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Rainbow Arborescence Conjecture

Kristóf Bérczia Tamás Királyb Yutaro Yamaguchic Yu Yokoid

Abstract

The famous Ryser–Brualdi–Stein conjecture asserts that every n× n Latin square contains a partial

transversal of size n−1. Since its appearance, the conjecture has attracted significant interest, leading to

several generalizations. One of the most notable extensions is to matroid intersection given by Aharoni,

Kotlar, and Ziv, focusing on the existence of a common independent transversal of the common indepen-

dent sets of two matroids. In this paper, we study a special case of this setting, the Rainbow Arborescence

Conjecture, which states that any graph on n vertices formed by the union of n−1 spanning arborescences

contains an arborescence using exactly one arc from each. We prove that the computational problem of

testing the existence of such an arborescence with a fixed root is NP-complete, verify the conjecture in

several cases, and explore relaxed versions of the problem.

Keywords: Latin squares, Matroid intersection, Rainbow arborescences, Transversals

1 Introduction

A Latin square is an n × n matrix where each row/column contains all distinct numbers, 1 through n. A
partial transversal is a subset of entries in the matrix that are distinct numbers in distinct rows and columns.
Ryser, Brualdi, and Stein [5, 16] conjectured that every n× n Latin square contains a partial transversal of
size n − 1. Woolbright [18] and independently Brouwer, de Vries, and Wieringa [4] showed that a partial
transversal of size n − √

n always exists. Shor and Hatami [11, 15] improved this bound to n − O(log2 n).
Cameron and Wanless [6] further relaxed the problem, showing that every Latin square contains a subset of
entries such that they are in distinct rows and columns and no number appears more than twice.

A matroidal generalization was proposed by Chappell [7] and later by Kotlar and Ziv [12]. A matroidal
Latin square is an n × n matrix whose elements are members of the ground set of a matroid, where each
row/column forms an independent set. An independent partial transversal is an independent set comprising
entries from distinct rows and columns. As a matroidal analogue of the Ryser–Brualdi–Stein conjecture,
Kotlar and Ziv [12] conjectured that every n×nmatroidal Latin square has an independent partial transversal
of size n− 1, and proved a lower bound ⌈2n/3⌉ for the maximum size of such a set.

Aharoni, Kotlar, and Ziv [2, 3] further generalized the conjecture to matroid intersection as follows. If

M and N are matroids on the same ground set, then for any n pairwise disjoint common independent sets

of size n, there exists a common independent set of size n − 1 intersecting each of the n sets in at most

one element. They also established a lower bound n − √
n for the size of such a set, extending the results
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of [4, 18], and improving the lower bound in [12]. Additionally, Kotlar and Ziv [13] extended the work of
Drisko [9] and Chappell [7] and showed that for any 2n− 1 disjoint common independent sets of size n, such
a common independent set of size n always exists. For a comprehensive overview of results on Latin squares,
we recommend the survey by Wanless [17].

It should be noted that the problem proposed in [2, 3] can also be rephrased as a statement about the
maximum common independent set of three matroids. While finding a maximum common independent set
in the intersection of three matroids is oracle-hard, the question naturally arises whether reasonable lower
bounds can be obtained using existing approximation methods. Unfortunately, neither the technique of
Aharoni and Berger [1] nor the iterative refinement approach by Linhares, Olver, Swamy, and Zenklusen [14]
suffices to establish the strong lower bound proposed in the conjecture.

Our results. We study the arborescence analogue of the Aharoni–Kotlar–Ziv conjecture and explore
stronger results. An arborescence is a connected digraph in which exactly one vertex has no incoming
arc and every other vertex has exactly one incoming arc. Similar to bipartite matchings (corresponding to
Latin squares), arborescences (on the same vertex set) are well-known as one of the most fundamental graph
structures that are naturally represented as matroid intersection.

