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Abstract

We only consider finite structures. With every totally ordered set V' and a subset P of
(‘2/), we associate the underlying tournament Inv(V, P) obtained from the transitive
tournament V := (V, {(z,y) € V x V : z < y}) by reversing P, i.e., by reversing the
arcs (x,y) such that {x,y} € P. The subset P is a pairing (of UP) if | U P| = 2|P|, a
quasi-pairing (of UP) if |u P| = 2|P| - 1; it is irreducible if no nontrivial interval of UP
is a union of connected components of the graph (UP, P). In this paper, we consider
pairings and quasi-pairings in relation to tournaments. We establish close relationships
between irreducibility of pairings (or quasi-pairings) and indecomposability of their
underlying tournaments under modular decomposition. For example, given a pairing
P of a totally ordered set V' of size at least 6, the pairing P is irreducible if and only if
the tournament Inv(V, P) is indecomposable. This is a consequence of a more general
result characterizing indecomposable tournaments obtained from transitive tournaments
by reversing pairings. We obtain analogous results in the case of quasi-pairings.

Keywords: Module, pairing, quasi-pairing, indecomposable, irreducible, transversal
2020 MSC: 05A18, 05C20, 05C35, 06A05, 05D15.

1. Introduction

The structures we consider are all finite. They mainly consist of tournaments,
total orders, pairings, and quasi-pairings. We identify a totally ordered set V' with the
transitive tournament (V, {(x,y) € VxV : x < y}), and we simply denote it by V when
the total order relation < on V' is implicitly understood. In this context, V and V are often
used interchangeably. When V" has even size, a pairing of V' is a partition P of V whose
blocks have size 2. The pairing P is irreducible if no nontrivial interval of V is a union of
blocks. The notion of irreducible pairing was studied by various authors under different
considerations (see e.g., [, 113, [15, [16, 18, 20, 21|, 23, [24]]). However, it seems that
irreducible pairings have not been considered in relation to tournaments. In this paper,
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we address this issue by establishing close relations between irreducibility of pairings
(including quasi-parings, see below) and indecomposability of related tournaments
under modular decomposition. For more information on indecomposable tournaments,
the reader may, for example, refer to [2, 3, 4, 13, 111,112, 119].

With every totally ordered set V" and a subset P of (‘2/), we associate the tournament
Inv(V, P) obtained from the transitive tournament V' by reversing P, i.e., by reversing
the arcs (x,y) such that {z,y} € P. When P is a pairing of a totally ordered set V'
(of even size at least 6), P is irreducible if and only if the tournament Inv(V, P) is
indecomposable (see Corollary B.1). This is a consequence of a more general result
consisting of a characterization of indecomposable tournaments obtained from V by
reversing partial pairings, i.e. pairings of subsets of V' (see Theorem [3.1)).

Since the notion of pairing only involves sets of even sizes, we extend the scope of
our study by introducing an analogous notion for sets of odd sizes. Given aset V' of size
2n+1, where n is a positive integer, a quasi-pairing of V' consists of a family () of n+1
unordered pairs whose union is V. When the set V' is totally ordered, the quasi-pairing
@ is irreducible if no nontrivial interval of V' is a union of blocks of the partition of
V' obtained from () by merging its two intersecting pairs. Given a quasi-pairing ) of
an ordered set V' (of odd size at least 7), let vg and vé denote the elements of the
symmetric difference of the intersecting pairs of ). The quasi-pairing @ is irreducible
if and only if at least one of the tournaments 7, T" — Vg, Or T- UZ) is indecomposable,
where T := Inv(V, Q) (see Corollary B.2). This is a consequence of Theorem 3.2
which can be seen as an analogue of Theorem[3.1lfor quasi-pairings. Unlike the case of
pairings, the irreducibility of the quasi-pairing () of V' is not a sufficient condition for
the tournament Inv(V, @Q)) to be indecomposable. Some additional conditions are then
required to ensure the indecomposability of Inv(V, Q) (see Corollary[3.3). In a more
general setting, these conditions are provided by a second analogue of Theorem
(see Theorem[3.3), which is a characterization of indecomposable tournaments obtained
from transitive ones by reversing partial quasi-pairings.

The original motivation behind our work was to characterize indecomposable tour-
naments with minimum Slater index. (The Slater index of a tournament is the minimum
number of arcs that must be reversed to make it transitive.) This was a question posed
by A. Boussairi during the second author’s thesis defense in July 2021. In fact, the
indecomposable tournaments with minimum Slater index are obtained from transitive
tournaments by reversing some specific irreducible partial pairings or quasi-pairings.
They consequently form a subfamily of the family of indecomposable tournaments
characterized by Theorems and[33] A complete description of these tournaments
will soon be provided in a forthcoming paper.

2. Basic definitions and preliminaries

2.1. Tournaments and indecomposability

A tournament T = (V(T), A(T')) consists of a finite set V' (T") of vertices together
with a set A(T) of ordered pairs of distinct vertices, called arcs, such that for every
x+yeV(T), (x,y) € A(T) if and only if (y,z) ¢ A(T). Given a tournament T,
the subtournament of T induced by a subset X of V(T) is the tournament T[X ] :=



(X,A(T)n (X x X)). For X ¢ V(T), the subtournament T[V (T) ~» X] is also
denoted by T — X, and by T'— x when X is the singleton {z}. Two tournaments T’
and T" are isomorphic if there exists an isomorphism from T onto T”, i.e., a bijection f
from V' (T') onto V (T") such that for every z + y € V(T'), (z,y) € A(T) if and only if
(f(x), f(y)) € A(T"). The paper is based on two specific types of tournaments: total
orders and indecomposable tournaments.

