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Abstract

Given an oriented graph D, the inversion of a subset X of vertices consists in
reversing the orientation of all arcs with both endpoints in X. When the subset
X is of size p (resp. at most p), this operation is called an (= p)-inversion (resp.
(⩽ p)-inversion). Then, an oriented graph is (= p)-invertible if it can be made
acyclic by a sequence of p-inversions. We observe that, for n = |V (D)|, deciding
whether D is (= n− 1)-invertible is equivalent to deciding whether D is acyclically
pushable, and thus NP-complete. In all other cases, when p ̸= n− 1, we construct
a polynomial-time algorithm to decide (= p)-invertibility.

We then consider the (= p)-inversion number, inv=p(D) (resp. (⩽ p)-inversion
number, inv⩽p(D)), defined as the minimum number of (= p)-inversions (resp.
(⩽ p)-inversions) rendering D acyclic. We show that every (= p)-invertible digraph
D satisfies inv=p(D) ⩽ |A(D)| for every integer p ⩾ 2. When p is even, we bound
inv=p by a (linear) function of the feedback arc set number, and rule out the
existence of any bounding function for odd p.

Finally, we study the complexity of deciding whether the (= p)-inversion num-
ber, or the (⩽ p)-inversion number, of a given oriented graph is at most a given
integer k. For any fixed positive integer p ⩾ 2, when k is part of the input, we
show that both problems are NP-hard even in tournaments. In general oriented
graphs, we prove W [1]-hardness for both problems when parameterized by p, even
for k = 1. In contrast, we exhibit polynomial kernels in p+ k for both problems in
tournaments.
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1 Introduction

Problems concerned with rendering a digraph acyclic through a small number of opera-
tions are among the most studied in digraph theory. A prominent example are feedback
arc sets, which for a digraph D, are the subsets of arcs whose deletion makes D acyclic.
The corresponding parameter is the feedback-arc-set number fas(D) of D, defined as
the minimum size of a feedback arc set. Algorithmically, the computation of fas(D) is the
Feedback Arc Set problem, already appearing in Karp’s seminal list of 21 NP-hard
problems [20]. A well-studied restriction is Feedback Arc Set on tournaments, which
was shown to be NP-complete by Alon [1] and Charbit, Thomassé, and Yeo [10]. Never-
theless, this restriction admits a polynomial-time approximation scheme, due to Kenyon
and Schudy [21], and linear kernels of size (2 + ε)k for every ε > 0, as shown by Bessy et
al. [7]. Asymptotic considerations of fas were first brought up by Erdös and Moon [12],
who looked at estimating fas(n), the maximum value of fas over digraphs of order n. This
question was eventually settled thanks to results by Spencer [34, 35] and de la Vega [14],
achieving to show inv⩽2(n) = 1

2

(
n
2

)
− Θ(n3/2). In this paper, we investigate analogous

questions when looking to render a digraph acyclic through inversions of bounded size,
which are operations generalizing arc deletions.

Observe that if F is a minimum feedback arc set in a digraph D = (V,A), then we
may obtain an acyclic digraph from D by either removing the arcs of F , or by reversing
each of them: replacing each uv ∈ F with vu. In this sense, Feedback Arc Set can be
rephrased as a problem about arc reversals. Lifting this, Belkhechine et al. [6] introduced
inversions, allowing for the “reversal” of any induced subdigraph. Formally, if X is a
set of vertices of D, the inversion of X consists in reversing the orientation of all arcs
with both endvertices in X. Then, the inversion number inv(D) of a digraph D, is the
minimum number of inversions needed to turn D acyclic. Observe that questions about
inv(D) are only of interest for oriented graphs — digraphs forbidding digons (cycles of
length two). Indeed, if a digon uv, vu exists in D, it will be preserved by any inversion,
meaning inv(D) = +∞. On the other hand, if uv is not part of a digon, then inverting
{u, v} corresponds to the reversal of uv. In particular, a digraph can be rendered acyclic
by a sequence of inversions if and only if it is oriented.

Following the well-established literature on feedback arc sets, inversion number has
been studied both algorithmically and asymptotically. On the algorithmic side, the au-
thors of [6] proved that determining whether a given tournament T satisfies inv(T ) ⩽ k
is in XP, that is, it is polynomial-time solvable for every fixed k. This was improved
upon by Alon et al. [2], who showed that the problem is fixed-parameter tractable (FPT)
with respects to k, meaning it admits an f(k)nO(1) algorithm. In contrast, Bang-Jensen
et al. [4] proved that given oriented graph D, deciding inv(D) ⩽ k is NP-complete for
k ∈ {1, 2}. This was generalized to all k by Alon et al. [2]. On the asymptotic side,
the main problem has been to estimate inv(n), the maximum inversion number over all
oriented graphs of order n. Independently, Aubian et al. [3] and Alon et al. [2] proved
n− 2

√
n log n ⩽ inv(n) ⩽ n− ⌈log(n+ 1)⌉.

In this paper, we will be interested in finer variants of inversions by bounding (or
prescribing) the size of the inverted sets. Inversions of bounded size were recently intro-
duced by Yuster [36] as (⩽ p)-inversions, which are inversions over sets of size at most
p. These operations range from arc reversals when p = 2, allowing us to express feedback
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arc sets, to general inversions when p exceeds the order n. Given a digraph D, the pa-
rameter of interest is the (⩽ p)-inversion number, inv⩽p(D), defined as the minimum
number of (⩽ p)-inversions rendering D acyclic. Yuster investigated the asymptotic be-
haviour of inv⩽p(n), defined as the maximum of (⩽ p)-inversion numbers over all oriented
graphs of order n. Observe that inv⩽2(D) = fas(D), meaning all results on fas apply
for p = 2. Asymptotically, this means we already know that inv⩽2(n) = 1

2

(
n
2

)
− Θ(n3/2)

by [14]. Yuster [36] proved 1
12
n2 − o(n2) ⩽ inv⩽3(n) ⩽ 257

2592
n2 + o(n2) and conjectured

inv⩽3(n) = 1
12
n2 + o(n2). He also proved that there exists a positive integer p0 such that,

for every integer p with p ⩾ p0, there exist δp, εp > 0 such that(
1

2p(p− 1)
+ δp

)
n2 − o(n2) ⩽ inv⩽p(n) ⩽

(
1

2⌊p2/2⌋
− εp

)
n2 + o(n2)

as n tends to +∞. Still, the computational aspects of inv⩽p remained largely open until
now.

1.1 Overview of the results

In this paper, we consider both inversions of bounded size, and those of prescribed size,
for which we initiate the study. An inversion of prescribed size, specifically a (= p)-
inversion, is the inversion of a set size exactly p. Then, the (= p)-inversion number
inv=p(D) of an oriented graph D as the minimum number of (= p)-inversions rendering
D acyclic. In Section 3, we address the question of (= p)-invertibility, that is, deciding
whether inv=p(D) < ∞. Then, Section 4 deals with asymptotic bounds on inv=p with
respects to the order n, as well as inv⩽p and fas. Finally, in Section 5 we investigate
the (parameterized) complexity of computing both inv⩽p and inv=p, in particular for
tournaments. In the following, we motivate all problems considered and survey our
results for each section.