Throughout the paper, G is a digraph on the vertex set V of size n (≥ 2) that is obtained as the disjoint
union of k (≥ 1) arborescences A1, A2, . . . , Ak on V , where each index i ∈ [k] is called a color. Note that G
may have parallel arcs of different colors. A subgraph of G is often identified with its arc set. A subgraph B
of G is called rainbow if |B ∩Ai| ≤ 1 for all i ∈ [k]. An arborescence in G is said to be spanning if its vertex
set is V . Yokoi [8, Open Problem: Rainbow Arborescence Problem] proposed the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.1. Let G be the disjoint union of n − 1 spanning arborescences A1, A2, . . . , An−1. Then, G
has a rainbow spanning arborescence B.

We here remark on a small but possibly significant difference from the conjectures discussed above. In
Conjecture 1.1, since |B| = n − 1, all the colors are used exactly once; that is, B is a transversal rather
than a (proper) partial transversal. On the other hand, the −1 term in the previous conjectures cannot be
dismissed, even in the case of bipartite matchings. Indeed, it is not difficult to construct a bipartite graph
that is the union of n perfect matchings, yet there is no matching of size n that uses exactly one edge from
each of them (e.g., consider the complete bipartite graph K2,2). Somewhat surprisingly, no similar obstacle
is known for the problem when specialized to arborescences.

Each of the following conjectures is equivalent to Conjecture 1.1, and may be easier when k 6= n−1. Note
that the conjectures are completely the same when k = n − 1, and Conjecture 1.1 implies Conjectures 1.2
and 1.3 for k 6= n− 1 by easy observations.

Conjecture 1.2. Let k ≥ n − 1, and G be the disjoint union of k spanning arborescences A1, A2, . . . , Ak.

Then, G has a rainbow spanning arborescence B.

Conjecture 1.3. Let k ≤ n−1, and G be the disjoint union of n−1 spanning arborescences A1, A2, . . . , An−1.

Then, G has a rainbow arborescence B of size k.

Our contribution has three main components. In Section 2, we show that deciding whether a rainbow
arborescence with a fixed root exists is NP-hard. In Section 3, we verify Conjecture 1.1 in various settings.
Finally, relaxations of the problem are considered in Section 4.

Notation and Terminology For an arborescence, the unique vertex having no incoming arc is called the
root ; we also say that an arborescence is rooted at r if its root is r. For each non-root vertex, its parent is the
tail of the unique incoming arc. A vertex is called a leaf if it has no outgoing arc. A path is an arborescence
having exactly one leaf, and a star is one in which every non-root vertex is a leaf. A branching is a digraph
such that every connected component is an arborescence.

For a digraph S and a vertex v, we denote by δ−S (v) and δ+S (v) the sets of arcs in S incoming to v and
outgoing from v, respectively.
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2 Complexity with fixed root

Observe that if all colors have the same root r, then a rainbow spanning arborescence rooted at r exists
and one can find one by a simple greedy approach, while there exists no spanning arborescence rooted at
a different vertex, since r has no incoming arc in G. In the general setting, a natural approach to find a
rainbow spanning arborescence would be to fix a root, start with an empty arc set, and augment it by adding
an arc of each color one-by-one. It, however, turns out that finding a rainbow arborescence rooted at a fixed
vertex is hard. More precisely, let Rooted-RA denote the problem where the input is a graph G that is the
disjoint union of n− 1 spanning arborescences A1, A2, . . . , An−1 (with arbitrary roots) along with a target
root vertex r, and the goal is to decide if G contains a rainbow spanning arborescence rooted at r.

Theorem 2.1. Rooted-RA is NP-complete even if exactly two vertices are roots of the input arborescences.

Proof. The problem is clearly in NP. We prove hardness by reduction from the 3-dimensional matching
problem, denoted by 3DM. In 3DM, we are given a tripartite 3-uniform hypergraph H = (X,Y, Z; E) where
|X | = |Y | = |Z| = p, |E| = q, and E ⊆ X × Y × Z, and the goal is to decide whether H has a perfect
matching. This problem is known to be NP-complete [10, (SP2)].

Let H = (X,Y, Z; E) be an instance of 3DM. We construct an instance of Rooted-RA as follows.
Let Dst denote the digraph obtained by taking two vertices s and t, and adding a directed s–t path PH =
(eH,x, eH,y, eH,z, fH) of length 4 for each hyperedge H = (x, y, z), where all the paths are openly disjoint;
thus, Dst consists of 3q+2 vertices and 4q arcs. We take p copies of Dst and apply the notational convention
that in the jth copy, we add j as an upper index to the notation. We connect these p digraphs Dj

st by
identifying tj with sj+1 for j ∈ [p− 1]. We also add an extra vertex t.