A total order is a transitive tournament, that is, a tournament 7" such that for every
x,y,z € V(T),if (z,y) € A(T) and (y, z) € A(T), then (z,z) € A(T). We identify
a transitive tournament 7' with the set V(T") totally ordered as follows: for every
x,y € V(T), x <y when (z,y) € A(T). Given a totally ordered set VV, when the total
ordering < on V is implicitly understood, the total order (V, {(z,y) € V xV 1z < y})
is denoted by V.. Moreover, V and V are often used interchangeably. Since we only
consider finite structures, we may assume that V' is a subset of N totally ordered by the
natural order on integers. When V' = {0,...,n — 1} for some positive integer n, the
total order V' is simply denoted by n.

The notion of indecomposability relies on that of a module. The notion of module
generalizes to all tournaments the usual notion of interval in a total order. Recall that
an interval of a totally ordered set V' is a subset I of V' such that every element v in
V'~ I is greater than all the elements of I or smaller than all of them. Analogously, we
define a module of a tournament 7" to be a subset M of V' (T") such that for every vertex
vin V(T) N M, we have {v} x M ¢ A(T) or M x {v} € A(T). Observe that the
notions of module and interval clearly coincide for total orders. The notion of module
generalizes also to other combinatorial structures such as graphs and digraphs [14],
binary relational structures [[19], 2-structures [[L0], and hypergraphs [7]. It appears in
the literature under various names such as interval [[14], convex subset [[11]], partitive
subset [22], autonomous set [8], clan [[10], and, of course, module [9].

We now come to the notion of indecomposability. Let T' be a tournament. The
empty set &, the entire vertex set V(T'), and its singleton subsets are clearly modules
of T, called trivial modules. The tournament 7" is indecomposable [22] (or prime [9] or
primitive [10] or simple [11]) if all its modules are trivial; otherwise it is decomposable.
Let us consider tournaments with small sizes as examples.

Us Ws

Figure 1: The indecomposable tournaments on five vertices (missing arcs are oriented from higher to lower).



The tournaments of sizes at most 2 are clearly indecomposable. The 3-vertex
tournaments are, up to isomorphism, the total order 3, which is decomposable, and
the 3-cycle Cs5 := ({0,1,2},{(0,1),(1,2),(2,0)}), which is indecomposable. Up to
isomorphism, there are exactly four 4-vertex tournaments, all of them are decomposable
(see e.g., [[L7]). There are exactly twelve nonisomorphic 5-vertex tournaments, exactly
three of them (75, Us, and Ws; see Figure [I) are indecomposable (see e.g., [4]). For
sizes at least 5, it is well-known that there exist indecomposable n-vertex tournaments
for every n > 5 (see e.g., [2]). In fact, ErdGs et al. [11] proved that almost all
tournaments are indecomposable. However, the total orders of sizes at least 3 are all
decomposable.

2.2. Reversing arcs, pairings and quasi-pairings

Let T" be a tournament and let P be a subset of (‘2/) We denote by Inv (T, P) the
tournament obtained from T by reversing P, i.e., by reversing the arcs (xz,y) € A(T)
such that {«,y} € P. Thus, Inv(T, P) is the tournament defined on V(T") by A(T) n
A(Inv(T, P)) = {(z,y) € A(T) : {z,y} ¢ P}. For example, the dual tournament
of T is the tournament 7* := Inv (T, ({")). Note that (Inv(T, P))* = Inv(T*, P).
Moreover T" and T have the same modules; in particular 7" is indecomposable if and
only if 7 is. These remarks justify that in certain proofs, one may interchange a
tournament with its dual.

In this paper, we principally consider tournaments obtained from total orders by
reversing pairings or quasi-pairings. The indecomposability of such tournaments is
closely related to the irreducibility of the associated pairings or quasi-pairings. Given
a totally ordered set V, a partition of V' (or of V) is irreducible 1, 6] (or connected
[[16]) if no nontrivial interval of V' is a union of blocks; otherwise it is reducible. The
partitions we need are primarily pairings, i.e., partitions whose blocks have size 2. An
irreducible pairing [20,121] is then an irreducible partition whose blocks are unordered
pairs. The study of irreducible pairings goes back at least to the 1950s. It seems
that Touchard [23, [24] was the first author to consider and study these configurations,
which he called proper systems. This name is no longer used, but the notion has been
reconsidered by several authors under other names such as irreducible pairings [20, 21],
irreducible diagrams [15], and linked diagrams [1,[18]. Given a set V' (of even or odd
size), a pairing of a subset (of even size) of V' is also called a partial paring of V. There
is a natural one-to-one correspondence between partial pairings of V' and involutions
without fixed points of subsets (of even sizes) of V. To every partial pairing P, there
corresponds the involution without fixed points of UP, which we denote by ¢ p, defined
by ip(B) = B for every block B € P.

We introduce the notion of quasi-pairing as the analogue of that of pairing for sets
of odd sizes. Let W be a set of size 2n + 1 with n > 1. A quasi-pairing of W is a
cover of W by a family of n + 1 unordered pairs of W, i.e., a subset () of (V;) such
that |Q| = n + 1 and uQ = W. When W is a subset of a set V (of odd or even size), a
quasi-pairing of W is also called a partial quasi-pairing of V. We use the following
mode of irreducibility for quasi-pairings (see Notation 2.2)).

Notation 2.1. Let () be a partial quasi-pairing of a totally ordered set V' (of size at least
3). We denote by 9, v, and v, the unique elements of UQ such that {dg, vy} € @,
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{9q,vH} € Q, and vy < v). Moreover, the 3-element set {0, vg, v, } is denoted by
Bo.