1.1.1 Inversions of prescribed size

Section 3 addresses arguably the first natural question arising when considering (= p)-
inversions: given an oriented graph, is it (= p)-invertible at all? That is, can it be
made acyclic using (any number of) (= p)-inversions? Clearly, this is not the case for
oriented graphs of order at most p that are not already acyclic. But this is not the only
obstacle: for every odd p, there exist oriented graphs of arbitrarily large order which are
not (= p)-invertible. A simple invariant witnessing this when p is odd, is given by the
parity of the out-degrees of the vertices of a tournament, which is preserved under (= p)-
inversions. Hence, to be (= p)-invertible, a tournament of order n must have exactly as
many vertices of even out-degree as TTn, the transitive tournament of order n, that is
⌈n/2⌉.

We exhibit a dichotomy on the complexity of (= p)-invertibility: given an n-vertex
oriented graph D and a positive integer p, deciding whether D is (= p)-invertible is
polynomial, except if p = n − 1, in which case this problem is NP-hard. First, in Sub-
section 3.1, we show that (n− 1)-Invertibility is equivalent to decide whether a given
digraph D is acyclically pushable. It is thus NP-complete as shown by Klostermeyer [23].

3



Next, the remainder of Section 3 is devoted to prove the polynomial-time solvability
when p ̸= n−1. First, in Subsection 3.2, we characterize the pairs of tournaments on the
same vertex set that can be transformed from one to the other using (= p)-inversions.
This is done by using the notion of forward arcs, which for a (ordered) tournament T
on [n], are the arcs ij with i < j. We denote by F (T ) the set of forwards arcs in T and by
F (T, i) the set of forwards arcs in T incident with i and by F+(T, i) the set of forwards
arcs in T with tail i.

Theorem 1.1. Let n, p be positive integers with n ⩾ p + 2, and let T1, T2 be two
tournaments with vertex set [n]. There exists a family X1, . . . , Xℓ ⊆ [n] such that
T2 = Inv(T1;X1, . . . , Xℓ) if and only if one of the following occurs

• p = 0 mod 4 and |F (T1)| = |F (T2)| mod 2,

• p = 1 mod 4, |F (T1, i)| = |F (T2, i)| mod 2 for every i ∈ [n − 1] and |F (T1)| =
|F (T2)|.

• p = 2 mod 4, or

• p = 3 mod 4, and |F (T1, i)| = |F (T2, i)| mod 2 for every i ∈ [n− 1].

This immediately yields the following algorithmic result.

Corollary 1.2. Given an integer p ⩾ 2 and two tournaments T1, T2 with vertex set [n],
where n ⩾ p + 2, one can decide in linear time whether there exists a (= p)-family X of
subsets of [n] such that Inv(T1;X ) = T2.

Based on Theorem 1.1, we prove the following characterisation of n-vertex tourna-
ments which are (= p)-invertible.

Theorem 1.3. Let p ⩾ 2 and let n ⩾ p+2. Let T be a tournament with vertex set [n]. The
tournament T is (= p)-invertible if and only if p is even or |{i ∈ [n] | d+(i) even}| = ⌈n

2
⌉.

Then, in Subsection 3.3, we prove the following algorithmic theorem for general ori-
ented graphs.

Theorem 1.4. There is a polynomial-time algorithm that, given a positive integer p and
an oriented graph D of order distinct from p+ 1, decides whether D is (= p)-invertible.

The dichotomy between the even and odd cases for p, outlined in Theorem 1.3 for
tournaments, extends to oriented graphs. Indeed, while there exist non-(= p)-invertible
oriented graphs of every order at least 3 when p is odd, every oriented graph of order at
least p+ 2 is (= p)-invertible when p is even.

Theorem 1.5. Let p be a positive even integer. Every oriented graph of order at least
p+ 2 is (= p)-invertible.

4



1.1.2 Asymptotic bounds

Once we know that an oriented graph D is (= p)-invertible, we can ask the question of
how many (= p)-inversions are needed to render it acyclic, that is its (= p)-inversion
number, denoted by inv=p(D), is the minimum number of (= p)-inversions rendering D
acyclic, or +∞ ifD is not (= p)-invertible. Clearly, inv=p(D) ⩾ inv⩽p(D) and inv=2(D) =
inv⩽2(D) = fas(D). For every integer n, we let inv=p(n) be the maximum of the (= p)-
inversion number over all the (= p)-invertible oriented graphs of order n.

Our next contribution, in Section 4, is to provide upper bounds on the (= p)-inversion
number. We first prove in Subsection 4.1 an upper bound in terms of the size of the
oriented graph.

Theorem 1.6. Let D be an oriented graph and let p be an integer. If D is (= p)-invertible,
then inv=p(D) ⩽ |A(D)|.

We then restrict our study to the case of even p. Then, recall that all the oriented
graphs of order at least p+2 are (= p)-invertible by Theorem 1.5. We establish a collection
of incomparable upper bounds on the (= p)-inversion number as a linear function of the
feedback-arc-set number and a corrective factor depending on the order. The smaller the
linear function, the larger the corrective factor.

Theorem 1.7. Let p ⩾ 4 be an even integer and D an oriented graph of order n. Then

inv=p(D) ⩽


(i) (2p− 2) fas(D) +O(1) if n ⩾ p+ 2 (Theorem 4.3),
(ii) 2 fas(D) +O(n) if n ⩾ p+ 2 (Theorem 4.7),
(iii) fas(D) +O(n1+1/k) if n ⩾ p+ 2k + 2 (Theorem 4.10),
(iv) 1

⌈p/2⌉·⌊p/2⌋ fas(D) +o(n2) (Theorem 4.13).

Observe that the bound (iv) in this theorem is asymtotically tight. Indeed, if D is a
bipartite oriented graph, then each (= p)-inversion reverses at most ⌈p/2⌉ · ⌊p/2⌋ arcs,
and so inv=p(D) ⩾ 1

⌈p/2⌉·⌊p/2⌋ fas(D).

The upper bound (i) of Theorem 1.7 has several consequences. The first one is that
inv=p(n) and inv⩽p(n) are close to each other when p is even.

Corollary 1.8. Let p be an even positive integer. Then inv=p(n) = inv⩽p(n) + Θ(n).

Together with Yuster’s result, this implies inv=p(n) ⩽

(
1

p2
− εp

)
n2 + o(n2) for some

positive εp when p is even and at least 4.
The second consequence of (i) is that, for any fixed even positive integer p, inv=p and

inv⩽p are (linearly) tied.

Corollary 1.9. Let p ⩾ 4 be an even integer, and let D be an oriented graph with at
least p+ 2 vertices and at least one directed cycle. Then,

inv⩽p(D) ⩽ inv=p(D) ⩽ (4p− 4)

(
p

2

)
inv⩽p(D).