We assign color cv to all the arcs of the form ejH,v for each v ∈ X ∪ Y ∪ Z. Furthermore, we assign a

unique color cH,j to every arc of the form f j
H . Note that at this point, every color class forms a branching.

We extend these branchings to spanning arborescences as follows. For each v ∈ X ∪Y ∪Z, we add an arc of
color cv from tp to every other vertex with no incoming arc of color cv. That is, the root of the arborescence
of color cv is tp. For each H ∈ E and j ∈ [p], we add an arc of color cH,j from t to every other vertex
with no incoming arc of color cH,j . That is, the root of the arborescence of color cH,j is t. Finally, we add
2pq− 2p+ 1 stars rooted at tp of distinct colors. Let G = (V,E) be the digraph thus obtained. It is easy to
check from definition that |V | = 3pq + p+ 2 and E is the union of 3pq + p+ 1 spanning arborescences. We
claim that G has a rainbow spanning arborescence rooted at s1 if and only if H has a perfect matching.

Assume first that G has a rainbow spanning arborescence rooted at s1 and H has no perfect matching.
By construction, the arborescence must contain a rainbow s1–tp path. This path is the union of sj–tj paths
for j ∈ [p], each corresponding to some hyperedge Hj ∈ E . Since the s1–tp path is rainbow, the hyperedges
H1, H2, . . . , Hp must be disjoint and hence is a perfect matching in H, a contradiction.

Now suppose that H has a perfect matching, consisting of hyperedges H1, H2, . . . , Hp ∈ E . The union

of the paths P j
Hj

is a rainbow s1–tp path. Using one of the stars rooted at tp, we can extend this path to
a rainbow s1–t path. Finally, using the remaining stars and the colors cH,j rooted at t, we can finish the
construction to obtain a rainbow spanning arborescence rooted at s1.

3 Verifying special cases

As a step toward verifying Conjecture 1.1, we show that the statement is true under some further assumptions:
when each Ai is a path or a star (Section 3.2), when there are at most two vertices that are roots of multiple
arborescences (Section 3.3), and when the underlying graph is a tree (Section 3.4).

3.1 Preparations

For the proofs, we need some technical lemmas. We first observe that we can get rid of stars among the
arborescences Ai. However, since the reduction may change the structure of other arborescences, we should
be careful when we use this lemma in an argument based on induction.
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Lemma 3.1. Let G be the disjoint union of n − 1 spanning arborescences A1, A2, . . . , An−1 on V , and

suppose that An−1 is a star rooted at r. For each i ∈ [n − 2], we define an arborescence A′

i on V − r as

follows.

• If the root of Ai is r, then choose any vertex r′ ∈ V − r with (r, r′) ∈ δ+Ai
(r) and let A′

i := { (r′, v) |
(r, v) ∈ δ+Ai

(r), v 6= r′ } ∪ (Ai \ δ+Ai
(r)).

• Otherwise, let r′ be the parent of r on Ai and A′

i := { (r′, v) | (r, v) ∈ δ+Ai
(r) }∪(Ai \(δ+Ai

(r)∪{(r′, r)})).

In particular, if Ai is a star, then this is true for A′

i. If there exists a rainbow arborescence on V − r with

respect to (A′

1, A
′

2, . . . , A
′

n−2), then this is true on V with respect to (A1, A2, . . . , An−1).

Proof. Let B′ be a rainbow arborescence on V − r with respect to (A′

1, A
′

2, . . . , A
′

n−2), and define a subgraph

B̂ as follows. For each i ∈ [n−2], let {e′i} = B′∩A′

i. If e
′

i ∈ Ai as it is, then B̂ contains the arc e′i. Otherwise,
by definition, e′i = (r′, v) for some v ∈ V − r, where r′ is the root of A′

i, and it corresponds to two arcs in Ai

as follows.

• If the root of Ai is r, then e′i corresponds to (r, r′), (r, v) ∈ Ai.