Notation 2.2. Let () be a quasi-pairing of a totally ordered set V' of odd size at least
3. We denote by Qpart the partition of V' obtained from @) by merging {0g, vé} and
{0q,v5}, that is, Qpart = (Q N {{0q,vg}, {0g,v5}}) U {Bg} (see Notation 2.1).
The quasi-pairing Q) is irreducible if the partition ()par¢ is irreducible; otherwise it is
reducible. 'We also use the following notation. Given = € V, we denote by ¢g(x)
the vertex subset {y € U@ : {z,y} € Q}. So 1q(9q) = {vg,v5H}, and for every
z € (UQ) N {Dg}, we have |tg (x)| = 1 and the element of 1 () is denoted by ig(z).

2.3. Co-modules and transversals

The notions of co-module and A-decomposition were introduced in [3] as follows.
Given a tournament 7', a co-module of T is a subset M of V(T') such that M or
V(T) \ M is a nontrivial module of T'. A co-module of T" is minimal if it does not
contain any other co-module. We denote by mc(7") the family of minimal co-modules
of T'. For example, for every integer n > 3, we have

me(n) = {{0}, {n-1}}u{{i,i+1}:1<i<n-3}. 2.1)

A co-modular decomposition of the tournament 7" is a set of pairwise disjoint co-
modules of T'. A A-decomposition of T is a co-modular decomposition of 7" which is
of maximum size. Such a size is called the co-modular index of T', and is denoted by
A(T). The first two authors [3] showed that for every integer n > 3, we have

A(ﬂ):[n+1].

2.2)

Note that we need the notions of co-module and A-decomposition only in the particular
case of total orders, instead of general tournaments.

Given a set family 7, a transversal of F is any set R that intersects each element
of F, that is, such that F'n R # & for every F' € F.

Fact 2.1. Let V be a finite totally ordered set, and let P be a subset of (‘2/) If the
tournament Inv(V , P) is indecomposable, then UP is a transversal of the family of all
co-modules of V, and hence a transversal of mc(V).

Proof. We may assume V' = [0,n — 1] and V = n, where n is a positive integer. Let M
be a co-module of n. If (UP) N M = @, then M is still a co-module of Inv(n, P), and
hence Inv(n, P) is decomposable. Therefore, UP is a transversal of mc(V). O

3. Presentation of main results

Our first result, as presented in Theorem 3.1 provides a characterization of inde-
composable tournaments obtained from total orders by reversing (partial) pairings.

Theorem 3.1. Let V be a finite totally ordered set such that |V'| > 5, and let P be a
partial pairing of V. The following assertions are equivalent.



1. The tournament Inv(V , P) is indecomposable.
2. The partial pairing P of V is an irreducible pairing of a transversal of mc(V).

For example, the indecomposable tournaments obtained from the total orders 5 and
6 by reversing (partial) pairings are shown in Figure 2l

Figure 2: Indecomposable tournaments obtained from 5 and 6 by reversing a partial pairing (missing arcs
are oriented from higher to lower).

The following corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem[3.1] It can be viewed as
a novel interpretation of irreducible pairings in terms of indecomposable tournaments.

Corollary 3.1. Let V be a finite totally ordered set (with even size) such that [V| > 6,
and let P be a pairing of V. The following assertions are equivalent.

1. The pairing P is irreducible.
2. The tournament Inv(V, P) is indecomposable.

We now provide two analogues of Theorem[3.Ilfor quasi-pairings (see Theorems[3.2]
and[3.3).



Theorem 3.2. Let V be a finite totally ordered set such that |V'| > 6, and let Q be a
partial quasi-pairing of V. Consider the tournament T := Inv(V, Q). The following
two assertions are equivalent.

1. The partial quasi-pairing QQ of V is an irreducible quasi-pairing of a transversal

of me(V).
2. At least one of the tournaments T, T — Vg, or T - vé is indecomposable.
Moreover, the second assertion still implies the first one when |V| = 5.

The following corollary, a direct consequence of Theorem [3.2] characterizes irre-
ducible quasi-pairings in terms of indecomposable tournaments.

Corollary 3.2. Let V be a finite totally ordered set with odd size such that |V| > 7.
Consider a quasi-pairing Q of V, and consider the tournament T := Inv(V, Q). The
following two assertions are equivalent.

1. The quasi-pairing Q is irreducible.
2. At least one of the tournaments T, T — vy, or T - vé is indecomposable.

The first condition of Theorem [3.2]is a necessary but not sufficient condition for
the tournament 7" to be indecomposable. We therefore need some additional conditions
to guarantee the indecomposability of 7'. The next theorem provides these conditions
optimally. It then characterizes indecomposable tournaments obtained from total orders
by reversing (partial) quasi-pairings.

Theorem 3.3. Let V be a finite totally ordered set such that |V'| = n with n > 5, and let
Q be a partial quasi-pairing of V. We may assume V = [0,n—1] andV = n. Consider
the tournament T := Inv(n, Q). The tournament T is indecomposable if and only if the
following conditions are satisfied.

(C1) The partial quasi-pairing Q of n is an irreducible quasi-pairing of a transversal
of me(n).

(C2) vH 2vg +2.
(C3) GivenveV(n), if {{viv+2},{v+1,v+3}} cQ, then dg € {v,v +3}.

(C4) GivenveV(n), if{v,v+1}€Q, thenig € {v,v+1} and {dg—-1,99+1} cuQ
(in particular 9g ¢ {0,n—1}).