A third consequence is the following.
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Theorem 1.10. Let p ⩾ 4 be an even integer and let D be an oriented graph of order
n ⩾ p+ 2. Then,

inv=p(D) ⩽
|A(D)|
p− 1

+ 2p2n.

This improves on Theorem 1.6 for oriented graphs with a superlinear number of arcs.
In Subsection 4.3, we investigate whether analogous results to the ones obtained for

even values of p hold when p is odd. It turns out that this is not the case for the upper
bound (i) of Theorem 1.7: in Theorem 4.15, we prove that the (= p)-inversion number
cannot be upper bounded by any function of the feedback arc-set number. This implies
that, unlike in the case where p is even, inv=p and inv⩽p are not tied when p is odd.
This further accentuates the dichotomy between even and odd values of p. The existence
of upper bounds on the (= p)-inversion number analogous to the bounds (ii) to (iv) of
Theorem 1.7 is left as open problems.

1.1.3 Complexity

Finally, in Section 5, we study the complexity of computing the (⩽ p)-inversion number
and the (= p)-inversion number. Specifically, we are interested in the two following
general problems, taking k and p as inputs, and some of their restrictions.

Prescribed Size Inversion
Input: An oriented graph D and two positive integers p and k
Question: Does D admit a decycling (= p)-family of size at most k?

Bounded Size Inversion
Input: An oriented graph D and two positive integers p and k
Question: Does D admit a decycling (⩽ p)-family of size at most k?

Fixing p yields the following restrictions.

(= p)-Inversion
Input: An oriented graph D and a positive integer k
Question: Does D admit a decycling (= p)-family of size at most k?

(⩽ p)-Inversion
Input: An oriented graph D and a positive integer k
Question: Does D admit a decycling (⩽ p)-family of size at most k?

The restriction of the above problems to instances in which the input oriented graph
is a tournament are named with a Tournament preceding the name of the general
problem. For example, the restriction of (⩽ p)-Inversion to tournaments is named
Tournament (⩽ p)-Inversion.

Note that (= 2)-Inversion and (⩽ 2)-Inversion correspond to the problem of
computing the feedback-arc-set number of an oriented graph, which we recall is already
NP-complete, even for tournaments. In Subsection 5.1, we show that Tournament
(= p)-Inversion and Tournament (⩽ p)-Inversion are also NP-complete for any
fixed p greater than 2. (Theorem 5.1).

On the other hand, it is not difficult to see that deciding whether the (⩽ p)-inversion
number (resp. (= p)-inversion number) of an oriented graphs is at most k can be solved
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in polynomial time when both k and p are fixed. In light of these results, we investigate
the parameterized complexity of the problems.

We begin in Subsection 5.2 by showing the following hardness result.

Theorem 1.11. Given an oriented graph D and an integer p, the following problems are
W [1]-hard parameterized by p:

• deciding whether D can be made acyclic by a single (⩽ p)-inversion,

• deciding whether D can be made acyclic by a single (= p)-inversion.

This theorem implies that Prescribed Size Inversion and Bounded Size Inver-
sion are W [1]-hard when parameterized by p even for k = 1. Therefore, it is W [1]-hard
when parameterized by p+ k.

In contrast, we prove that both problems admit a linear kernel:

Theorem 1.12. For any fixed ε > 0, Tournament Bounded Size Inversion and
Tournament Prescribed Size Inversion admit a kernel of size at most (1+ε)k2p3.

As a consequence, these problems are FPT when parameterized by k + p. It is also
worth noting that the problem of deciding whether a given tournament T admits a de-
cycling family (without restriction on the size of its members) of size at most k has been
shown to be FPT when parameterized by k by Alon et al. [2]. Nevertheless, the existence
of a polynomial kernel for this problem is still open.

It is natural to ask about the complexity of Prescribed Size Inversion and
Bounded Size Inversion when p is fixed and k is taken as the parameter. This
corresponds to studying the complexity of (= p)-Inversion and (⩽ p)-Inversion pa-
rameterized by k. When k = 2, both problems are Feedback Arc Set, which is known
to be FPT by a result of Chen et al. [11]. The case of larger values of k remains open.

Problem 1.13. For any integer p ⩾ 3, is (= p)-Inversion (resp. (⩽ p)-Inversion)
fixed-parameter tractable when parameterized by k?

2 Notations and definitions

Digraph notation not given below is consistent with [5]. For an oriented graph D, let
σ = (v1, v2, . . . , vn) be an ordering of the vertices of D. An arc vivj is forward (according
to σ) if i < j and backward (according to σ) if j < i. It is well-known that an oriented
graph is acyclic if and only if it admits an acyclic ordering (sometimes called topological
ordering), that is, an ordering of its vertices with no backward arcs.

An (= p)-set (resp. a (⩽ p)-set) is a set of cardinality exactly p (resp. at most p).
Let D be an oriented graph and X be a family of subsets of V (D). We say that X is a
(= p)-family (resp. (⩽ p)-family) if all members of X are (= p)-sets (resp. (⩽ p)-sets).
We denote by Inv(D;X ) the oriented graph obtained after inverting all sets of X one
after another. Observe that this is independent of the order in which we invert those
sets: Inv(D;X ) is obtained from D by reversing exactly those arcs for which an odd
number of members of X contain both endvertices. If X = {X} for a set X ⊆ V (D),
then we write Inv(D,X) for Inv(D;X ). A decycling family of an oriented graph D is
a family X of subsets of V (D) such that Inv(D;X ) is acyclic.
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3 (= p)-invertibility

In this section, we deal with our results describing which oriented graphs can be made
acyclic by (= p)-inversions for some positive integer p. First, in Section 3.1, we argue
that (n − 1)-invertibility is already known to be NP-complete. Next, in Section 3.2, we
give our characterization for (= p)-invertibility for tournaments in all cases, that is, we
prove Theorem 1.3. As a side product, we also prove Theorem 1.1. Finally, in Section
3.3, we use this result to obtain Theorem 1.4, the corresponding algorithmic result in
arbitrary oriented graphs, and Theorem 1.5.

3.1 NP-completeness of (n− 1)-Invertibility

Let D be an oriented graph and X ⊆ V (D). We define Push(D,X) to be the oriented
graph obtained from D by reversing the orientation of all arcs with exactly one endvertex
in X. We say the vertices of X are pushed and that Push(D,X) is the result of pushing
X in D. This operation has been studied in many papers [15, 22, 23, 25, 24, 31, 17,
19, 18, 33, 16]. An oriented graph is acyclically pushable if there exists a set X of
vertices such that Push(D,X) is acyclic. Observe that Push(D, {x}) is obtained from
Inv(D,V (D) \ {x}) by reversing every arc. Thus an oriented graph on n vertices is
acyclically pushable if and only if it is (= n − 1)-invertible. Klostermeyer [23] proved
that deciding whether a given oriented graph is acyclically pushable is NP-complete,
and Huang, McGillivray and Yeo [18] showed it remains NP-complete when restricted to
bipartite graphs. This directly implies the following.