• Otherwise, e′i corresponds to (r′, r), (r, v) ∈ Ai.

In either case, B̂ contains both of the two corresponding arcs.
Suppose that |B̂| = n − 2. In this case, B̂ = B′, and we obtain a desired arborescence on V just by

adding an arc in the star An−1 from r to the root of B′.
Otherwise, we have |B̂| ≥ n−1. Then, |B̂∩Ai| = 2 for at least one index i ∈ [n−2], and B̂∩Ai contains

an arc (r, v) such that e′i = (r′, v). Let B be the subgraph of G obtained from B̂ by removing the other arc
for each of such indices i ((r, r′) or (r′, r) depending on the root of Ai). Then, B is disjoint only from An−1

and consists of two arborescences, one of whose root is r. Thus, by adding an arc in the star An−1 from r
to the other root, we obtain a rainbow spanning arborescence.

For each vertex v ∈ V , let ρ(v) := { i ∈ [n− 1] | the root of Ai is v }. A vertex v is called a multi-root if
|ρ(v)| ≥ 2, and a non-root if |ρ(v)| = 0. We then observe the following sufficient condition for the existence
of a rainbow spanning arborescence.

Lemma 3.2. Let G be the disjoint union of n− 1 spanning arborescences A1, A2, . . . , An−1 on V . If G has

a rainbow arborescence B̃ on Ṽ ⊆ V such that Ṽ contains all the multi-roots, then G has a rainbow spanning

arborescence.

Proof. We show that we can augment (B̃, Ṽ ) to (B̃′, Ṽ ′) with Ṽ ′ = Ṽ + v for some v ∈ V \ Ṽ unless Ṽ = V .
Suppose that there exists a color i ∈ [n− 1] with |B̃ ∩Ai| = 0 and ri ∈ Ṽ , where ri is the root of Ai. Then,
Ai has an arc e = (u, v) with u ∈ Ṽ and v 6∈ Ṽ , and hence we just define B̃′ := B̃+ e and Ṽ := Ṽ + v. Thus,
we may assume that |B̃ ∩ Ai| = 1 for any color i with ri ∈ Ṽ . This implies

∑
v∈Ṽ ρ(v) ≤ |B̃| = |Ṽ | − 1.

Since
∑

v∈V ρ(v) = |V | − 1 and ρ(v) ≤ 1 for every v ∈ V \ Ṽ , we also have
∑

v∈Ṽ ρ(v) ≥ |Ṽ | − 1. Thus, the

equality holds, and |B̃ ∩ Ai| = 1 if and only if ri ∈ Ṽ .
Let r̃ be the root of B̃. Pick an unused color i, and let e = (v, r̃) be the unique arc in δ−Ai

(r̃). If v 6∈ Ṽ ,

then we define B̃′ := B̃ + e and Ṽ ′ := Ṽ + v. Otherwise, let f = (u, v) be the unique arc in δ−
B̃
(v) and we

first update B̃ to B̃ + e− f . After this update, B̃ is still a rainbow arborescence on Ṽ , whose root is v, and
satisfies |B̃ ∩ Aj | = 0 and rj ∈ Ṽ for the color j with f ∈ Aj . Thus, Aj has an arc e′ = (u′, v′) with u′ ∈ Ṽ

and v′ 6∈ Ṽ , and we can define B̃′ := B̃ + e′ and Ṽ ′ := Ṽ + v′.

3.2 Each arborescence being a path or a star

We first verify the conjecture when each arborescence is a path.

Theorem 3.3. Conjecture 1.1 is true when each Ai is a path.
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Proof. Since each Ai is a path, it has the unique leaf. We first claim the existence of a pair of a subgraph S
and a vertex r ∈ V satisfying the following three conditions:

(1) |S ∩ Ai| = 1 for each i ∈ [n− 1],

(2) |δ−S (v)| = 1 for each v ∈ V \ {r} and |δ−S (r)| = 0, and

(3) for each i ∈ [n− 1], the unique arc in S ∩Ai lies between r and the leaf on the path Ai.