For example, the indecomposable tournaments obtained from 5 by reversing (partial)
quasi-pairings are shown in Figure[3] where the tournaments W are isomorphic to Wi,
and the tournaments Ug are isomorphic to Us (see Figure[T).

The following corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem [3.3]

Corollary 3.3. Let V be a finite totally ordered set with odd size such that |V | = n with
n > 5, and let Q be a quasi-pairing of V. We may assume V = [0,n - 1] and V = n.
Consider the tournament T := Inv(n, Q). The tournament T is indecomposable if and
only if the following conditions are satisfied.



1. The quasi-pairing Q of n is irreducible.

2. v 2 +2

3. GivenveV(n), if {{v,v+2},{v+1,v+3}} €Q, then ig € {v,v + 3}.
4. Givenv eV (n), if {v,v+1}€Q, then tg € {v,v+1}~{0,n—1}.

The remainder of the paper consists of proofs of Theorems[3.1H3.3
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Figure 3: Indecomposable tournaments obtained from 5 by reversing a partial quasi-pairing (missing arcs
are oriented from higher to lower).

4. Proofs of Theorems [3.1H3.3|

We first introduce some practical notations. Given two nonnegative integers p
and ¢, we denote by [p,q], [p,ql, |p,q], and ]p,q[ the intervals of N defined as

follows: [p,qf == {i e N: p <i<q}: [p,ql:= [p,al ~ {q}: Ip.q] := [p.a] ~ {p}: and
Ip, al:= [p,q] ~ {p, ¢} The next notations are practical when dealing with modules.

Convention. Let T be a tournament. For X ¢ V(T), X denotes V(T) \ X.



Given a tournament 7', we also denote by 7" the function
T o2 V(D)) — {0,1}
1 if (2,y) € A(T),

x, —> TZC, =
(z,9) (.9) {0 if (x,y) ¢ A(T),

where [V (T)]? = (V(T)xV(T))~{(x,z) : 2 € V(T)}. Moreover, given X ¢ V(T)

and v € X, the notation T'(v, X ) = 4, where i € {0, 1}, signifies that T(v,z) =i for

every x € X. The subset X is then a module of 7" if and only if for every v € X, there
is i € {0,1} such that T'(v, X') =1.

Proof of Theorem[31l We may assume V = [0,n — 1] and V = n, where n > 5. Let
T and X denote Inv(n, P) and UP, respectively. Recall that P is a pairing of X. To
begin, suppose that the tournament T" is indecomposable. By Fact2.1] X is a transversal
of mc(n). Suppose for a contradiction that the pairing P of X is reducible. There exists
R g P such that UR is a nontrivial interval of X. Set M := [min(UR), max(UR)]. If
there exists z in M n (U(P \ R)), then z € X \ (UR) and min(UR) < x < max(UR),
which contradicts that UR is an interval of X. Therefore u(P \ R) ¢ M. Since

Rc (1\24), it follows that P ¢ (g) U (I;{) and hence M is a module of T". Moreover,

|M| > 2 because | U R| > 2, and [M]| > 2 because U(P \ R) ¢ M and |u (P \ R)| > 2.
Therefore, the module M of T is nontrivial, contradicting that 7" is indecomposable.
So the second assertion holds.

Conversely, suppose that the tournament 7" is decomposable. Suppose that

X is a transversal of mc(n) (see (Z10)). 4.1

We have to prove that the pairing P of X is reducible. Since A(n) = [”T”] > 3 (see
@©.2)), and since | X| is even because P is a pairing, it follows from that | X| > 4.
Now consider a nontrivial module M of T, and let m~ and m* denote min(M) and
max (M), respectively. We distinguish the following two cases.

First suppose [m~,m*] = V, thatis, m~ = 0 and m* = n — 1. In this instance, for
every x € M, we have T'(x,0) = T'(z,n - 1) because M is a module of 7', and hence
x e X and ip(z) € {0,n—1}. Therefore M < X and, by the definition of a pairing,
|M| < 2 and hence [M]| = 1 or 2 because the module M is nontrivial. Pick = € M.
Since ip(x) = 0 or n — 1, then by interchanging n and n*, we may assume ip(x) = 0.
If 2 = 1, then the pairing P is reducible because the block {0,1} of P would be an
interval of X, which is nontrivial because |X| > 4. Now suppose = > 2. If there is
a vertex v in 0, z[nM, we get T'(z,v) = 0 # T'(x,0) = 1, contradicting that M is a
module of T'. Therefore [1,z] € M. Since z > 2 and [M]| < 2, it follows that x = 2
and M = {1,2}. So T(1,0) = T(1,n - 1) because M is a module of 7. Therefore,
ip(1) = 0 or n — 1, and since ip(2) = 0, we obtain ip(1) = n— 1. Now we have
{0,2} e Pand {1,n—1} € P. Since V'~ {0,1,2,n -1} = [3,n — 2], it follows that the
interval [3,n — 2] n X of X is a (possibly empty at this stage) union of blocks of P.
Therefore, if [3,n — 2] N X is nonempty, it is a nontrivial interval of X and hence P
is reducible. To conclude, we prove that [3,n — 2] n X is actually nonempty. Suppose




for a contradiction that [3,n — 2] n X = @. In this instance, it follows from .1} that
[[3,n —2]| = 1, that is, n = 5. Since {0,2} € P and {1,n — 1} € P, it follows that
P ={{0,2},{1,4}}and hence T = Inv(5,{{0,2},{1,4}}) = W; (see Figure[I). Thus
T is indecomposable, a contradiction.

