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ORTHOGONALISABILITY OF JOINS OF GRAPHS
RUPERT H. LEVENE, POLONA OBLAK, HELENA SMIGOC

ABSTRACT. A graph is said to be orthogonalisable if the set of real symmet-
ric matrices whose off-diagonal pattern is prescribed by its edges contains an
orthogonal matrix. We determine some necessary and some sufficient condi-
tions on the sizes of the connected components of two graphs for their join to
be orthogonalisable. In some cases, those conditions coincide, and we present
several families of joins of graphs that are orthogonalisable.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let G = (V(G), E(G)) be a simple graph with vertex set V(G) = {1,...,n},
and consider S(G), the set of all real symmetric n x n matrices A = (a;;) such
that, for ¢ # j, a;; # 0 if and only if {7, j} € E(G). There are no restrictions
on the diagonal entries of A. The minimum number of distinct eigenvalues of a
graph

q(G) = min{q(A): A € 5(G)},
where ¢(A) denotes the number of distinct eigenvalues of a square matrix A, is
one of the parameters motivated by Inverse Eigenvalue Problem for Graphs. The
study of ¢(G) was initiated by Leal-Duarte and Johnson in [18], and it has been
broadly studied since then (see e.g. [4, 6, 10, 12, 16, 19]).

Since the diagonal elements of matrices in GG are not restricted, it follows that,
provided G has at least one edge, we have ¢(G) = 2 if and only if S(G) contains
an orthogonal symmetric matrix. For this reason, we say in this case that G
is orthogonalisable. Although there is no general characterisation of orthogonal-
isable graphs, several families of connected orthogonalisable graphs are known
(see, e.g., [4, 5, 8, 13, 14, 17, 19]), and several necessary conditions have been
determined [2, 3, 4, 7]. It is suspected that the complete characterisation of
orthogonalisable graphs is a difficult problem.

The minimum number of distinct eigenvalues of joins of graphs has been inves-
tigated in several works, e.g., [1, 2, 4, 20]. Recall that the join of two graphs G
and H, denoted GV H, is the graph formed by adding all possible edges between
G and H to the disjoint union G U H. It is known that ¢(G V H) = 2 for all
connected graphs G and H such that ||G| — |H|| < 2, [21, Theorem 3.4]; see also
Ahmadi et al. [4, Theorem 5.2] for the case G = H and Monfared and Shader [23,
Theorem 5.2 for |G| = |H|. This implies that there does not exist any set of
forbidden subgraphs of graphs with ¢ = 2. It was shown in [21, Example 3.5]
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that for trees G and H we have ¢(G V H) = 2 if and only if ||G| — |H|| < 2. In
particular, ¢(P,, V P,) > 3 for |[m —n| > 3, where P, is the path on n vertices.
Recently, joins of disconnected graphs were investigated in [2, 3, 20, 21], where
particular attention was given to joins of unions of complete graphs and paths.

1.1. Notation and terminology. We write N = {1,2,3,...} and Ny = {0}UN.
For k € N, we write [k] = {1,2,...,k}. Vectors are written in boldface, and the
ith component of a vector v is written as v;. For integer tuples x € N we write
ux)=[{i€t] 1z =1} and [x] = 32,y xi- U 2; > 341 for all ¢ < ¢, then we say
that x is non-increasing. When necessary, we extend integer tuples by appending
zero parts at the end, and adopt the useful shorthand (k%) := (k, k, ..., k), where
k appears s times. At times will use this notation for subtuples, too, so that, for
example (4,32 1°) = (4,3,3,1,1,1,1,1). We use standard notation for conjugate
partitions: for x € Ni, we set 7 = |{i € [(] : 2; > j}| and x* = (x}). We write
=< for the weak majorisation order on non-increasing integer tuples, defined by
x =y y if and only if 37, @ <37,y i for all k € N. If in addition |x| = |y|,
then we say that y majorises x and write x <y.

The notation e, is used for the jth standard basis vector (whose length will be
clear from the context) with every entry equal to 0 except for its jth entry, which
is 1, and 1, is the vector with s entries, all equal to 1. If r,s € N and § C R,
then 8"** is the set of r X s matrices with entries in §. The transpose of a matrix
X is written as X '. If X = (z;;) and Y = (y;;) are real matrices of equal size
and x;; < y,; for every 4, j, then we write X < Y. The notation v < w for real
vectors v and w of equal size has the same meaning.

The graphs considered in this work are all finite, simple, undirected graphs
with at least one vertex. We say that a graph G is sized by m € N* if G has k
connected components with sizes myq, ..., my, respectively, and a pair of graphs
(G, H) is sized by a pair (m,n) € N¥ x N*if (7 is sized by m and H is sized by n.
Note that ¢(n) is then the number of isolated vertices of H.

1.2. Overview of the main results. In this work, we investigate pairs (m,n) €
N* x N* for which any pair of graphs (G, H) sized by (m, n) satisfies ¢(GV H) = 2.
Our main results are summarized in the following theorem.
Theorem 1.1. Let k < (¢, ¢ = [£/k] and (m,n) € N* x Nt. The following
statements satisfy the implications (i) = (ii) <= (iii) = (iv):
(i) In| = n3 = ng < |m| < [nf +mj, +mj,, m=> (") and
(4
an > kY + max{0, [n| — jm| —nj_y —ny .}
j=1
(i1) ¢(GV H) =2 for all graphs G, H which are sized by (m,n).
(iii) (G V H) =2 for G = U\, P, and H = J;_, P,
() n] —nj —nj < [m| < |n|+m}, +mi, ., m> (), and if k < £, then we
also have

((n) < max{(w — 1k, %(ﬁ - k:)} .
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This theorem will follow from Proposition 3.9, Theorem 3.6, Remark 3.3 and
Corollary 4.2.