Theorem 3.1. (n−1)-Invertibility is NP-complete, even for oriented bipartite graphs.

3.2 Characterization of (= p)-invertible tournaments

In this section, we prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.3. The proof splits into four cases, depending
on the value of p modulo 4.

Let p, n be integers with p ⩾ 2 and n ⩾ p+2. When we want to go from a tournament
with vertex set [n] to another tournament with the same vertex set using (= p)-inversions,
several obstructions appear, depending on the value of p modulo 4. When p is odd, for
any vertex v, d+(v) mod 2 is invariant under (= p)-inversions. Moreover, when

(
p
2

)
is even

(that is when p = 0 mod 4 or p = 1 mod 4), the parity of the number of backward arcs
with respect to the natural ordering (the arcs ji with i < j) is also invariant under (= p)-
inversions. We will actually show that these two invariants are essentially the only ones,
which gives a characterization of tournaments reachable from any given tournament via
(= p)-inversions. To prove that, we will use an algebraic representation of the problem.

We shall do all operations in the two-element field F2. For convenience, we index the

vectors of the vector space F(
n
2)

2 by the (= 2)-sets of [n]. Thus the coordinates of a vector

u ∈ F(
n
2)

2 are named as u{i,j} for every pair of distinct integers i, j in [n].
We start by defining a representation of (labelled) n-vertex tournaments by

(
n
2

)
-

dimensional vectors over F2. Let T be a tournament with vertex set [n]. We define
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aT ∈ F(
n
2)

2 by

(aT ){i,j} =

{
1 if ji ∈ A(T ),

0 if ij ∈ A(T ),

for every i, j ∈ [n] with i < j. Let X ⊆ [n], and let iX ∈ F(
n
2)

2 be defined by

(iX){i,j} =

{
1 if i, j ∈ X,

0 otherwise,

for every i, j ∈ [n] with i ̸= j. The point of these definitions is the following observation.

Observation 3.2. For every tournament T on [n] and for every X ⊆ [n],

aInv(T ;X) = aT + iX .

The proof of Theorem 1.1 will consist (for p and n fixed) in defining a linear mapping

π : F(
n
2)

2 → Ft
2 for some t > 0 such that for all tournaments T ′, T on [n]:

there exists an (= p)-family X ⊆ 2[n] such that Inv(T ;X ) = T ′

if and only if π(aT ) = π(aT ′).
(1)

Informally, π corresponds here to the most general quantity which is invariant under
(= p)-inversions.

Equation (1) can be reformulated as follows. For every u ∈ F(
n
2)

2 , with 0 being the
null element of Ft

2:

u ∈ Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p} if and only if π(u) = 0. (2)

We construct the linear π according to the value of p modulo 4, in order to satisfy (2).
Let us begin by showing a few lemmas routinely used across all cases.

3.2.1 Preliminaries

Proposition 3.3. Let D be the orientation of a graph G on n vertices and let p be an
integer with n− 2 ⩾ p ⩾ 2. Let x0, x1, x2, x3 be any four vertices of G. Then using four
(= p)-inversions, we can reverse the orientation of the edges in {x0x1, x1x2, x2x3, x3x0}∩
E(G) and none other.

Proof. Let X be a set of p− 2 vertices of V (G) \ {x0, x1, x2, x3}. Observe that such a set
exists as n ⩾ p+ 2. Let us invert the sets X ∪ {x0, x1}, X ∪ {x1, x2}, X ∪ {x2, x3}, and
X ∪ {x3, x0}. Doing so, all arcs are reversed an even number of times except those with
underlying edge in {x0x1, x1x2, x2x3, x3x0}.

Proposition 3.4. Let D be an orientation of a graph G on n vertices and and let p be
an even integer with n − 2 ⩾ p ⩾ 2. With 2p − 2 (= p)-inversions, we can reverse the
orientation of a given pair of adjacent edges of G, but no other edges.

9



Proof. Let uv1 and uv2 be two adjacent edges of G and X a set of p − 2 vertices in
V (G)\{u, v1, v2}. Observe that such a set exists as n ⩾ p+2. Invert first X∪{u, v1} and
X∪{u, v2}. This reverses the orientation of the edges uv1, uv2, and those of the complete
bipartite graph with bipartition ({v1, v2}, X). Since p is even, the edge set of this bipartite
graph can be decomposed into (p− 2)/2 4-cycles of G. Hence, they can be reversed one
after another by Proposition 3.3 using four inversions each. Doing so, only the arcs uv1
and uv2 remain reversed, and the total number of inversions is 4(p−2)/2+2 = 2p−2.

Proposition 3.5. Let D be an oriented graph on n vertices and and let p be an even
integer with n− 2 ⩾ p ⩾ 2. With 4p− 4 (= p)-inversions, we can reverse a given pair of
non-adjacent arcs and no others.

Proof. To reverse two non-adjacent arcs u1v1 and u2v2, one can use Proposition 3.4 to
reverse u1v1 along with u1u2 and then u1u2 with u2v2. This can be done with 2(2p−2) =
4p− 4 (= p)-inversions.

3.2.2 Case p = 2 mod 4.

Let n be a positive integer, and let p be a positive integer such that n ⩾ p+ 2 and p = 2

mod 4. We take t = 0, and so for every u ∈ F(
n
2)

2 , π(u) = 0, here taking the convention
that 0 denotes the unique empty vector over F2. Concretely, (1) means that it is always
possible to transform an n-vertex tournament into any other using (= p)-inversions. To
prove (2), it is enough to show that dim(Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p}) =

(
n
2

)
. For every

a, b ∈ [n] with a < b, let vab ∈ F(
n
2)

2 be defined by, for every i, j ∈ [n] with i < j,

(vab){i,j} =

{
1 if (a, b) = (i, j),

0 otherwise.

Clearly, the vab for a, b ∈ [n] with a < b form a family of linearly independent vectors of

F(
n
2)

2 . We will show that they all belong to Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p}. Let a, b ∈ [n]
with a < b and let U ⊆ [n] be a (p+ 2)-set which contains a, b. We claim that

vab =
∑

X⊆U ; |X|=p; a,b∈X

iX .

Indeed, for every i, j ∈ U with i < j,

|{X ⊆ U | |X| = p; a, b, i, j ∈ X}| =


(
p+2−4
p−4

)
if i, j, a, b are pairwise distinct,(

p+2−3
p−3

)
if |{i, j} ∩ {a, b}| = 1,(

p+2−2
p−2

)
if {i, j} = {a, b},

which is odd if and only if {i, j} = {a, b} since p = 2 mod 4. This proves that vab =∑
X⊆U ; |X|=p; a,b∈X iX , and so (2) holds. This proves the cases p = 2 mod 4 in Theorem 1.1

and in Theorem 1.3.
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3.2.3 Case p = 0 mod 4.

Let n be a positive integer, and let p be a positive integer such that n ⩾ p+ 2 and p = 0

mod 4. Let t = 1, and let π be defined as follows. For every u ∈ F(
n
2)

2 , let

π(u) =
∑

i,j∈[n],i<j

u{i,j}.