Second suppose [m~,m*] ¢ V. In this instance, since m~ < m* and {0,n - 1} N
[m~-,m*] # @, then by @), the interval J := [m~,m*] n X of X is a nonempty and
proper subset of X. We will prove that J is a union of blocks of P. Since J is a
nonempty and proper subset of X, this implies that the interval J of X is nontrivial,
and hence the pairing P is reducible, which completes the proof. So Suppose for a
contradiction that .J is not a union of blocks of P. There exist = € .J and y € .J such that
{x,y} € P. Since y € X because {x,y} € P and since y € .J, we have y € [m~, m*].
Ifx e {m~,m"}, then T(y,m") # T(y,m*), which contradicts that M is a module of
T. Therefore x € [m™ + 1,m* - 1]. In this instance, T'(z,m~) + T'(x,m™). Since M
is amodule of T and {m~,m*} ¢ M, it follows that x € M. But T'(y,z) + T(y,m").
Since y € M and {x,m~} ¢ M, this again contradicts that M is a module of 7. O

Proof of Theorem[3.2] We may assume V = [[0,n — 1] and V= n, where n > 5. Recall
that @ is a quasi-pairing of X := u@). To begin, suppose that the first assertion does not
hold. We have to prove that the tournaments 7', T—vé, and T'- v}, are all decomposable.

First suppose that X is not a transversal of mc(n). By Fact[2.1] the tournament T’
is decomposable. To show that T' - v and T' - va are also decomposable, consider
C € mc(n) such that C'n X = @. Let v = vg or vf,. Since v € X, we have v ¢ C.
Therefore, C'is a co-module of n—wv (see (2.1)). Since T'-v = Inv(n—-v, @~ {{0g,v}})
and u(Q~{{9g,v}})is notatransversal of mc(n—v) because Cn(u(Q~{{vg,v}}) =
Cn (X~ {v}) = @, it follows from Fact2.Tlthat T - v is decomposable.

Second suppose that the quasi-pairing () of X is reducible. In this instance,
there exists R ¢ Qpart such that UR is a nontrivial interval of X. Set M :=
[min(UR), max(UR)]. If there is x in M n (U(Q \ R)), then x € X \ (UR) and
min(UR) < z < max(UR), which contradicts that UR is an interval of X. Therefore

U(Q\R)c M. Since R ¢ (Aj), it follows that @) ¢ (I;{)U (I;{) and hence M is a module
of T. Moreover, | M| > 2 because | U R| > 2, and [M| > 2 because U(Q \ R) € M and
|u (@~ R)| > 2. Therefore, the module M of T is nontrivial, and hence the tournament
T'is decomposable. Since M is a module of 7', then M ~ {vg} and M ~ {v};} are
modules of T — Vg and T — UZQ, respectively. Moreover, since 2 < |[M| < n -2, and
|M| > 3 if Bq € R, then the respective modules M \ {vg} and M \ {v5} of T - vy
and T — va are nontrivial. Therefore, the tournaments 7" — vg and T — va are also
decomposable.

Conversely, suppose that the quasi-pairing ) of X is irreducible and that X is a
transversal of mc(n), where n > 6. Suppose that the tournament 7" is decomposable.
We have to prove that ' - vg or T' - 05 is indecomposable. We have | X| > 4 because
X is a transversal of mc(n) and A(n) = ["T”] > 4 (see[2.2). Since | X| is odd because
X = uQ and @ is a quasi-pairing, it follows that | X| > 5. Now let M be a nontrivial
module of T', and let m~ and m™* denote min(M) and max (M), respectively. First
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note that since X is a transversal of mc(n) and {{0},{n —1}} € mc(n) (see Z.1D),
if [m~,m*] ¢ [0,n - 1], then X n[m~,m*] # @. 4.2)

Given o € M n [m~,m*], we have n(a,m”) #n(a,m"),and T'(a, m™) =T (a,m")
because M is a module of T'. It follows that M n [m~,m*] ¢ X and

[{{a,m },{a,m*}} nQ| =1 forevery a € M n [m~,m"]. 4.3)

Claim 1. For every a € M n [m~,m"] and B € 1g(a) n M, we have
Jmin(e, 8), max(«, 8)["M = @.

Proof of Claim[ll Let a € M n [m~,m"*] and let B € 1g(a) N M. By interchanging
n and n*, we may assume « < 3. We have to prove that o, S[nM = @. Since
{a, 8} € Q and for every x €]a, B[nM, we have n(«, 3) = n(«o,x), and T(a, 8) =
T(c,x) because M is a module of T', we obtain [, 3] N M < 1g(«). Suppose for
a contradiction that Jo, S[nM # @. Since Ja, 5l n M < 1g(e) and [vo(a)| < 2,
it follows that [Jo, S[nM| = 1 and hence () = {x, 3}, where x is the (unique)
element of Ja, B[NM. It follows from @3) that m* € {z, 3}. Since z < 8 ¢ M and
m* =max(M ), weobtain 3 =m". Thusdg = a, vg = x,v5 =m",and Jog, v, [NM =
{vg}- If B is aninterval of X, thenssince | Bg| = 3and | X| > 5, the interval Bq of X is
nontrivial, which contradicts that the quasi-pairing () of X is irreducible. Therefore, Bg
is not an interval of X. Since Jog,v,[nM = {vg}, it follows that Jog, vy, [nM # @.
Therefore, since m* = va, then by (@3) and by the definition of a quasi-pairing,
[m~,m*]nM = {ig,y} for some y €]ig, m*[. Moreover {y,m™} € Q. If there exists
zin [m~,0q[nM, we get T'(y,z) = 0 # T'(y,m") = 1, which contradicts that M is a
module of T'. Therefore [m™~, 9q] N M = @, and since [og, m" [nM = {vg }, we obtain
[m=,m*[nM = {vg}. Thus [m~,m"[n M = {m~,vg,v5H} and [m~,m"] nM =
{9q,y}, and hence [m~,m*] = {m~,y,9q,vg,v5}. Thus, [m~,m"] is the union
of the blocks Bg and {y,m™} of Qpar, and hence [m~,m*] ¢ X. It follows that
[m~,m*] is an interval of X. Moreover, since |[[m~,m*]| = 5 and n > 6, it follows
from @.2) that [m~,m*] ¢ X. Therefore, the interval [m~,m*] of X is nontrivial.
Since [m~, m*] is a union of blocks of Qpart, this contradicts that the quasi-pairing @
of X is irreducible, and completes the proof of the claim. o