We will prove in Corollary 5.1 that when k divides ¢ or £+1, all four statements
in Theorem 1.1 are equivalent, but in general, (ii) does not imply (i) and (iv) does
not imply (ii), see Proposition 4.1. Example 5.4 shows that (ii) and (iv) are also
equivalent for £ = 3 and ¢ = 4.

2. COMPATIBLE MULTIPLICITY MATRICES

Let G be a graph with k& connected components G, ..., G. A matrix V with
non-negative integer entries fits GG if V' has k columns and the ¢th column of V' has
sum |G| for 1 <i < k. We say that V' is a multiplicity matriz for G if there is a
matrix A € S(G) and real numbers A\; < --- < \,, where 7 is the number of rows
of V, such that each matrix entry v; ; is the multiplicity of \; as an eigenvalue of
A;, the submatrix of A corresponding to the connected component G; of G. In
particular, this implies that the jth column of GG is an ordered multiplicity list of
some matrix in S(G;). (The zero entries in the matrix correspond to multiplicity
zero, and are ignored in the corresponding ordered multiplicity list of A;.) By
a 0-1 matrix, we mean a matrix whose entries are all in {0,1}. Monfared and
Shader, [22, Corollary 4.3] and [23, Theorem 4.3], showed that any 0-1 matrix
which fits a graph G is a multiplicity matrix for G.

In [20] the authors defined the notion of compatible multiplicity matrices and
proved that the existence of compatible multiplicity matrices that fit graphs G
and H is necessary for ¢(G vV H) = 2. Given a matrix X with at least 3 rows, we
denote by X the matrix obtained by deleting the first and last rows of X. We
say that matrices V € Nj** and W € Ny** are compatible if r > 3 and

‘71k = ng and VTW € kae.

In other words, the row-sums of V and W agree, and no column of Vis orthogonal
to a column of W.

Theorem 2.1 ([21, Corollaries 3.2 and 3.3)). If there exist compatible 0-1 matrices
that fit graphs G and H, then (G V H) = 2. Moreover, if G and H are unions
of paths, then the converse holds.

Definition 2.2. For r,s € N and r € N}, s € N§, we write A(r,s) for the
set of r x s matrices X € {0,1}"** such that r and s are the row-sum and the

column-sum of X, respectively. That is, X1, =r and X1, =s.
Let k,¢ € N. We define sets

D(k,0) := {(m,n) € N* x N’: there exist s € N, ry, ryy € N5 and
compatible V € A(ry,m) and W € A(rwy,n)}
and
D(k, () := {(m,n) € N* x N’: there exist s € N, r € N{ and
V e A(r,m), W € A(r,n) with V'V € N**¢}.



ORTHOGONALISABILITY OF JOINS OF GRAPHS 4

Remark 2.3. (a) By symmetry, we may restrict attention to these sets in the
case k < /.

(b) We have (m,n) € D(k, () if and only if there exist § € {0, 1,2}F and € €
{0, 1,2} such that (m—8,n—¢) € D(k, (). Indeed, if (m—8,n—e) € D(k, {),
with corresponding matrices V, W, then we can write d as the sum of two 0-1
vectors and extend V' by appending these as a new first and final row, and
similarly extend W using e. These extended matrices show that (m,n) €
D(k, ). Conversely, given compatible V, W showing that (m,n) € D(k, (),
let 8 and € be the sum of the first and final rows of V and W, respectively By
compatibility, we have r := 1y = rW, and since m’ := m — 5 andn' :=n-—¢
are the column sums of V and W respectively, by compatibility m’ and n’
have no zero entries, so (m’,n’) € N* x N¢. Moreover, V € A(r,m’) and
W e A(r,n’), so (m',n’) € D(k, {).

(¢) If (m,n) € 5(kﬁ,£), then |[m| = |n|. Indeed, if V € A(r,m) and W € A(r,n),
then the sums of all entries of V' are given by |r| = |m|, and similarly for
W € A(r,n), so this is immediate from the definition above. The same

conclusion does not necessarily hold for (m,n) € D(k,/); for example, if
(m, n) = ((3,2),(2,2)), then (m,n) € D(2,2) and |m| # [n].

The following results give some sufficient conditions and some necessary con-
ditions for membership in D(k, ) that are motivated by Theorem 2.1, and are
derived by considering the existence of compatible 0-1 matrices.

Lemma 2.4. Let 1 < k < ¢ and s > 1. If (m,n) € D(k, () then for any p € Nk,
q € N with |p| = |q|, we have (m + p,n + q) € D(k, ).

Proof. Let (m,n) € D(k, (), so that there exist s € N, r € N, V € A(r,m) and
W € A(r,n) with VW € Nt If |p| = |q| = 1, then let X be V with the
extra row p appended, and let Y be W with the extra row q appended. Then
X eA((r,1)) m+p), Y € A((r,1),n+q) and XY > VTW so XY € N:*£,
Hence (m + p,n+ q) € D(k,?). If |p| = |q| > 1, then we can decompose p and
q as sums of standard basis vectors, pair them up in an arbitrary fashion and
repeat the above argument |p| = |q| times. O

Lemma 2.5. Let 1 <k < lands>1. Ifce N¢ with ¢ < (s%) and |c| = ks,
then ((s*),c) € D(k, ().