Less formally, π is defined so that for any T , π(aT ) is the parity of the number of
backward arcs (since the operations are in F2).

First, since p = 0 mod 4,
(
p
2

)
is even, and so π(iX) = 0 for every (= p)-set X ⊆ [n],

meaning Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p} ⊆ ker(π). Hence, since π is clearly surjective, and
by the rank theorem, to prove (2), it is now enough to show that dim(Span{iX | X ⊆
[n], |X| = p}) ⩾

(
n
2

)
− 1. For every a, b ∈ [n] with a, b and (a, b) ̸= (1, 2), let wab ∈ Fn

2 be
the vector defined by

(wab){i,j} =

{
1 if (i, j) = (a, b) or (i, j) = (1, 2),

0 otherwise,

for every i, j ∈ [n] with i < j. By Propositions 3.4 and 3.5, wab ∈ Span{iX | X ⊆
[n], |X| = p}. For every (αab)a,b∈[n], a<b, (a,b)̸=(1,2) ∈ F(

n
2)−1

2 , if∑
a,b∈[n],a<b,(a,b)̸=(1,2)

αabwab = 0,

then for every a, b ∈ [n], a < b, (a, b) ̸= (1, 2), the coordinate corresponding to ab gives
αab = 0. It follows that αab = 0 for every a, b ∈ [n] with a < b and (a, b) ̸= (1, 2). Hence
the vectors (wab)a,b∈[n],a<b,(a,b)̸=(1,2) are linearly independent and belong to Span{iX | X ⊆
[n], |X| = p}. This proves dim(Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p}) ⩾

(
n
2

)
− 1 and so (2), and

concludes the proof of the case p = 0 mod 4 in Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 3.6 (Case p = 0 mod 4 in Theorem 1.3). Let p be an integer such that p = 0
mod 4. Every tournament of order at least p+ 2 is (= p)-invertible.

Proof. Let n be an integer such that n ⩾ p + 2. It is enough to show that there are
two acyclic tournaments T0, T1 on [n] such that π(aTε) = ε for each ε ∈ F2. We take
A(T0) = {ij | 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ n} and A(T1) = {ij | 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ n} \ {12} ∪ {21}.

3.2.4 Case p = 3 mod 4.

Let n be a positive integer, and let p be a positive integer such that n ⩾ p+ 2 and p = 3

mod 4. Let π be defined as follows. For every u ∈ F(
n
2)

2 , let π(u) be the vector of Fn−1
2

defined as:
π(u) =

(∑
j∈[n]\{i} u{i,j}

)
i∈[n−1]

.

Less formally, π is such that for any tournament T , π(aT )i is the parity of the number
of backward arcs incident to i (as tail or head). Hence

π(aT )i = |N+
T (i) ∩ [i− 1]|+ |N−

T (i) ∩ {i+ 1, . . . , n}| mod 2

= |N+
T (i) ∩ [i− 1]|+ n− i− |N+

T (i) ∩ {i+ 1, . . . , n}| mod 2

= n+ i+ d+T (i) mod 2

11



for every i ∈ [n − 1], which is indeed invariant under (= p)-inversions since p is odd.
From the algebraic point of view, this means that for every (= p)-set X ⊆ [n], for every
i ∈ [n− 1],

∑
j∈[n]\{i}(iX){i,j} = 0. Therefore, π(iX) = 0 for every X ⊆ [n] with |X| = p.

Thus, by the rank theorem, to prove (2), it is now enough to show that

1. π is surjective, and

2. dim(Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p}) ⩾
(
n
2

)
− n+ 1 =

(
n−1
2

)
.

First we show that π is surjective. For every a ∈ [n] \ {1}, let ya ∈ F(
n
2)

2 be defined by

(ya){i,j} =

{
1 if (i, j) = (1, a),

0 otherwise,

for every i, j ∈ [n] with i < j. Then the matrix whose columns are π(ya) for a ∈ [n] \ {1}
is, up to a permutation of the columns, the identity matrix. We conclude that π is
surjective.

We now show that dim(Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p}) ⩾
(
n−1
2

)
. Let a, b ∈ [n] \ {1}

with a < b. Let zab ∈ F(
n
2)

2 be defined by

(zab){i,j} =

{
1 if (i, j) ∈ {(1, 2), (2, a), (a, b), (b, 1)},
0 otherwise,

for every i, j ∈ [n] with i < j. First, if a > 2, then {a, b} ∩ {1, 2} = ∅, and so zab ∈
Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p} by Proposition 3.3. Suppose now that a = 2. Let U ⊆ [n]
be a set of size p + 2 containing 1, 2, b. Observe that such a set exists as n ⩾ p + 2. We
claim that

zab =
∑

X⊆U ;|X|=p;1,2,b∈X

iX .

Indeed, for every i, j ∈ U with i < j,

|{X ⊆ U | |X| = p; 1, 2, b, i, j ∈ X}| =


(
p+2−5
p−5

)
if {i, j} ∩ {1, 2, b} = ∅,(

p+2−4
p−4

)
if |{i, j} ∩ {1, 2, b}| = 1,(

p+2−3
p−3

)
if {i, j} ⊆ {1, 2, b},

which is odd if and only if {i, j} ⊆ {1, 2, b} since p = 3 mod 4. It remains to show that
zab for a, b ∈ [n] \ {1} with a < b are linearly independent. Suppose that αab ∈ F2 for
a, b ∈ [n] \ {1}, a < b are such that ∑

a,b∈[n]\{1},a<b

αabzab = 0.

First, for every a, b ∈ [n] \ {1, 2} with a < b, the coordinate corresponding to {a, b}
implies that αab = 0. Hence,

∑
b∈[n]\{1,2} α2bz2b = 0. Now, for every b ∈ [n] \ {1, 2}, the

coordinate corresponding to {2, b} implies that α2b = 0. This proves that the vectors zab
for a, b ∈ [n] \ {1} with a < b are linearly independent, and concludes the proof of (2).
This shows the case p = 3 mod 4 in Theorem 1.1

A vertex in a digraph D is out-even (resp. out-odd) if its out-degree in D is even
(resp. odd).
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Theorem 3.7 (Case p = 3 mod 4 in Theorem 1.3). Let p be a positive integer with p = 3
mod 4. For every tournament T on n ⩾ p + 2 vertices, T is (= p)-invertible if and only
if it has ⌈n/2⌉ out-even vertices.

Proof. For every u ∈ F(
n
2)

2 , let π′(u) ∈ Fn
2 be defined by

π′(u)i = π(u)i + n+ i mod 2,

for every i ∈ [n− 1], and

π′(u)n =

(
n

2

)
+

∑
i∈[n−1]

π(u)i mod 2.