Now suppose for a contradiction that M n [m~,m*]| > 3. Since |to(m™)|+
leg(m™)| > [M n[m~,m*]| by @3), and |tq(m™)| + [tg(m™)| < 3 by the definition
of a quasi-pairing, we obtain [M n [m~,m*]| = 3. Again by @3), o9 € {m~,m"*}
and {vg,vH} € Mn]m™, m*[. By interchanging n and n*, we may assume 9¢ = m”.

Now let o be the (unique) element of ([rn~,m*] n M) ~ {vg,v5}. Since i = m”
and o € ([m~,m*] n M) ~ {vg,v5 1, it follows from @.3) that {a,m*} € Q. If
a > vg, then [[m’,vé[[nﬁ = {vg}, and since Jm~,v5] N M = @ by Claim [I, we
obtain Bg = [m~,v5] and hence By, is a nontrivial interval of X, which contradicts

that the quasi-pairing @ of X is irreducible. Therefore o €]m™, v [nM. Since
[m= vl n M = [a,m*[nM = @ by Claim [l it follows that Jm~, m*[nM = @.
Thus [m~, m*] equals {0g, «, V9,V m™}, which is the union of the blocks B¢ and

11



{a,m*} of Qpari, and hence [m~,m*] is an interval of X. Moreover, by (£.2), the
interval [m~, m*] of X is nontrivial. This contradicts that the quasi-pairing Q of X is
irreducible. Therefore,

|Mn[m™,m"]| <2 4.4)

We now distinguish the following two cases. First suppose m~ =0and m* =n - 1.
Since M ¢ [0,n — 1], [M| = 1 or 2 by @4). Suppose for a contradiction that [M] = 2.
Set M := {a, B} with a < B. If 1o(0) = {a, B} (resp. tq(n—1) = {«,3}), then
by Claim [I [0,5] = Bg (resp. [a,n —1] = Bg). Since |X| > 5, this implies
that Bg is a nontrivial interval of X, which contradicts that the quasi-pairing () of
X is irreducible. Therefore 1o (0) # {«, 8} and to(n - 1) # {@, 8}. Then by @.3),
{{0,a}, {n-1,8}} € Qor {{0, 8}, {n-1,a}} € Q. 1t {{0, B}, {n-1,a}} € Q, thenby
Claim [1 [0,n-1] = {0,n—1, «, 8}, contradicting n > 6. So {{0,a},{n-1,8}} c Q.
It follows from Claim [lthat « = 1 and 8 = n — 2. Since {{0,1},{n-2,n-1}} cQ,
then by the definition of a quasi-pairing, {0,1} or {n —2,n — 1} is a block of Qpart.
and hence a nontrivial interval of X. This again contradicts that the quasi-pairing @)
of X is irreducible. Therefore [M| = 1. Denote by « the (unique) element of M. By
@3), we have {0,a} € Q or {n - 1,a} € Q. By interchanging n and n*, we may
assume {0,a} € Q. It follows from Claim [T that o = 1, and hence M = {1}. Since
{0,1} € Q and M = [0,n — 1] \ {1} is a module of T', we obtain (1) = {0}. Since
@ is irreducible, it follows that ¢ (0) = {1, 8} for some § € [3,n — 1]. Thus 0¢g =0,
vg =1, and vé = f3. Suppose to the contrary that the tournament 7" - vy, which is
T -1, is decomposable. We have T'— 1 = Inv(n - 1, P), where P := Q \ {{0,1}}.
Since X is a transversal of mc(n) and me(n — 1) = me(n) ~ {{1,2}} € me(n), then
X \ {1}, which is UP, is also a transversal of mc(n — 1). It follows from Theorem[3.1]
that the pairing P of X -1 is reducible. So there exists R ¢ P such that UR is a
nontrivial interval of X — 1. If {0,v4} ¢ R, then UR € [2,n - 1] and hence UR is
also a nontrivial interval of X, which contradicts that () is irreducible because in this
instance R ¢ Qpare. If {0,v5} € R, then (X \ {1}) n [0,v{] € UR and consequently
(UR)u{1}, whichis U((R\{{0,v5}})u{Bq}) and hence a union of blocks of Qpart,
is a nontrivial interval of X, which again contradicts the irreducibility of ). Therefore
T’ - v, is indecomposable.