(
Proof. Since ¢ < (s*) and |c| = ks = |(s")|, the decreasing rearrangement of ¢
is majorised by (s¥), which has conjugate partition (s*)* = (k*). By the Gale-
Ryser theorem [15, 24] (see also [11, Theorem 2.1.3]), there is an s x ¢ matrix
W e A((k*),c). Let V be the s x k matrix with every entry equal to 1. Then
V e A((k*), (s¥)) and every entry of VW is an entry of ¢ € N, so ((s*),c) €
D(k, (). O

Lemma 2.6. If k < { are positive integers and (m,n) € D(k, ), then m > (F)
where ¥ = [{/k].
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Proof. Without loss of generality suppose that the entries of m are arranged in
decreasing order. We must show that m; > 1, or equivalently, kmy > ¢. There
exist r and matrices V € A(r,m), W € A(r,n) such that VTW is nowhere zero.
By permuting the rows of V' and W if necessary, we may assume that the kth
column of V is (1™,0,0,...)". Since V and W are compatible, each of the ¢
columns of W must contain at least one 1 in the first my rows; for otherwise,
VW would have a zero entry. On the other hand, each row-sum r; of W is equal
to the corresponding row-sum of V', which is at most k. Therefore

ESZTiSkmk. O

i€[my]

We now turn to a necessary condition for membership in 5(!{;, ¢) which involves
the number of isolated vertices (see Proposition 2.8). For natural numbers k < ¢,

let
-0}

tmax (K, £) := max {(w — 1)k, 7

where ¢ = [{/k].

Lemma 2.7. Suppose k < { and s € N. Let ¢ € Ni. If A((k®),c) # 0, then
t(€) < tmax(k, £).

Proof. Let ¢ = [¢/k]. Under the given hypotheses, we will show that if ¢(c) >
(1 — 1)k then we have ¢(c) < %(f— k). Since A((k*®),c) # 0, by the Gale-Ryser
theorem, c is majorised by (k*)* = (s*), which implies that |c| = ks and no entry
of ¢ exceeds s. Hence

u(c) <lef = ks < (£—u(c))s +1(c).

Rearranging and using ¢(c) > (¢»—1)k > ¢—k, which implies that ¢(c)+k—¢ > 0,
we obtain
& <s< 7L<C) .
k= T ue)+k—4
Since (¢ — 1)k < ¢(c) and s is an integer, the left-hand inequality yields s > .
The right-hand inequality now implies that (¢(c) + k& — £)1) < «(c) and hence
ie) < 55 (0= k). O

Proposition 2.8. If k < ¢ and (m,n) € D(k, (), then 1(n) < tmax(k, 0).

Proof. We may assume that ((n) > 0 and n = (n’, 1“™) where n’ € N‘“®),
There exist h € N, r € N2 and matrices V € A(r,m), W € A(r,n) such that
VIW e NF*E Write W = (W W”) where W” has «(n) columns. Then W” has
a single non-zero entry in each column, which together cover s rows, say, where
s € [h]. By permuting the rows of V and W, we may assume that the non-

zero entries of W occur precisely in rows 1,...,s. Then we can partition W as
W = (Wl) , where W is an s x £ 0-1 matrix whose last ¢(n) columns include the
2

: o 1,1
vectors ey, ..., e,. Since VW has no zero entries, it follows that V = < ;k)
2
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for some matrix V5, hence the row sums of Wy are (k*). So Wy € A((k?®),c) for
some ¢ € N§. The last ¢(n) column-sums of W, are all 1, by construction, so
t(c) > t(n). By Lemma 2.7, we have ¢(n) < ¢(c) < tmax(k, £). O

3. JOIN—ORTHOGONALISABILITY, STRONG AND WEAK SUITABILITY

In this section we establish one of our main results, Theorem 3.6, which relates
two simple combinatorial conditions to two properties related to orthogonalisabil-
ity of joins of graphs. We start by defining and discussing these orthogonalisability
properties.

Definition 3.1. Let (m,n) € N¥ x N*. We say that the pair (m,n) is always
join-orthogonalisable if for all pairs of graphs (G, H) that are sized by (m, n), we
have ¢(GV H) = 2.

We say that (m,n) is sometimes join-orthogonalisable if there is some pair of
graphs (G, H) that is sized by (m,n), so that ¢(G Vv H) = 2.

Remark 3.2. By Theorem 2.1, the set of always join-orthogonalisable pairs in
N* x N coincides with D(k, £). In principle, this gives a combinatorial characteri-
sation of always join-orthogonalisability in terms of the existence or non-existence
of certain pairs of 0-1 compatible multiplicity matrices. However, determining
this existence or non-existence seems a difficult combinatorial problem, and our
motivation for the current work was to find arithmetic conditions on a given pair
(m, n) which make this simpler to check.

Remark 3.3. By [21, Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3], a pair (m,n) € N¥ x N*
is always join-orthogonalisable if and only if

| UPuvlP, | =2

1€[k] JE[f

Recall [9, Theorem 3.1] that any realisable eigenvalue list of a connected graph G
of order n is also realisable for the complete graph K, of the same order. It follows
from [21, Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2] that (m,n) € N* x N’ is sometimes
join-orthogonalisable if and only if

a| U Km v K| =2

i€[k] JE]

In light of this, we can state [20, Theorem 4.10] as the following characterisation
of sometimes join-orthogonalisability.

Theorem 3.4 ([20]). Let k < ¢, m = (m;) € N* and n = (n;) € N*. The pair
(m,n) is sometimes join-orthogonalisable if and only if one of the following is
true:

(a) t(m) =0 and t(n) =0 and ¢ < |m|;

(b) «(m) #0 and k+ ¢ < |m| + «(m);
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(c) t(m) = 0 and t(n) # 0 and either k + ¢ < |m|, or 2k < { < |m|, or
¢ <2k < |n|.

We now define two combinatorial conditions of relevance to our problem.