Observe that for every tournament T on [n], for every i ∈ [n], π′(aT )i = d+T (i) mod 2.
Indeed, for every i ∈ [n− 1],

d+T (i) = |{j ∈ [i− 1] | ij ∈ A(T )}|+ |{j ∈ {i+ 1, . . . , n} | ij ∈ A(T )}|
= |{j ∈ [i− 1] | ij ∈ A(T )}|+ (n− i)− |{j ∈ {i+ 1, . . . , n} | ji ∈ A(T )}|
= n− 1 + |{j ∈ [n] \ {i} | ij ∈ A(T ) and j < i, or ji ∈ A(T ) and j > i}|
= n+ i+ π(aT )i mod 2.

For i = n, the equality π′(aT )i = d+T (i) mod 2 then follows from the fact that
∑

i∈[n] |{j ∈
[n] \ {i} | ij ∈ A(T ) and j < i, or j > i and ji ∈ A(T )}| =

(
n
2

)
and d+T (n) = |{j ∈ [n −

1] | ij ∈ A(T ) and j < i, or ji ∈ A(T ) and j > i}|. This proves that, for every i ∈ [n],
π′(aT )i = d+T (i) mod 2, and so π′(aT )i = 0 if vertex i is out-even and π′(aT )i = 1 if vertex

i is out-odd. Moreover, for every u,u′ ∈ F(
n
2)

2 , π′(u) = π′(u′) if and only if π(u) = π(u′).
Hence, it remains to show that for every v ∈ Fn−1

2 , there exists an acyclic tournament T
on [n] such that π′(aT ) = v if and only if the number of zeros in v is ⌈n/2⌉.

First, for every transitive tournament T , the number of vertices of even out-degree is
⌈n/2⌉, and so the number of zeros in aT is ⌈n/2⌉. Conversely, for every v ∈ Fn−1

2 with
⌈n/2⌉ zeros, let σ be a permutation of [n] such that for every i ∈ [n], vσ(i) = 1 if and
only if n+ i is odd. Then, T = ([n], {σ(i)σ(j) | 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ n}) is an acyclic tournament
with π′(aT ) = v. This proves the corollary.

3.2.5 Case p = 1 mod 4.

Let n be a positive integer, and let p be a positive integer such that n ⩾ p+ 2 and p = 1

mod 4. We define π as follows. For every u ∈ F(
n
2)

2 , let

π(u) =

((∑
j∈[n]\{i} u{i,j}

)
i∈[n−1]

,
∑

i,j∈[n],i<j u{i,j}

)
.

Since p = 1 mod 4,
(
p
2

)
is even and so

∑
i,j∈[n],i<j(iX){i,j} = 0 for every X ⊆ [n] with

|X| = p. Moreover, since p is odd, for every i ∈ [n],
∑

j∈[n]\{i}(iX){i,j} = 0. Therefore,

π(iX) = 0 for every (= p)-set X ⊆ [n]. Thus, to prove (2), by the rank theorem, it is
now enough to show that
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1. π is surjective, and

2. dim(Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p}) ⩾
(
n
2

)
− n.

First we show that π is surjective. For every a ∈ [n− 1], let ta ∈ F(
n
2)

2 be defined by

(ta){i,j} =

{
1 if (i, j) = (a, n),

0 otherwise,

for every i, j ∈ [n] with i < j. Moreover, let tn ∈ F(
n
2)

2 be defined by

(tn){i,j} =

{
1 if (i, j) ∈ {(1, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3)}
0 otherwise,

for every i, j ∈ [n] with i < j. The matrix whose columns are (π(ta))a∈[n] is, up to the
ordering of the columns, 

1 0 . . . 0 0
0 1 0 0
...

. . .
...

0 0 . . . 1 0
1 1 . . . 1 1


and so π is surjective.

We now show that dim(Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p}) ⩾
(
n
2

)
− n. For every a, b ∈

[n] \ {1, 2} with a < b, let sab ∈ F(
n
2)

2 be defined by

(sab){i,j} =

{
1 if (i, j) ∈ {(1, 2), (2, b), (a, b), (1, b)},
0 otherwise,

for every i, j ∈ [n] with i < j. By Proposition 3.3, sab ∈ Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p}.
Moreover, for every a ∈ {3, . . . , n− 1}, let sa ∈ F(

n
2)

2 be defined by

(sa){i,j} =

{
1 if (i, j) ∈ {(1, 2), (2, a), (a, a+ 1), (1, a+ 1)},
0 otherwise,

for every i, j ∈ [n] with i < j. Again, by Proposition 3.3, sa ∈ Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| =
p}. We claim that the vectors (sab)a,b∈[n]\{1,2},a<b, (sa)a∈{3,...,n−1} are linearly independent.
Suppose for contradiction that there exists αab ∈ F2 for a, b ∈ [n] \ {1, 2}, a < b, and
αa ∈ F2 for a ∈ {3, . . . , n− 1} not all zero such that∑

a,b∈[n]\{1,2},a<b

αabsab +
∑

a∈{3,...,n−1}

αasa = 0.

First assume that αa = 0 for every a ∈ {3, . . . , n−1}. Then for every a, b ∈ [n]\{1, 2}
with a < b, the coordinate corresponding to {a, b} implies that αab = 0. This is a
contradiction.
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Now suppose that there exists a0 ∈ {3, . . . , n− 1} such that αa0 = 1. Take such an a0
maximum. The coordinate corresponding to {a0, a0 + 1} implies that α(a0,a0+1) = 1. But
then, the coordinate corresponding to {1, a0 +1} implies that there exists b ∈ [n] \ {1, 2}
with b > a0 + 1 such that α(a0+1,b) = 1. As a consequence, the coordinate corresponding
to {a0 + 1, b} implies that αb−1 = 1, contradicting the maximality of a0. Therefore, the
vectors (sab)a,b∈[n]\{1,2},a<b, (sa)a∈{3,...,n−1} are linearly independent and so

dim(Span{iX | X ⊆ [n], |X| = p}) ⩾
(
n− 2

2

)
+ n− 3 =

(
n

2

)
− n.

This proves (2), and shows the case p = 1 mod 4 in Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 3.8 (Case p = 1 mod 4 in Theorem 1.3). Let p be a positive integer with p = 1
mod 4. For every tournament T on n ⩾ p + 2 vertices, T is (= p)-invertible if and only
if it has ⌈n/2⌉ out-even vertices.

Proof. For every u ∈ F(
n
2)

2 , let π′(u) ∈ Fn+1
2 be defined by

π′(u)i = π(u)i + n+ i mod 2,

for every i ∈ [n− 1],

π′(u)n =

(
n

2

)
+

∑
i∈[n−1]

π′(u)i mod 2,

and
π′(u)n+1 = π(u)n.

Observe that for every tournament T on the vertex set [n], for every i ∈ [n], π′(aT )i =
d+T (i) mod 2, and π′(aT )n+1 is the parity of the number of backward arcs. Moreover, for

every u,u′ ∈ F(
n
2)

2 , π′(u) = π′(u′) if and only if π(u) = π(u′). Hence, it remains to show
that for every v ∈ Fn−1

2 , there exists an acyclic tournament T on [n] such that π′(aT ) = v
if and only if the number of zeros in {vi | i ∈ [n]} is ⌈n/2⌉.