Second suppose [m~,m*] ¢ [0,n — 1]. We distinguish two cases. To begin,
suppose that there exist « € M and y € [rn~, m*] such that {«,y} € Q. In this instance,
{{y,2} : z € M} ¢ Q because M is a module of 7. It follows from the definition
of a quasi-pairing that M = {m~,m*}. Moreover, m* = m~ + 1 (see (@3)). Thus
0Q =y, vg =m~, and UZ) =m~ + 1. We now prove that the tournament 7" — v, is
indecomposable. Since T'-vg, = Inv(n-vg, P) where P := @~ {{9q,vg } }, and since
Pisapairing of X \ {vg, }, then by Theorem[3.11 it suffices to prove that (1) X ~ {vg } is
a transversal of mc(n — v(:?), and (2) the pairing P of X — vg is irreducible. For (1), let
C eme(n - vg). If C € me(n), then X nC' # @ because X is a transversal of mc(n),
and since v, ¢ C'because C € mc.(gl—vg?), we qbtain (X~ {vg})nC # @. Now suppose
C e me(n - vg) ~ me(n). In this instance, either vy = 0 and C = {vg + 1} = {v5},
orvg € [2,n - 3] and C = {vg - 1,v5 + 1} = {vg — 1,v5}. In both instances, we
have v, € C, and since v}, € X \ {vg}, we obtain (X  {vg}) nC # @. Therefore
(1) holds. Now suppose for a contradiction that (2) does not hold. There exists R ¢ P
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such that UR is a nontrivial interval of X —vg. If {9g,v5} ¢ R, then UR € [0,v5]
or UR g]}va, n — 1], and hence UR is also a nontrivial interval of X, which contradicts
that @ is irreducible because in this instance R ¢ Qpare. If {0g,v5H} € R, then
(X ~{vg}) n[min(Bg), max(Bq)] € UR and consequently (UR) U {vg, }, which is
U((R~ {{iq,v5}}) u{Bgq}) and hence a union of blocks of Qpart, is a nontrivial
interval of X, which again contradicts the irreducibility of ). Therefore (2) holds.

To finish, suppose that

Qn{{u,v}:ueMandve][m ,m*]}=a. 4.5)
We first show that
there exist x € M n [m~,m*] and y € [m~, m*] such that {z,y} € Q. (4.6)

Suppose not. In this instance, [m~,m*] n X is a union of blocks of Qpari. Since
[m-,m*]n X = @ (see @2)), and [m~,m*] n X # @ because X is a transversal of
mc(n), it follows that the interval [m™,m*] n X of X, which is a union of blocks
of Qpart, is nontrivial. This contradicts that the quasi-pairing ) of X is irreducible.
Therefore (.6) holds. By interchanging n and n*, we may assume tq(z) = {m*,y}
(see @3)). Thus

0g =z and {vg,vH} = {m",y}. 4.7

By Claim [1I we have [z,m"[nM = @. Moreover [Jz,m*] n M| < 1 (see (&4)).
Consequently,

lz,m*[= @, or Jz,m*[= {z} and 1o (2) = {m "} for some z € M (see @3)). (4.8)

We now prove that
[m™,z[= @, thatis, z =m~ + 1. (4.9)

Suppose not. We distinguish two cases. First suppose Jm™,z[nM # @. Since
x € [m~,m*] n M, so by @), [m~,x[nM is a singleton {m}. By @3) and @7),
{m~,m} € Qpart. It follows from Claim [Tl that m = m~ + 1, and hence {m~,m™ + 1}
is a nontrivial interval of X. Since {m~,m™ + 1} € Qpar, this contradicts that @ is
irreducible. Second, suppose [m ™, z[nM = @ and hence [m~, z[nM # @. Som™ +1 ¢
M. Suppose to the contrary that [z, m* [+ @. It follows from (.8) that Jx, m*[= {z}
and 1o(z) = {m~} for some z € M. Thus T(z,m”) =1 # T(z,m™ +1) = 0,
contradicting that M is a module of 7. So ]z, m*[= @. Therefore, it follows from
@.3) and @) that [m~,z[nX is a union of blocks of Qpart. Moreover, this union
is nonempty because X is a transversal of mc(n) and [m~, «[ is a nontrivial interval
of n. Thus, the interval [m~, 2[nX of X is nontrivial. Since this interval is a union
of blocks of Qpart, this contradicts the irreducibility of ). Therefore @.9) holds. It

follows from (@.3), @7, (&.38), and (@9) that

Im=,m*[={vg}, 9o eM, 1o(bg) ={m*,y}, andm™ ¢ X;
or (4.10)
[m™,m*[= {iq, 2}, bg <z €M, 1g(dq) = {m*,y}, and {z,m "} € Q.
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We will now prove that the tournament 7' — m* is indecomposable, which completes
the proof because m™ = vg or v5. Since T —m* = Inv(n - m*, P) where P :=
Q~{{m*,0¢g}}, and since P is a pairing of X \ {m™}, then by Theorem[3.1 it suffices
to prove that (1) X \{m*} is atransversal of mc(n—m™"), and (2) the pairing P of X-m™*
is irreducible. To begin, let C' € mc(n —m™). If C' € mc(n), then X n C # & because
X is a transversal of mc(n), and since m* ¢ C because C' € mc(n — m*), we obtain
(X ~{m*})nC # @. Now suppose C' € mc(n—m*) \ mec(n). In this instance, either
m*=n—-landC={m* -1} ={n-2},orm* € [3,n-3]and C = {m* -1,m* +1}.
In both instances, we have m* — 1 € C, and since m* -1 ¢ X \ {m*} by @I0), we
obtain (X \ {m*})nC # @. Therefore (1) holds. Now suppose for a contradiction
that (2) does not hold. So there exists R ¢ P such that UR is a nontrivial interval of
X —m™*. First suppose {0g,y} ¢ R. In this instance, we have R ¢ Qpari. Moreover,
since 0¢ ¢ UR, it follows from (@.I0) that UR ¢ [0, 0g[ or UR S]m*, n — 1], and hence
UR remains a nontrivial interval in X. This contradicts that () is irreducible. Second
suppose {0¢g,y} € R. In this instance, by using @.10), it is straightforward to verify
that (X ~ {m*}) n [min(Bg), max(Bg)] € UR, and hence (UR) u {m"}, which is
U((R~ {{0g,y}}) u{Bg}), is a nontrivial interval of X. Since (UR)u {m*}isa
union of blocks of Qpayt, this again contradicts that () is irreducible. Therefore (2)
holds. O