Definition 3.5. Let £ < ¢ be natural numbers and write ¢» = [¢/k]|. We say
that a pair (m,n) € N¥ x N’ is weakly suitable if there exist § € {0,1,2}* and
e € {0,1,2} such that

(1) m-6> ("), n—ecN and /m— 6| =|n—¢l
If in addition the inequality

(2) (n—e)j > ki

¥
=1

J

holds, then we say that the pair (m,n) is strongly suitable.
We say that a pair (8, €) illustrates the weak or strong suitability of (m, n), as
appropriate, when the corresponding conditions above hold.

Theorem 3.6. Let (m,n) € N¥ x NY where k < . The following statements
satisfy the implications (i) = (i) = (iii) = ():
(i) (m,n) is strongly suitable;
(11) (m,n) is always join-orthogonalisable;
(11i) (m,n) is weakly suitable;
(iv) (m,n) is sometimes join-orthogonalisable.

Proof. Let ¢ = [¢/k| > 1. Then ¢ < k). Suppose first that (m,n) is a strongly
suitable pair and that (4, €) illustrates the strong suitability of (m,n). By (2),

P
( <k <Y (m—e);=1|d"| = d|,
j=1

where d := (min{y,n; — €;});eiq € N°. Therefore we can decrease the entries
of d to obtain ¢ € N* with |c| = k% such that ¢ <d < (¢*) andc <d < n —e.
By (1) we see that p :== m — § — (%) and q := n — € — ¢ have non-negative
entries and satisfy

p| = [m — 6] — k¢ = [n — ] —[c| = [q].

By Lemmas 2.4 and 2.5, (¥*) + p,c +q) = (m — &,n —¢) € D(k,{). By
Remark 2.3, (m, n) is always join-orthogonalisable.

Suppose now that (m,n) is always join-orthogonalisable. By Remark 3.2, we
have (m,n) € D(k, () and so there exist § € {0,1,2}* € € {0,1,2}* so that
(m—9d,n—e) € D(k, (). It follows by Lemma 2.6 that (m, n) is weakly suitable.

Finally, suppose that (m, n) is weakly suitable, and let (d, €) illustrate this. To
show that (m,n) is sometimes join-orthogonalisable, it suffices to check that (1)
implies that one of the conditions (a), (b) and (c¢) in Theorem 3.4 holds. First
note that m — § > (%) implies that |m — §| = ky» > £. Hence we have |m| >
lIm — 6| > /¢, and |n| > |[n —e| = |m — §| > ¢. So if ¢(m) = 0, then either (a) or
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(c) holds. If «(m) # 0, then since m > m — § > (%), we must have ¢ = 1, so
¢ = k. Hence [m|+u(m) = 37, .n50 i +20(m) > 2k = k+¢, so (b) holds. [

Determining whether a given pair is weakly or strongly suitable using the defi-
nitions of these properties can be inconvenient as it involves as search over various
vectors 6 and €. Our next goal (Proposition 3.9) is to find characterisations of
these properties which do not require such a search.

The next technical lemma shows that among pairs (8, €) that could illustrate
weak or strong suitability for (m,n), it is enough to consider the pairs where
either § = (0%) or € = (0°), depending on which of |m| and |n| is larger.
Lemma 3.7. Let k < ( be positive integers, 1 = [{/k], m € N¥ and n € N*.

(1) If |m| > |n|, then the following are equivalent:
(a) m and n are weakly suitable (strongly suitable, respectively);
(b) there exists § € {0,1,2}* so that the pair (§,(0%)) illustrates weak
suitability (strong suitability, respectively) of (m,n).
(2) If |m| < |n|, then the following are equivalent:
(a) m and n are weakly suitable (strongly suitable, respectively);
(b) there exists € € {0,1,2}* so that the pair ((0%),€) illustrates weak
suitability (strong suitability, respectively) of (m,n).
(3) If |/m| = |n|, then the following are equivalent:
(a) m and n are weakly suitable (strongly suitable, respectively);
(b) the pair ((0%), (0%)) illustrates weak suitability (strong suitability, re-
spectively) of (m,n).

Proof. (1) By definition, (b) implies (a). Suppose (a) and let a pair (&’,€’)
illustrate weak suitability (strong suitability, respectively) for (m,n). In
particular |8’] = |m| — |n| + |&’| > |m| — |n|. Hence, we can choose
§ € {0,1,2}* with |6] = |m| — |n| = |§’] — |¢/] and § < &’. Clearly,
m-36>m-4 > andn>n—¢ > (19, and V05 > SV (n —
e’);. This implies that (4, (0°)) illustrates the weak suitability (strong
suitability, respectively) of (m,n), and thus (b) follows. An identical
argument establishes the “moreover” claim.

(2) Again, suppose (a) and let a pair (8’,¢’) illustrate weak suitability for

(m,n). By choosing € < €’ with |e| = |n| — |m|, we can prove ((0%),¢)
illustrates weak suitability of (m,n) by a symmetric argument as in (a).
Moreover,
Y (m—e)i=> Hi:(n—e) =}
S Jel¥]
> Hittm—¢)>j} =) (m-¢);,
S S

which implies that whenever (47, €’) illustrate strong suitability for (m,n),
so does the pair ((0%), €).
(3) clearly follows by (1) and (2). O

The following lemma is elementary and we omit its easy proof.



ORTHOGONALISABILITY OF JOINS OF GRAPHS 9

Lemma 3.8. Consider integers ¥, n, e, e’ where € € {0,1,2} and

2 n>y+2
=<1 n=vy+1
0 n<a.

Then
min{n — ,%} = min{n, ¢y} + min{e, ¢’} — ¢.
Proposition 3.9. Let k < { and ¢ = [{/k].
(i) A pair (m,n) € N¥ x N¢ is weakly suitable if and only if m > (¢*) and
(3) In| —nj —ny < fmf < [n|+my, +mg,,.