First, for every transitive tournament T on [n], the number of out-even vertices is
⌈n/2⌉, and so the number of zeros in π′(aT ) is ⌈n/2⌉. Reciprocally, for every v ∈ Fn+1

2

with exactly ⌈n/2⌉ zeros in (v1, . . . ,vn), let σ be a permutation of [n] such that for every
i ∈ [n], vσ(i) = 1 if and only if n+ i is odd. By possibly exchanging the position of 1 and
3 in σ, we can assume that |{ij | 1 ⩽ i < j ⩽ n, σ(i) > σ(j)}| mod 2 = vn+1. Then,
T = ([n], {σ(i)σ(j) | i < j}) is an acyclic tournament with π′(aT ) = v. This proves the
corollary.

3.3 Polynomial-time algorithm for general oriented graphs

The purpose of this section is to extend the algorithmic result proved in Section 3.2 for
tournaments to arbitrary oriented graphs. More precisely, we prove Theorems 1.4 and
1.5, which we restate.

Theorem 1.4. There is a polynomial-time algorithm that, given a positive integer p and
an oriented graph D of order distinct from p+ 1, decides whether D is (= p)-invertible.
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Theorem 1.5. Let p be a positive even integer. Every oriented graph of order at least
p+ 2 is (= p)-invertible.

The decisive ingredient is the following result, which gives the connection between
invertible tournaments and arbitrary invertible oriented graphs.

Lemma 3.9. An oriented graph D is (= p)-invertible if and only if there is an (= p)-
invertible tournament T having D as spanning oriented subgraph.

Proof. If a tournament T admits D as a spanning oriented subgraph, any decycling
(= p)-family of T is also a decycling (= p)-family of D. Conversely, assume D admits
a decycling (= p)-family X . Let D1 = Inv(D;X ). Since it is acyclic, D1 admits an
acyclic ordering σ. Let T1 be the transitive tournament on V (D) with acyclic ordering
σ and let T = Inv(T1;X ). Now observe that D is a spanning subgraph of T . Moreover
Inv(T ;X ) = T1, so X is a decycling (= p)-family of T .

We now give the simple proof of Theorem 1.5.

Proof. Let T be a tournament on V (D) such that all edges of UG(D) have the same
orientation in D and T . It now follows from Theorem 1.3 that T is (= p)-invertible.
Moreover, as T contains D as an oriented subgraph, we obtain by Lemma 3.9 that D is
(= p)-invertible.

The proof of Theorem 1.4 is more involved because when p is odd, there are tourna-
ments which are not (= p)-invertible. The idea is thus to characterize when an oriented
graph can be extended by adding arcs into an (= p)-invertible tournament. Lemma 3.10
provides such a characterization in terms of the existence of an orientation of the comple-
ment of the underlying graph with some degree constraint. We then show in Lemma 3.13
how to decide whether such an orientation exists in polynomial time.

Given an oriented graph
−→
G and a bipartition (V1, V2) of V (

−→
G), we denote by γ−→

G
(V1, V2)

the integer |{v ∈ V1 | d+−→
G
(v) is even}|+ |{v ∈ V2 | d+−→

G
(v) is odd}|.

Lemma 3.10. Let p ⩾ 3 be an odd integer, D be an oriented graph, G be the complement
of the underlying undirected graph UG(D) of D, V1 = {v ∈ V (D) | d+D(v) is even} and

V2 = V (D) \ V1. Then D is (= p)-invertible if and only if there exists an orientation
−→
G

of G with γ−→
G
(V1, V2) = ⌈n

2
⌉.

Proof. First suppose that D is (= p)-invertible, so by Lemma 3.9, there exists an (=
p)-invertible tournament T that contains D as an oriented subgraph. It follows from

Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 3.8 that T contains exactly ⌈n
2
⌉ out-even vertices. Let

−→
G be

the orientation of G inherited from T . For every v ∈ V (D), as d+T (v) = d+−→
G
(v) + d+D(v),

we obtain that v contributes to γ−→
G
(V1, V2) (i.e. v ∈ V1 and d+−→

G
(v) even, or v ∈ V2 and

d+−→
G
(v) odd) if and only if it is an out-even vertex in T . It follows that γ−→

G
(V1, V2) = ⌈n

2
⌉.

Now suppose that there exists an orientation
−→
G of G with γ−→

G
(V1, V2) = ⌈n

2
⌉. Let T

be the tournament on V (D) in which every edge in UG(D) has the same orientation as

in D and every edge in E(G) has the same orientation as in
−→
G . For every v ∈ V (D),

as d+T (v) = d+−→
G
(v) + d+D(v), we obtain that v contributes to γ−→

G
(V1, V2) if and only if it is

an out-even vertex in T . It follows that T contains exactly ⌈n
2
⌉ out-even vertices. As a
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consequence, by Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 3.8, we obtain that T is (= p)-invertible. It
follows by Lemma 3.9 that D is (= p)-invertible.

In the following, we show that it is possible to efficiently decide whether a given graph
has an orientation attaining a given value for γ. The following simple observation will be
used several times.

Proposition 3.11. Let
−→
G be an oriented graph and (V1, V2) a bipartition of V (

−→
G). Then

γ−→
G
(V1, V2) = |V1|+ |A(

−→
G)| mod 2.

Proof. We have the following equalities modulo 2:

γ−→
G
(V1, V2) = |{v ∈ V1 | d+−→

G
(v) is even}|+ |{v ∈ V2 | d+−→

G
(v) is odd}|

= 2|{v ∈ V1 | d+−→
G
(v) is odd}|+ |{v ∈ V1 | d+−→

G
(v) is even}|

+ |{v ∈ V2 | d+−→
G
(v) is odd}|

= |V1|+ |{v ∈ V (
−→
G) | d+−→

G
(v) is odd}|

= |V1|+ |A(
−→
G)| mod 2.

We are now ready to give a characterization for the case where the graph is connected.

Proposition 3.12. Let G be a connected graph, (V1, V2) a bipartition of V (G) and s

an integer. Then there exists an orientation
−→
G of G with γ−→

G
(V1, V2) = s if and only if

s = |V1|+ |E(G)| mod 2 and 0 ⩽ s ⩽ |V (G)| hold.

Proof. First suppose that there exists an orientation
−→
G of G with γ−→

G
(V1, V2) = s. As

0 ⩽ γ−→
G
(V1, V2) and γ−→

G
(V1, V2) ⩽ |V (

−→
G)| hold by definition, we obtain s ⩾ 0 and s ⩽

|V (
−→
G)| = |V (G)|. Further, it follows from Proposition 3.11 that s = γ−→

G
(V1, V2) =

|V1|+ |E(G)| = |A(D)| mod 2.
Now suppose that s = |V1| + |E(G)| mod 2 and 0 ⩽ s ⩽ |V (G)|. Then there exists

a set X ⊆ V (G) with |X| = s. In the following, for an orientation
−→
G of G and some

v ∈ V (G), we say that v is good in
−→
G if one of the following holds:

• v ∈ (V1 ∩X) ∪ (V2 \X) and d+−→
G
(v) is even,

• v ∈ (V2 ∩X) ∪ (V1 \X) and d+−→
G
(v) is odd.