Proof of Theorem[3.3] First suppose that Conditions (C1)—(C4) are not all satisfied.
We have to prove that 7" is decomposable. If Condition (C1) is not satisfied, then 7 is
decomposable by Theorem[3.2] If Condition (C2) is not satisfied, that is, vé =vg+1,
then {vé,vgg} is a nontrivial module of 7', and hence 7' is decomposable. Now
suppose that Condition (C3) is not satisfied, that is, there exists v € V such that
{{v,v+2},{v+1,0+3}} ¢ Q and 0¢g ¢ {v,v +3}. In this instance, {v,v + 3}
is a nontrivial module of 7', and hence 7" is decomposable. Finally, suppose that
Condition (C4) is not satisfied. In this instance, there exists v € V such that {v,v+1} €
Q. Moreover, 0¢g ¢ {v,v+ 1} or {0g — 1,009 + 1} € UQ. If 0g ¢ {v,v + 1}, then
{v,v + 1} is a nontrivial module of T and hence T is decomposable. Now suppose
0g € {v,v + 1}. In this instance {0¢g — 1,0¢ + 1} ¢ UQ. By interchanging n and n*,
we may assume 9g — 1 ¢ UQ. Since 0¢g € {v,v + 1} and {v,v + 1} € Q, it follows
that 0 = v. First suppose 0 = v = 0. In this instance {0,1} € Q). Since 9g * 1, it
follows that 7'(1,V ~ {1}) = 1 and hence V' \ {1} is a nontrivial module of 7. Thus
T is decomposable. Second suppose 0 = v # 0. In this instance, {v - 1,v+ 1} is a
nontrivial module of 7', so T" is decomposable.

Conversely, suppose that Conditions (C1)—(C4) are satisfied. We have to prove
that the tournament 7" is indecomposable. For n = 5, T'is indecomposable as one of the
eleven indecomposable tournaments shown in Figure 3l Now suppose n > 6. Suppose
to the contrary that T is decomposable. Since () is an irreducible quasi-pairing of the
transversal UQ of me(n) (see Condition (C1)), it follows from Theorem[3.2that 7'~ v,
or T' - v, is indecomposable. By interchanging n and n*, we may assume that 7' - vg,
is indecomposable. Let M be a nontrivial module of 7'. We distinguish the following
two cases.

First suppose v, ¢ M. In this instance, M is also a module of T'—vg,. Since T'— v
is indecomposable and [M| > 2, it follows that M = V(T - vg) = [0,n - 1]~ {vg}.
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Since v € M, vy ¢ M, and T(.vé,vé) .:.1, this yields T'(vg, M) = 1 and hence
g = 0 and v, = 1, which contradicts Condition (C4).

Second suppose v, € M. Since M \ {vg} is a module of T - v and T' - v, is
indecomposable, the module M ~ {vg} of 7'~ vy, is trivial. Since 2 < [M]<n -1
because M is a nontrivial module of 7', it follows that [M ~ {vg}| = 1 and hence
M = {vé,u} for+someu e [0, njl]} \{vé}. Recall thatby C_onditign (C2),v5 > vé+1..
So T(vg + 1,v5) = 1 # T'(vg + 1,0g) = 0.. Smce {UQ,U}AIS a modqlelof T, it
follows that u # vé. Suppose for a contradiction that u = 9. In this instance,
T(vé, {)Q)A: T(vHvg) = 0, andﬁhence 0Q > V- Sinc.e vg > vg + {, it follows that
T(vg+1,9g) =1 thT(vQ +1,v5) = 0, which contradicts that {v),7¢} is a module
of T'. Therefore u # 9. Thus

u ¢ {0g,v ) (4.11)

If [ug — u| > 4, then since u # ¢, there exists z €] min(u, vg), max(u, vg )| such that
{z,u} ¢ Q and {7,v5} ¢ Q and hence T'(z,u) # T'(z,vg), which contradicts that
{u,vg} is a module of T'. Therefore [vg — u| < 3. We then distinguish the following
three cases.

* Suppose |vg —u| = 1. In this instance, it follows from @.I) that T'(0q,u) *
T'(0q,vg), which contradicts that {u,vg} is a module of T'.

* Suppose [vg —u| = 2. Let @ := min(u,vg) + 1. If  # 9q, then it follows
from @.I1) that T'(0q, u) # T'(0q,vg), contradicting that {u,vg, } is a module
of T. Now suppose = = 0. In this instance, it follows from Condition (C4)
that u € UQ. Moreover, ig(u) #  because u # v, (see @1d)). It follows that
T(ig(u),u) # T(ig(u),vg), which again contradicts that {u, v} is a module
of T

* Suppose vy —u| = 3. Let x and y be the elements of | min(u, vy, ), max(u, vg)[.
Since {u, vg, } is amodule of 7', so necessarily u € UQ and {ig(u),9q} = {z,y}.
Thus, [u—ig(u)| = lvg —0g| = Lor[u—ig(u)| = [vg —Uq| = 2. The first instance
is not possible due to Condition (C4). The second one is also not possible due
to Condition (C3). O
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