∩ S 6= ∅, and let z ∈ C ∩ S. Then, by definition of C, there exists some
s ∈ stabr(S) such that z = y · s. Hence, y = (y · s) · s−1 = z · s−1 ∈ S · s−1 = S,
since s−1 ∈ stabr(S) (recall that the stabilizer forms a subgroup). This contradicts
that y ∈ S′ \ S, and so indeed we must have C ⊆ S′ \ S. Finally, this implies
|S′| ≥ |S| + |C| = |S| + | stabr(S)|, as desired. �

With all necessary tools at hand, we are now ready to present the proof of
Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Suppose towards a contradiction that there exists a finite
group (Γ, ·) of odd order such that n(Γ) > |Γ| + 1, and let Γ be chosen as a
smallest group with these properties. In particular, this assumption implies that
n(Γ′) ≤ |Γ′| + 1 for every proper subgroup Γ′ of Γ (since every subgroup of a group
of odd order must also have odd order).

In the following, let D denote a complete digraph on |Γ| + 1 vertices. The
assumption n(Γ) > |Γ| + 1 by definition implies that there exists a Γ-labelling γ
of D such that there are no balanced cycles in (D, γ).

By Lemma 2.3, we find that there exists at least one efficient tuple in (D, γ). In
the following, let (X∗, u∗, v∗, γ∗, R∗) be chosen among all efficient tuples in (D, γ)
or (D, inv(γ)) such that |X∗| is minimized. Replacing γ by inv(γ) if necessary, we
may assume w.l.o.g.3 throughout the rest of the proof that (X∗, u∗, v∗, γ∗, R∗) is in
fact an efficient tuple in (D, γ). Our intermediate goal will be to show that we can
augment the above tuple with two more vertices to become super-efficient. Towards
this goal, we start by making the following simple but crucial observation.

3Note that this w.l.o.g. assumption is indeed legal: Since the labellings γ and inv(γ) behave
completely symmetrically, and in particular, since inv(inv(γ)) = γ, we can replace γ by inv(γ) if
necessary, keeping all the necessary properties for (D, inv(γ) required to proceed with the rest of
the proof in the same way as we do here for (D, γ).
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Claim 1. Let (X, u, v, γ′, R) be any efficient tuple in (D, γ). Then R 6= Γ and
|V (D) \ X | ≥ max{| stabl(R)|, | stabr(R)|}. If (X, u, v, γ′, R) is super-efficient, then
we have |V (D) \ X | ≥ max{| stabl(R)|, | stabr(R)|} + 1.

Proof of Claim 1. First suppose towards a contradiction that R = Γ. This means
RD,γ′(X, u, v) = Γ, since R ⊆ RD,γ′(X, u, v) by the definition of an efficient tuple.
In particular, we find that γ′(v, u)−1 ∈ RD,γ′(X, u, v). Hence, there exists a di-
rected path P in D from u to v such that γ′(P ) = γ′(v, u)−1. But now the directed
cycle in D formed by joining the arc (v, u) to P is balanced with respect to γ′,
contradicting the fact that γ′ is shifting-equivalent to γ and thus has no balanced
cycles. Hence R 6= Γ.

For the second part of the claim, note that R can be written as a disjoint union of
right-cosets of the subgroup stabl(R) of Γ, and also as a disjoint union of left-cosets
of the subgroup stabr(R). Since R 6= Γ, this means that R must be disjoint from at
least one right-coset of stabl(R), and from at least one left-coset of stabr(R). Hence,
we have |R| ≤ |Γ| − max{| stabl(R)|, | stabr(R)|}. Recalling that |R| ≥ |X | − 1,
this implies |X | ≤ |Γ| − max{| stabl(R)|, | stabr(R)|} + 1. If (X, u, v, γ′, R) is super-
efficient then |X | ≤ |Γ| − max{| stabl(R)|, | stabr(R)|} since |R| ≥ |X |. The fact
that |V (D)| = |Γ| + 1 now implies the second part of the claim. �

We next show that we can use X∗ and two additional vertices to build a super-
efficient tuple in (D, γ).