Indeed, such (S, r) can be found by the following procedure. Initially, let S be empty. Then, for each
i = 1, 2, . . . , n− 1, do the following. Let vi be the vertex on Ai closest to the leaf among those that have no
incoming arcs in S and add to S the arc of Ai entering vi. Then, the size of the resulting S is n− 1. Let r
be the unique vertex that has no incoming arc in S. We see that these S and r satisfy conditions (1)–(3).

Among the pairs (S, r) satisfying conditions (1)–(3), take the one minimizing
∑

i∈[n−1] |Ai(r, S)|, where
|Ai(r, S)| is the length of the path on Ai from r to the head of the unique arc in S ∩Ai. We show that S is
an arborescence, which completes the proof by condition (1).

Suppose, to the contrary, that S is not so. Since we have conditions (1) and (2), S is not connected,
and at least one connected component must be a cycle. That is, there is a vertex set {u1, u2, . . . , uk} such
that (uj , uj+1) ∈ S for j ∈ [k], where we let uk+1 = u1. Note that r is not contained in this cycle as we
have |δ−S (r)| = 0. Let S′ be a subgraph obtained from S by replacing each arc (uj, uj+1) in the cycle with
the arc of the same color that enters uj . Such an arc does exist because uj 6= r and we have condition (3).
This S′ satisfies conditions (1)–(3) with the same r while

∑
i∈[n−1] |Ai(r, S

′)| < ∑
i∈[n−1] |Ai(r, S)|, which

contradicts the choice of S.

By combining Theorem 3.3 with Lemma 3.1, we get the following corollary.

Corollary 3.4. Conjecture 1.1 is true when each Ai is either a path or a star.

Proof. We prove this by induction on n. If all Ai are paths, just apply Theorem 3.3. Otherwise, without
loss of generality, we may assume that An−1 is a star. Then, by Lemma 3.1, we can reduce the instance by
removing the star and its root. By the induction hypothesis, it suffices to show that the reduction given in
Lemma 3.1 preserves the condition that an arborescence is a path.

Suppose that Ai (i ∈ [n− 2]) is a path. If the root of Ai is r, then A′

i = Ai \ {(r, v)}, where v is the next
vertex of r on the path Ai; thus, this is indeed a path. Otherwise, A′

i = Ai \ {(r′, r)} if r is the leaf, and
A′

i = (Ai \ {(r′, r), (r, v)}) ∪ {(r′, v)} otherwise, where r′ is the parent of r and v is the next vertex of r on
the path Ai; thus, this is also a path.

3.3 At most two multi-roots

Our next result shows that the conjecture also holds if the number of multi-roots is small. An in-arborescence

is a connected digraph which becomes an arborescence by flipping the direction of all the arcs, i.e., in which
exactly one vertex has no outgoing arc and every other vertex has exactly one outgoing arc.

Theorem 3.5. Conjecture 1.1 is true when there exist at most two multi-roots.

Proof. When there exists at most one multi-root, the claim follows from Lemma 3.2 by taking B̃ = ∅ and
Ṽ = {r} for a vertex r ∈ V with ρ(r) = maxv∈V ρ(v). The remaining case is when there exist exactly two
multi-roots, say x1 and x2. By Lemma 3.2 again, it suffices to show that G has a rainbow arborescence B̃
on some Ṽ with {x1, x2} ⊆ Ṽ .

In order to obtain such (B̃, Ṽ ), we show that G has a pair of arc-disjoint in-arborescences B̃1 and B̃2 on
Ṽ1 and Ṽ2, respectively, satisfying the following three conditions:

(1) B̃j is rooted at xj for each j ∈ [2],

(2) B̃1 ∪ B̃2 is rainbow, and

(3) Ṽ1 ∩ Ṽ2 6= ∅.
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It is easy to see that B̃1 ∪ B̃2 includes a desired rainbow arborescence B̃ as it contains arc-disjoint paths
from each r̃ ∈ Ṽ1 ∩ Ṽ2 to x1 and x2.