Moreover, (3) is equivalent to

(@) n =, (3+m| = £.371) and [n] > [m| = m,,, —mi
(ii) A pair (m,n) € N¥ x N* is strongly suitable if and only if it weakly suitable
and
Y
(5) an > kY + max{0, [n| — jm| —njy —ny .}
j=1

Proof. First suppose that |n| < |m|. By Lemma 3.7, (m, n) is weakly suitable if
and only if there is & € {0,1,2}* so that (8, 0) illustrates weak suitability:

(6) m—§ > (%), n > (1), jm - 8| =n].

Observe that m — § > (¥*) is equivalent to m > (1*) and § < D imyspi1 € T
Zj:mjzwz e;, that } D imisyr1 € —|—Ej:mj2¢+2 ej} = M}, + My, and that [m—
4| = |n| is equivalent to |6] = |m| — |n|. We conclude that there exists & €
{0,1,2}" so that (6) holds, if and only if m > (¢/*) and |m| —|n| < mj, , +m} .
By Lemma 3.7, (m, n) is strongly suitable if and only if there is § € {0,1,2}* so
that (d,0) illustrates strong suitability. Hence, (m,n) is strongly suitable if and
only if it is weakly suitable and (5) holds.

Now suppose that [n| > |m|. In this case (m, n) is weakly suitable if and only
if there is € € {0, 1,2} so that (0, &) illustrates this:

m > (%), n—e > (1, m| = n—el.
Equivalently,
(7) m> (), e<e=> e+ Y e lef=|n—|m|.
n;>2 Jjim;>3
Since |e| = n% + n3, there exists € € {0,1,2}¢ so that (7) holds for some € €
{0,1,2}* if and only if m > (¢*) and |n| — |m| < nj + n3.

For strong suitability, we first use Lemma 3.7 and our arguments above to
assert: (m,n) is strongly suitable if and only if there exists € € {0,1,2}¢ so
that (7) and (2) hold. Within the set of € that satisfy (7), we aim to identify
those for which E;b:l(n — €); attains its maximum value. To this end we define
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/

€ = ipricn, @ Zj:w+2§nj ejand e’ =3, .\, .6+ stw+2>m23 €;, SO
that e = € +€” and |e'| = nj,,, +nj,,,. Note that any e satisfying € < e can be
written as € = €’ + &” with €’ := min{e, e’} and €” = e —&’. By Lemma 3.8, we
have

l

(4 ¢
Z n—e);= me{nj g, 0} = Z(min{nj, ¢} +minfe, €j} —¢;)
j=1 J=1 J=1
Y
(Z n;) |€//‘
7=1

Hence this quantity is maximised when |€”| is as small as possible, i.e., when &
satisfies

(8) e < e if |n|] —|m| < |€’|, and €’ < e < e otherwise.

For such € we have Z}ﬂ:l(n —€); Z _y ) —max{0, [n| — [m| —nj,, —nj,,}.
It follows that the existence of € € {0, 1, 2} satlsfylng (7) and (2) is equivalent to
condition (5).

Finally, we prove that (3) is equivalent to (4). Without loss, we may assume
that n is non-increasing. Since n} = ¢, observe that |n| —n} —n} <|m|in (3) is
equivalent to

(9) Y o <|m[ -

i>4
If n satisfies (9), let p = (n},ni,...)". Then |p| < |m| — ¢, and we have n =
(3%,2°,1¢) 4+ p where a = n}, b = nj — nj and ¢ = £ — n}. In particular, since
n < (3% + p, it follows that n <, (3Y) + (jm| — ¢,0°") = (3 + |m| — ¢,3°71)
and so (3) implies (4). Conversely, let n <, u := (3 + |m| — ¢,37). If nj =0,
then (9) clearly holds. Otherwise, let j = n} > 1, so that n; > 4 and n;4; < 3.

Then we have
3]+Zn —an <Zu,—3j+|m| —/

124 icls] i€ls]

which implies (9). Thus (4) implies (3). O

4. EQUIVALENCE AND NON-EQUIVALENCE

Proposition 4.1. None of the five implications in Theorems 1.1 and 3.6 is an
equivalence in general.

Proof. Theorem 3.6: (ii) does not imply (i), and Theorem 1.1: (ii) does
not imply (i). To see that the converse of the first implication in Theorem 3.6 is
not true, consider the pair (m,n) = ((23),(3,1%)) € N3 x N*. We have |m| = |n|,
so it follows easily using Lemma 3.7(3) that (2) is not fulfilled, and hence (m, n)
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is not strongly suitable. On the other hand, for r = (3,13), the matrices

(10) V= and W =

1 11
000
000
000

_— o O

1
0
1
0

OO = =

satisfy V € A(r,m), W € A(r,n) and VW € N** so (m,n) € D(3,4) C
D(3,4), hence (m,n) is always join-orthogonalisable by Remark 3.2. Moreover,
the same pair (m,n) = ((23),(3,13)) does not fulfill the last inequality in Theo-
rem 1.1(i) since in this case the left-hand side of the inequality is equal to 5 and
the right-hand side is equal to 6, therefore Theorem 1.1(ii) does not imply (i).
Theorem 3.6: (iii) does not imply (ii). Observe (either by definition or
using Proposition 3.9) that the pair (m,n) = ((2%),(3,1°)) € N* x N is weakly
suitable. However, it is not always join-orthogonalisable. To see this, suppose to
the contrary; then (m,n) € D(4,6). By Remark 2.3(b), there exist vectors § and
e with non-negative entries such that (m — 8, n — ¢) € D(4,6). Since |m| = |n|,
by Remark 2.3(c) we have |e| = |§|. By Lemma 2.6 we have m = (2%) < m — 4,
so & = 0 and hence & = 0, so (m,n) € D(4,6). However, tmax(4,6) =4 < u(n),
which contradicts Proposition 2.8.