Claim 2. There exists a super-efficient tuple in (D, γ).

Proof of Claim 2. Let δ be a Γ-labelling obtained from γ∗ by shifting, for every
vertex w ∈ V (D) \ X∗, by value γ∗(w, u∗)−1 at w in some order. Then for every
w ∈ V (D) \ X∗ we have δ(w, u∗) = 1. Furthermore, γ∗ and δ agree on all arcs
inside of X∗, which implies that RD,δ(X∗, u∗, v∗) = RD,γ∗(X∗, u∗, v∗). In particu-
lar, R∗ ⊆ RD,δ(X∗, u∗, v∗).

Let Γ∗ := stabl(R
∗). By Claim 1, we have that Γ∗ is a proper subgroup of Γ

and that |V (D) \ X∗| ≥ |Γ∗|.
Suppose first that for every pair of distinct vertices w1, w2 ∈ V (D)\X∗, we have

δ(w1, w2) ∈ Γ∗. Then the restriction of δ to the complete digraph D − X∗ forms a
Γ∗-labelling, and thus the same is true for the restriction of inv(δ). Recall that since
Γ∗ is a proper subgroup of Γ, we must have n(Γ∗) ≤ |Γ∗| + 1. Thus, if we were to
have |V (D) \ X∗| ≥ |Γ∗| + 1, then there would need to be a δ-balanced cycle within
D − X∗. However, such a cycle does not exist, since δ is shifting equivalent to γ,
which by assumption has no balanced cycles. Hence, we have |V (D) \ X∗| ≤ |Γ∗|,
which together with the above implies |V (D) \ X∗| = |Γ∗|. Together with Claim 1,
this implies that |Γ∗| ≥ | stabr(R∗)|. Since stabr(R∗) 6= {1} (by definition of an
efficient tuple), this also means that Γ∗ is non-trivial.

The latter ensures that we may now apply Lemma 2.1 to the complete digraph
D − X∗ of order |Γ∗| equipped with the Γ∗-labelling obtained by restricting inv(δ).
This yields the existence of a subset X ′ ⊆ V (D) \ X∗ and a vertex x ∈ X ′ such
that RD,inv(δ)(X

′, x) ≥ |X ′| and RD,inv(δ)(X
′, x) has a non-trivial right stabilizer

in Γ∗ (and hence also in Γ). Since δ(w, u∗) = 1 for every w ∈ V (D) \ X∗, we
also have inv(δ)(u∗, w) = 1 for every w ∈ V (D) \ X∗. The latter implies that
RD,inv(δ)({u∗} ∪ X ′, u∗, x) = RD,inv(δ)(X

′, x). Since δ is shifting-equivalent to γ,
we have that inv(δ) is shifting-equivalent to inv(γ). All in all, this establishes that
the tuple ({u∗} ∪X ′, u∗, x, inv(δ), RD,inv(δ)(X

′, x)) is efficient in (D, inv(γ)). Using
our minimality assumption on X∗, we obtain that |X∗| ≤ |X ′ ∪ {u∗}| = |X ′| + 1.
Adding |V (D) \ X∗| = |Γ∗| to both sides of this inequality yields that

|Γ| + 1 = |V (D)| = |X∗| + |V (D) \ X∗| ≤ |X ′| + 1 + |V (D) \ X∗| ≤ 2|Γ∗| + 1.
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However, since Γ∗ is a proper subgroup of the group Γ of odd order, we must

have |Γ∗| ≤ |Γ|
3 . Plugging this into the above yields a contradiction, as desired.

Hence our assumption above must have been wrong: There exist two distinct
vertices w1, w2 ∈ V (D) \ X∗ such that δ(w1, w2) /∈ Γ∗.