Observe that if |B̃1 ∪ B̃2| = n− 1 in addition to conditions (1)–(2), then condition (3) is automatically
satisfied by the pigeonhole principle (as |Ṽ1| + |Ṽ2| = |B̃1| + |B̃2| + 2 = n + 1 > |V |). Also, B̃1 = B̃2 = ∅,
Ṽ1 = {x1}, and Ṽ2 = {x2} satisfy conditions (1)–(2). Thus, it suffices to show that we can augment at least
one of the pairs (B̃1, Ṽ1) and (B̃2, Ṽ2) satisfying conditions (1)–(2) as long as Ṽ1 ∩ Ṽ2 = ∅.

Suppose that Ṽ1 ∩ Ṽ2 = ∅. Then, there exists a color i ∈ [n − 1] such that (B̃1 ∪ B̃2) ∩ Ai = ∅. As
Ṽ1 ∩ Ṽ2 = ∅, at least one Ṽj does not contain the root of Ai. Thus, Ai contains some arc e = (u, v) ∈ Ai with

u 6∈ Ṽj and v ∈ Ṽj , and we can indeed augment (B̃j , Ṽj) to (B̃j + e, Ṽj + u).

As a corollary, we get that the conjecture is true for graphs on a small number of vertices.

Corollary 3.6. Conjecture 1.1 is true when n ≤ 6.

Proof. When n ≤ 6, there are at most five colors. Thus, there are at most two multi-roots, and Theorem 3.5
completes the proof.

3.4 Underlying graph is a tree

Finally, we show that the conjecture is true if the underlying graph is a tree, i.e., each arborescence is
obtained by orienting the edges of the same tree.

Theorem 3.7. Conjecture 1.1 is true when the underlying graph of G is a tree.

Proof. By the assumption of the theorem, each Ai is obtained as an orientation of some tree on V . We prove
the statement by induction on n. The base case is n = 2, and it is trivial. Suppose that n ≥ 3. Let v ∈ V
be a leaf of An−1 and e = (u, v) ∈ An−1 be its incoming arc. For each i ∈ [n− 2], let A′

i be the arborescence
on V − v obtained from Ai by removing the unique arc incident to v. By induction hypothesis, there exists
an arborescence B′ on V − v such that |B′ ∩ A′

i| = 1 for all i ∈ [n− 2]. Thus, we obtain a desired rainbow
arborescence B = B′ + e on V .

4 Relaxations

In this section, we consider relaxations of Conjecture 1.1 in two directions. First, we relax the number
of input arborescences (Section 4.1), and then we relax the size of the rainbow arboresence to be found
(Section 4.2).

4.1 Relaxing the number of input arborescences

The result of Kotlar and Ziv [13], when specialized to arborescences, implies that if G is the disjoint union of
2n− 3 spanning arborescences, then there exists a rainbow spanning arborescence. We improve this bound
to 2n− 4 using a simpler proof.

Theorem 4.1. Conjecture 1.2 is true when k ≥ 2n− 3. Furthermore, if n ≥ 3, Conjecture 1.2 is true when

k ≥ 2n− 4.

Proof. We prove the first claim by induction on n. The base case is n = 2, and it is trivial. Suppose that
n ≥ 3. Let B̃ be an inclusion-wise maximal rainbow arborescence in G and Ṽ be its vertex set; that is, B̃
is a rainbow arborescence on Ṽ such that for any color i ∈ [k] with B̃ ∩ Ai = ∅ and any arc (u, v) ∈ Ai, we
have u 6∈ Ṽ or v ∈ Ṽ . If Ṽ = V , then we have obtained a desired arborescence. Otherwise, for every color
i ∈ [k] with B̃ ∩Ai = ∅, the root of Ai must be in V ′ := V \ Ṽ , and the restriction A′

i of Ai to V \ Ṽ is also
an arborescence. The number of such colors is

k′ := k − (|Ṽ | − 1) ≥ 2n− |Ṽ | − 2.
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As Ṽ 6= ∅, we obtain k′ ≥ 2(n− |Ṽ |)− 1 > 2|V ′| − 3. Thus, by induction hypothesis if |V ′| ≥ 2 and trivially
if |V ′| = 1, there exists a rainbow arborescence B′ on V ′ only using these k′ colors. Also, since k′ ≥ n − 1
as |Ṽ | ≤ n − 1, starting with an arborescence B′ on V ′, we can obtain a rainbow arborescence B on V by
adding outgoing arcs of unused ones among the k′ colors one-by-one (as they have roots in V ′).