Theorem 3.6: (iv) does not imply (iii). It is easy to see that (m,n) =
((4,1),(1,1)) is not weakly suitable, but it satisfies property (b) in Theorem 3.4,
so (m,n) is sometimes join-orthogonalisable.

Theorem 1.1: (iv) does not imply (iii). It is straightforward to check that
(m,n) := ((2°),(3,2,1%)) € N° x N7 satisfies (iv); we claim that this pair is not
always join-orthogonalisable. To see this, suppose to the contrary that (m,n) €
D(5,7). By a similar argument as above, Remark 2.3(b),(c) and Lemma 2.6
imply that (m,n) € D(5,7), so there are 0-1 matrices V and W with equal row-
sums such that the column-sums of V' and W are m = (2°) and n = (3,2, 19),
respectively, and VW € N°*7. Five columns of W have sum 1; we call such
columns elementary. By permuting rows of V' and W, we may assume that e/
is a column of W, and since V"W has no zero entry, this implies that the first
row of V' is full of ones. Hence the first row-sum of W is 5. Since there are only
two columns of W with sum more than one, at least three columns of W must
be equal to e[ . If any of the elementary columns of W were different from e/,
then by the same argument, there would be at least three such columns. Then W
would contain at least six elementary columns, whereas we know it has exactly
five. Therefore W has five columns which are all equal to e] and the first row of
V is full of ones. Let V' be the 0-1 matrix with column sums (1, 1,1, 1, 1) obtained
by deleting the first row of V', and let W' be the 0-1 matrix with column sums
(3,2) obtained by deleting the first row of W and the five columns equal to e .
Since V' and W' are compatible, it follows that ((3,2),(1°)) € D(2,5), which
contradicts Lemma 2.6. O

We now investigate the influence the parameter ¢(n) can have on whether
or not a pair (m,n) is always join-orthogonalisable. Roughly speaking, our
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next result (which completes the proof of Theorem 1.1) shows that always join-
orthogonalisablity of (m,n) implies that ¢(n) is not too large. Then in Proposi-
tion 4.3 we show that in some cases, a converse result holds.

Corollary 4.2. If k < ¢ and (m,n) € N¥ x N’ is always join-orthogonalisable,
then t(n) < tpmax(k, £).

Proof. By Remark 2.3(b), there exist § € {0,1,2}* and € € {0, 1,2}* such that
we have (m — §,n — e€) € D(k,¢). Hence, t(n) < t(n — &) < tymax(k, ), by
Proposition 2.8. 0

Proposition 4.3. Let k < (, 1 = [{/k] and suppose (m,n) € N¥ x Nt is weakly
suitable, illustrated by (8,¢€). If i(in—e) < 20—k, then (m,n) is strongly suitable
and always join-orthogonalisable.

Proof. By Theorem 3.6, we need only establish strong suitability. Conditions (1)
hold, and we need to show that the inequality (2) is satisfied.

If » =1 then k = ¢, so ki = ¢ = (n — €)j, which implies (2). So we may
assume that ¢ > 2. Now

Y

dm-ei>m—gi+(n—e)=>(+(—tn—g))=20—1i(n—g) >k

j=1
The result follows. O

Corollary 4.4. If k divides either { or {+ 1, then conditions (i), (i) and (iii) in
Theorem 3.6 are equivalent and conditions (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv) in Theorem 1.1
are equivalent.

Proof. Let v = [(/k]. If k divides ¢, then «(n’) < ¢ = 20 — ¢k for any n’ € N*.
If £ > 1 and k divides ¢+ 1, then vk = ¢+ 1. Suppose (9, €) illustrates the weak
suitability of (m,n) € N* x Nt Then / + 1 = ¢k = |(¢*)| < |m — 8| = |n — g,
son—¢e# (19, s0(n—€) <0 —1=20— k.
The result now follows by Proposition 4.3 and Proposition 3.9. O

Note that Corollary 4.2 is independent of Theorem 3.6. For example, the pair
(m,n) = ((2%),(3,1°)) € N* x N° considered in the proof of Proposition 4.1 is
not always join-orthogonalisable, and this follows immediately from Corollary 4.2
since tmax(4,6) = 4 < ¢(n) = 5. Since (m,n) is weakly suitable, we cannot draw
the same conclusion from Theorem 3.6. This example may be generalised, as
follows.

Example 4.5. Let 4 < k < ¢ and suppose ¢ = 2 mod k, so that £ = (¢ — 1)k + 2
where ¢ = [{/k]. We have tyax(k,€) > (¢ — 1)k = ¢ — 2. By Corollary 4.2,
(m,n) € N* x N’ is not always join-orthogonalisable if ¢(n) > ¢ — 1. By Re-
mark 3.3, we have

q UPmiv(PmU(E_l)Pl) >3
1€[k]

for any m € N* and n; € N.
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5. ORTHOGONALISABILITY OF JOINS OF GRAPHS

In the final section of this work we return to our main motivation of determining
conditions for a pair of graphs G and H to have ¢(GV H) = 2. Results that follow
from Section 3 are already summarised in Theorem 1.1. The next result is a direct
consequence of Theorem 1.1, Proposition 3.9 and Corollary 4.4.

Corollary 5.1. Suppose k divides either £ or { + 1. Let (m,n) € N* x N¢ and
W= [l/k]|. The following are equivalent:
(1) ¢q(GV H) =2 for all graphs G, H which are sized by (m,n);
(2) q(GV H) =2 for G =, P, and H = U§:1 Py,;
(3) m > (¥*) and [n| —nj —ng < [m| < [n| +mj, +mj,,.
(4) m > (*) and n <y, (3+ [m| — £,3°7") and |n| > [m| —m}_, —mj .
Note that Corollary 5.1 completely characterises the always join-orthogonalisable

pairs (m,n), when k < 2, i.e., m € N or m € N2 In the next example we explain
the case k£ = 1.