Let us now consider the set R′ := {1, δ(w1, w2)} · R∗. We claim that R′ is a
subset of RD,δ(X ∪ {w1, w2}, w1, v∗). Indeed, let r ∈ R′ be arbitrary. Then, since
R∗ ⊆ RD,δ(X∗, u∗, v∗), there exists a directed path P in D[X∗] from u∗ to v∗ such
that r ∈ {δ(P ), δ(w1, w2) ·δ(P )}. Let Q denote the w1-v∗-path in D[X∗ ∪{w1, w2}]
that is obtained by prepending to P the arc (w1, u∗) if r = δ(P ), or the length-
two segment (w1, w2), (w2, u∗) if r = δ(w1, w2) · δ(P ). We can see that in each
case, r = δ(Q) ∈ RD,δ(X ∪ {w1, w2}, w1, v∗), as desired. This shows that indeed,
R′ ⊆ RD,δ(X ∪ {w1, w2}, w1, v∗).

Finally, we claim that (X∗ ∪ {w1, w2}, w1, v∗, δ, R′) is a super-efficient tuple,
which will conclude the proof of the claim. All that remains to be verified for
this is that |R′| ≥ |X∗ ∪ {w1, w2}| = |X∗| + 2 and that R′ has a non-trivial right
stabilizer. To see this, note that δ(w1, w2) /∈ Γ∗ = stabl(R

∗), and hence we can
apply Lemma 3.1, which yields that |R′| = |{1, δ(w1, w2)}·R∗| ≥ |R∗|+| stabr(R∗)|,
and that stabr(R′) ⊇ stabr(R∗). The latter directly implies that R′ has a non-trivial
right-stabilizer, and the former implies, using that | stabr(R∗)| ≥ 3 (since |Γ| is of
odd order) that |R′| ≥ |R∗| + 3 ≥ (|X∗| − 1) + 3 = |X∗| + 2, as desired.

This shows that indeed, (X∗ ∪ {w1, w2}, w1, v∗, δ, R′) is a super-efficient tuple,
concluding the proof of Claim 2. �

Having established the existence of a super-efficient tuple in (D, γ), we can now
quite easily conclude the proof. Let (X, u, v, γ′, R) be chosen among all super-
efficient tuples in (D, γ) such that X is inclusion-wise maximal. Let Γ′ := stabl(R).
Then by Claim 1, we have R 6= Γ (and thus Γ′ is a proper subgroup of Γ) and
|V (D) \ X | ≥ |Γ′| + 1. Let γ′′ be the Γ-labelling of D obtained from γ′ by, for every
w ∈ V (D) \ X , shifting by value γ′(w, u)−1 at w. Then γ′′(w, u) = 1 for every
w ∈ V (D) \ X , and γ′′ is shifting-equivalent to γ.

Since Γ′ is a proper subgroup of Γ, we have n(Γ′) ≤ |Γ′| + 1 ≤ |V (D) \ X |. Since
there are no balanced cycles in D−X with respect to γ′′, this implies that there must
be two distinct vertices w1, w2 ∈ V (D) \ X such that γ′′(w1, w2) /∈ Γ′ = stabl(R).
We can therefore apply Lemma 3.1 to find that the set R′′ := {1, γ′′(w1, w2)} · R
satisfies |R′′| ≥ |R| + | stabr(R)| and stabr(R′′) ⊇ stabr(R). Since stabr(R) is
a non-trivial subgroup of Γ, this yields that stabr(R′′) is non-trivial and that
|R′′| ≥ |R| + 2 ≥ |X ∪ {w1, w2}|. Pause to note that this implies that the tuple
(X ∪ {w1, w2}, w1, v, γ′′, R′′) is super-efficient. This however contradicts our as-
sumption that X is inclusion-wise maximal among super-efficient tuples. This is
the desired contradiction which concludes the proof of Theorem 1.1. �
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