Finally, we verify the second claim. Suppose that n ≥ 3 and k = 2n − 4 (note that k ≥ n − 1). If we
fail the induction proof above, then we have k′ < n− 1, which implies |Ṽ | = n − 1 and k′ = n− 2. In this
case, let r be the unique vertex in V ′, and then we can construct a rainbow arborescence B′ rooted at r
with |B′| = k′ = n− 2 by adding outgoing arcs of the k′ colors one-by-one. If we can add one more arc of
an unused color, then we obtain a desired arborescence. Otherwise, all the k − k′ = n − 2 unused colors
have the same root, which is a unique vertex not spanned by B′. Thus, G has at most two multi-roots, and
Theorem 3.5 completes the proof.

As a corollary, we get a counterpart of the result of Cameron and Wanless [6], but for arborescences.

Corollary 4.2. Let n ≥ 3 and G be the disjoint union of n− 2 spanning arborescences A1, A2, . . . , An−2 on

V . Then, G has a spanning arborescence using at most two arcs from each Ai.

Proof. For each arborescence Ai, make its copy A′

i. Then, by Theorem 4.1 (with k = 2n− 4), there exists a
spanning arborescence B′ on V using at most one arc from each Ai and A′

i. Thus, one can obtain a desired
spanning arborescence B from B′ by replacing each copy arc from A′

i with its original in Ai.

4.2 Relaxing the size of output arborescence

The result of Kotlar and Ziv [13] implies that if G is the disjoint union of n− 1 spanning arborescences, then
it has a rainbow branching of size ⌊n/2⌋. We prove a strengthening of this observation by showing that the
branching in fact can be chosen to be an arborescence.

Theorem 4.3. Conjecture 1.3 is true when k ≤ ⌊n/2⌋.
Proof. By Corollary 3.6, we assume that n ≥ 7. As in the proof of Theorem 4.1, let B̃ be an inclusion-wise
maximal rainbow arborescence in G and Ṽ be its vertex set. If |B̃| ≥ ⌊n/2⌋, then we have obtained a desired
arborescence. We show that otherwise we can augment (B̃, Ṽ ) by exchanging several arcs.

Let r̃ be the root of B̃, and J be the set of unused colors. Since B̃ is inclusion-wise maximal, for every
color i ∈ J , the root of Ai is not in Ṽ , and the restriction of Ai to V \ Ṽ is also an arborescence. Thus, each
Ai includes a path Pi satisfying the following three conditions:

• the root is not in Ṽ ,

• all other vertices are in Ṽ , and

• the leaf is r̃.

Claim 4.4. The disjoint union
⋃

i∈J Pi contains a rainbow path P satisfying the same three conditions.

Proof. It suffices to show that
⋃

i∈J Pi has a rainbow in-arborescence B′ on V ′ 6⊆ Ṽ rooted at r̃, which must
contain a desired rainbow path P .

We prove this constructively. Initially, let B′ = ∅ and V ′ = {r̃}. For each color i ∈ J (in any order),
we do the following update. If V ′ 6⊆ Ṽ at some point, then we have obtained a desired in-arborescence B′.
Otherwise, Pi has an arc e = (u, v) such that u /∈ V ′ and v ∈ V ′ (as Pi starts outside of Ṽ ⊇ V ′ and ends at
r̃ ∈ V ′); we add e to B′ and u to V ′. By the assumptions, we have

|Ṽ | = |B̃|+ 1 ≤ ⌊n/2⌋ ≤ n− 1− (⌊n/2⌋ − 1) ≤ n− 1− |B̃| = |J |.
This implies |V ′| = |J |+ 1 > |Ṽ | at the end, and hence V ′ 6⊆ Ṽ .

Let P be a path obtained by Claim 4.4, and let Q be the set of arcs e ∈ B̃ such that the head of e is in
P . Then, |Q| = |P |− 1 as r̃ is the root of the arborescence B̃, and we can indeed augment B̃ to (B̃ ∪P ) \Q.
This completes the proof of the theorem.
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