Example 5.2. Bjorkman et al. [10, Example 4.5] proved that ¢(P,V P;) = [2]
for m > 2. In particular, ¢(P,, vV P;) =2ifand only if 1 <m < 3. If weset k =1
in Corollary 5.1, the latter fact generalises as follows: If m,/ € N and n € N,
then

1€[{]

for all connected graphs G of order m and all graphs H which are sized by n, if
and only if

In| —n; —ng <m < |n|+2,
or, equivalently

(<m<|n|+2and n =, (3—|—m—€,3z’1).

In particular, when n < (3%), we have ¢ (Pm VUi Pm) = 2 if and only if

i€

¢ <m < |n|+ 2, and thus ¢ (P, V ({P)) =2 if and only if { <m < {+ 2.

Example 5.3. In 21, Theorem 3.4] it was shown that if G; and H; are connected
graphs with ||G;| — |H,|| < 2, i € [k], then

1€[k] i€[k]

Taking ¢ = k in Corollary 5.1, we obtain a stronger result: ¢(G VvV H) = 2 for all
pairs of graphs (G, H) which are sized by (m,n) € N* x N¥ if and only if

(11) In| = n3 —n3 < jm| < [n| +mj +m3.
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If |m; — n;| < 2 for each i € [k], then (11) holds, because

m = =Y mmn < Y mi—n,
i€lk] L >n;
=|{i:m; =mn;+ 1} +2/{i : m; = n; + 2}|
={i:mi >n; + 1} + |[{i : my = n; + 2}
< mj+ m3,
and the other inequality holds by symmetry. So we recover [21, Theorem 3.4] as
a special case.

Example 5.4. Consider the smallest case not covered by Corollary 5.1, when
(k,¢) = (3,4). We will show that conditions (ii) and (iv) in Theorem 1.1 are equiv-
alent in this case. However, observe that in the case m = (23) and n = (3, 13),
condition (iv) is satisfied, but (i) is not, see also the proof of Proposition 4.1.

Observe that if ¢(G V H) = 2 for all graphs G, H which are sized by (m,n) €
N3 x N4, then Theorem 1.1 implies

(12) m > (2%), |n| —nj —n% < |m| < |n| +mi +m} and i(n) < 3.

Let us prove that (12) is a sufficient condition for ¢(GV H) = 2 for all graphs G, H
which are sized by (m,n) € N3 x N%. Assume without loss of generality that m
and n are non-increasing. Observe first that by (12) we have [n| > |m|—mi—m} =
mi +ms + >0 m; > 6. Tt follows that n > b for some b € {(3,1°),(2%,1%)}.
Moreover, both possible values of b have ((23),b) € D(3,4) (see the proof of
Proposition 4.1 for the first case; the second is easy to check).

(1) If |m| > |n|, then by (12) we have 0 < |m| — |n| < mj + m} < 6, so we
can choose § € {0,1,2}3 with § < (m3,m})* and |8] = |m| — |n|. Let
p:=m— (2°) — § and q := n — b. Observe that p > (mf, m,...)*
and so p € N3 and q € Nj with |p| = |q|. By Lemma 2.4 we have
(m—4d,n) = ((2°) + p.b+aq) € D(3,4).

(2) Similarly, if |m| < |n|, we aim to prove that (m,n) = ((23) +p,b+q+e¢)
for one of b € {(3,1%),(22,1%)}, some p € N3 and q € Nj with |p| = |q,
and € € {0,1,2}*. Then, by Lemma 2.4 we will have (m,n — €) =
((2%) + p,b+q) € D(3,4). Since |e| = |n| — |m|, we need to show:

n>band (n—b)] + (n—b); > |n| — |m|
for one of b € {(3,1%), (2%, 1%)}. Using (12) and |m| > 6, the difference
|n| — |m| is bounded by two inequalities:
| — [m] <nj +ng

In| — |m| < nj+nj+> ni—2
j=4
where the second inequality is weaker in most cases. Consider the follow-
ing cases:
° If n > (3
= (3,1

13) and ni > 1, then (n — b)} + (n — b); = nj + nj for

).
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e Ifn > (3,1%), n =0, and n} < 1, then |n|—|m| < nj+nj+nj—2 (by
the second inequality above), and (n—b)j+(n—b)} = ni+ni+n;—2
for b = (3,13).

e If n > (3,1%), nf =0, and nj > 2, then n > (2%2,1%) and (n — b)} +
(n —b)s =nj +nj for b = (22,1?%).

e If n # (3,1%), then n > (22,12) and nj = 0. In this case |n| — |m| <
ny+ni—2,and (n —b)} + (n—b); =nj +nj — 2 for b= (2%1?).

In both cases we have (m,n) € D(3,4) by Remark 2.3(b) and thus (m,n) is
always join-orthogonalisable by Remark 3.2.

Question 5.5. We end with an open question: for which pairs (k,¢) are the
conditions (ii) and (iv) in Theorem 1.1 equivalent? We have seen that if k& divides
Cor {+1,or (k,£) = (3,4), then they are; for (k,¢) = (5,7) they are not (see the
proof of Proposition 4.1).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Polona Oblak and Helena Smigoc received funding from Slovenian Research
Agency, research core funding no. P1-0222.

REFERENCES

1. Aida Abiad, Shaun M. Fallat, Mark Kempton, Rupert H. Levene, Polona Oblak, Helena
Smigoc, Michael Tait, and Kevin N. Vander Meulen, Bordering of symmetric matrices and
an application to the minimum number of distinct eigenvalues for the join of graphs, Linear
Algebra Appl. 679 (2023), 104-126.

2. M. Adm, S. Fallat, K. Meagher, S. Nasserasr, S. Plosker, and B. Yang, Achievable mul-
tiplicity partitions in the inverse eigenvalue problem of a graph, Spec. Matrices 7 (2019),
276—-290.

, Corrigendum to “Achievable multiplicity partitions in the inverse eigenvalue prob-
lem of a graph” [Spec. Matrices 2019; 7:276-290.], Special Matrices 8 (2020), no. 1, 235-241.

4. B. Ahmadi, F. Alinaghipour, M. S. Cavers, S. Fallat, K. Meagher, and S. Nasserasr, Min-
imum number of distinct eigenvalues of graphs, Electron. J. Linear Algebra 26 (2013),
673—-691.

5. R. F. Bailey and R. Craigen, On orthogonal matrices with zero diagonal, Electron. J. Linear
Algebra 35 (2019), 307-318.

6. W. Barrett, S. Fallat, H. T. Hall, L. Hogben, J. C.-H. Lin, and B. L. Shader, Generalizations
of the strong Arnold property and the minimum number of distinct eigenvalues of a graph,
Electron. J. Combin. 24 (2017), no. 2, Paper 2.40, 28.

7. Wayne Barrett, Shaun Fallat, Veronika Furst, Franklin Kenter, Shahla Nasserasr, Brendan
Rooney, Michael Tait, and Hein van der Holst, Sparsity of graphs that allow two distinct
eigenvalues, Linear Algebra Appl. 674 (2023), 377-395.

8. Wayne Barrett, Shaun Fallat, Veronika Furst, Shahla Nasserasr, Brendan Rooney, and
Michael Tait, Regular graphs of degree at most four that allow two distinct eigenvalues,
Linear Algebra Appl. 679 (2023), 127-164.

9. Wayne Barrett, Anne Lazenby, Nicole Malloy, Curtis Nelson, William Sexton, Ryan Smith,
John Sinkovic, and Tianyi Yang, The combinatorial inverse eigenvalue problem: complete
graphs and small graphs with strict inequality, Electron. J. Linear Algebra 26 (2013), 656—
672.




10

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

ORTHOGONALISABILITY OF JOINS OF GRAPHS 16

. B. Bjorkman, L. Hogben, S. Ponce, C. Reinhart, and T. Tranel, Applications of analysis to
the determination of the minimum number of distinct eigenvalues of a graph, Pure Appl.
Funct. Anal. 3 (2018), no. 4, 537-563.

Richard A. Brualdi, Combinatorial matriz classes, Encyclopedia of Mathematics and its
Applications, vol. 108, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2006.

C. M. da Fonseca, A lower bound for the number of distinct eigenvalues of some real sym-
metric matrices, Electron. J. Linear Algebra 21 (2010), 3-11.

Shaun Fallat, Himanshu Gupta, Allen Herman, and Johnna Parenteau, Minimum number
of distinct eigenvalues of distance-regular and signed johnson graphs, 2024.

Shaun Fallat and Seyed Ahmad Mojallal, On the minimum number of distinct eigenvalues
of a threshold graph, Linear Algebra Appl. 642 (2022), 1-29.

David Gale, A theorem on flows in networks, Pacific J. Math. 7 (1957), 1073-1082.

Leslie Hogben, Jephian C.-H. Lin, and Bryan L. Shader, Inverse problems and zero forc-
ing for graphs, Mathematical Surveys and Monographs, vol. 270, American Mathematical
Society, Providence, RI, 2022.

Charles R. Johnson and Yulin Zhang, Multiplicity lists for symmetric matrices whose graphs
have few missing edges, Linear Algebra Appl. 540 (2018), 221-233.

A. Leal-Duarte and C. R. Johnson, On the minimum number of distinct eigenvalues for
a symmetric matriz whose graph is a given tree, Math. Inequal. Appl. 5 (2002), no. 2,
175-180.

Rupert H. Levene, Polona Oblak, and Helena Smigoc, A Nordhaus-Gaddum conjecture for
the minimum number of distinct eigenvalues of a graph, Linear Algebra Appl. 564 (2019),
236-263.

, Orthogonal symmetric matrices and joins of graphs, Linear Algebra Appl. 652
(2022), 213-238.

, Distinct eigenvalues are realizable with generic eigenvectors, Linear and Multilinear
Algebra (2023), 1-15.

K. H. Monfared and B. L. Shader, Construction of matrices with a given graph and pre-
scribed interlaced spectral data, Linear Algebra Appl. 438 (2013), no. 11, 4348-4358.

, The nowhere-zero eigenbasis problem for a graph, Linear Algebra Appl. 505 (2016),
296-312.

Herbert John Ryser, Combinatorial mathematics, The Carus Mathematical Monographs,
No. 14, Mathematical Association of America; distributed by John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
New York, 1963.

(R. H. Levene and H. Smigoc) SCHOOL OF MATHEMATICS AND STATISTICS, UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE DUBLIN, IRELAND

Email address: rupert.levene@ucd.ie
Email address: helena.smigoc@Qucd.ie

(P. Oblak) UNIVERSITY OF LJUBLJANA, FACULTY OF COMPUTER AND INFORMATION SCI-

ENCE AND FACULTY OF MATHEMATICS AND PHYSICS, SLOVENIA; INSTITUTE OF MATHEMAT-
1CS, PHYSICS, AND MECHANICS, SLOVENIA

Email address: polona.oblak@fri.uni-1j.si



	1. Introduction
	1.1. Notation and terminology
	1.2. Overview of the main results

	2. Compatible multiplicity matrices
	3. Join-orthogonalisability, strong and weak suitability
	4. Equivalence and non-equivalence
	5. Orthogonalisability of joins of graphs
	Acknowledgements
	References