Now let
−→
G 0 be an orientation of G which maximizes the number of vertices in V (G)

which are good in
−→
G 0. Let S be the set of good vertices in

−→
G 0. As |X| = s = |V1|+|E(G)|
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mod 2, we have (modulo 2):

|S| = |{v ∈ (V1 ∩X) ∪ (V2 \X) | d+−→
G0

(v) is even }|

+ |{v ∈ (V2 ∩X) ∪ (V1 \X) | d+−→
G0

(v) is odd }|

= |{v ∈ (V1 ∩X) ∪ (V2 \X) | d+−→
G0

(v) is even }|

+ |{v ∈ (V1 ∩X) ∪ (V2 \X) | d+−→
G0

(v) is odd }|

+ |{v ∈ (V1 ∩X) ∪ (V2 \X) | d+−→
G0

(v) is odd }|

+ |{v ∈ (V2 ∩X) ∪ (V1 \X) | d+−→
G0

(v) is odd }|

= |V1 ∩X|+ |V2 \X|+ |E(G)|
= |V1 ∩X|+ |V2 \X|+ |X|+ |V1|
= |V1 ∩X|+ |V2 ∩X|+ |V2 \X|+ |V2 ∩X|+ |X|+ |V1|
= |X|+ |V2|+ |X|+ |V1|
= |V (G)|.

First suppose that S ̸= V (G). Then, as |S| = |V (G)| mod 2, we obtain that |S| ⩽
|V (G)| − 2, so there exist distinct vertices u, v ∈ V (G) \ S. As G is connected, there

exists a uv-path P in G. Let
−→
G 1 be the orientation of G which is obtained from

−→
G 0

by reversing the orientation of all arcs in E(P ). For every w ∈ S, we have d+−→
G1

(w) ∈

{d+−→
G0

(w) − 2, d+−→
G0

(w), d+−→
G0

(w) + 2}, so w is good in
−→
G 1. Moreover, we have d+−→

G1
(u) ∈

{d+−→
G0

(u)−1, d+−→
G0

(u)+1}, so u is good in
−→
G 1. We obtain a contradiction to the maximality

of
−→
G 0. It follows that S = V (G).
This yields that every vertex in V (G) contributes to γ−→

G0
(V1, V2) if and only if it is

contained in X. It follows that γ−→
G0

(V1, V2) = |X| = s.

We are now ready to extend this result to arbitrary graphs.

Lemma 3.13. Given a graph G, a bipartition (V1, V2) of V (G) and an integer s, one can

decide in polynomial time whether there exists an orientation
−→
G of G with γ−→

G
(V1, V2) = s.

Proof. Let K be the set of components of G. We now define two functions ℓ, u : K → Z⩾0.
First, for every K ∈ K, we set ℓ(K) = |V1 ∩ V (K)| + |E(K)| mod 2. Then we set
u(K) = |V (K)| if |V1 ∩ V (K)| + |E(K)| + |V (K)| = 0 mod 2 and ℓ(K) = |V (K)| − 1

otherwise. We will show that there exists an orientation
−→
G with γ−→

G
(V1, V2) = s of G if

and only if s = |V1| + |E(G)| mod 2 and
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) ⩽ s ⩽
∑

K∈K u(K) holds. This
clearly yields the desired algorithm.

First suppose that there exists an orientation
−→
G of G with γ−→

G
(V1, V2) = s. The first

condition is a direct application of Proposition 3.11, yielding s = |V1| + |E(G)| mod 2.

Now, for every K ∈ K, let
−→
K be the orientation of K that is inherited from

−→
G . It follows

by Proposition 3.12 that γ−→
K
(V1 ∩ V (K), V2 ∩ V (K)) ⩾ ℓ(K) holds for every K ∈ K. We

obtain that s = γ−→
G
(V1, V2) =

∑
K∈K γ−→

K
(V1∩V (K), V2∩V (K)) ⩾

∑
K∈K ℓ(K). Similarly,

it follows by Proposition 3.12 that γ−→
K
(V1∩V (K), V2∩V (K)) ⩽ u(K) holds for every K ∈

K. We obtain that s = γ−→
G
(V1, V2) =

∑
K∈K γ−→

K
(V1 ∩ V (K), V2 ∩ V (K)) ⩽

∑
K∈K ℓ(K).
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For the other direction, suppose s = |V1| + |E(G)| mod 2 and
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) ⩽ s ⩽∑
K∈K u(K). We will first need the following intermediate claim.

Claim 3.13.1. There exists a function t : K → Z⩾0 such that
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t(K) = s
and for every K ∈ K, we have 0 ⩽ t(K) ⩽ 1

2
(u(K)− ℓ(K)).

Proof of the claim. Observe that for every K ∈ K, we have ℓ(K) = |V1 ∩ V (K)| +
|E(K)| = u(K) mod 2. In particular, as ℓ(K) ⩽ 1 and u(K) ⩾ 0, we have ℓ(K) ⩽ u(K).
Now let t : K → Z⩾0 be a function that maximizes

∑
K∈K ℓ(K)+2t(K) among all integer-

valued functions such that
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t(K) ⩽ s and for every K ∈ K, we have
0 ⩽ t(K) ⩽ 1

2
(u(K) − ℓ(K)). By the above remark, we have that the function mapping

every component to 0 is such a function, so t is well-defined. Suppose for the sake of
a contradiction that

∑
K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t(K) < s. By assumption, s = |V1| + |E(G)| =∑

K∈K |V1 ∩ V (K)| + |E(K)| =
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) =
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t(K) mod 2. Then, we
obtain that

∑
K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t(K) ⩽ s − 2. Next, as

∑
K∈K ℓ(K) + (u(K) − ℓ(K)) =∑

K∈K u(K) ⩾ s >
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t(K), there exists some K0 ∈ K such that t(K0) <
1
2
(u(K0) − ℓ(K0)). Next, as ℓ(K0) = u(K0) mod 2, we obtain that t(K0) ⩽ 1

2
(u(K0) −

ℓ(K0)) − 1. We now define t′ : K → Z⩾0 by t′(K0) = t(K0) + 1 and t′(K) = t(K) for
all K ∈ K \ {K0}. As t(K0) ⩽ 1

2
(u(K0) − ℓ(K0)) − 1, we obtain that 0 ⩽ t′(K) ⩽

1
2
(u(K)− ℓ(K)) holds for all K ∈ K. Finally, as

∑
K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t(K) ⩽ s− 2, we obtain

that
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t(K) <
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t′(K) ⩽ s. This contradicts the choice of
t. ♢

In the following, we take any t given by the claim above. For every K ∈ K, we clearly
have ℓ(K) + 2t(K) ⩾ ℓ(K) ⩾ 0 and ℓ(K) + 2t(K) ⩽ u(K) ⩽ |V (K)|. Further, we have
ℓ(K) + 2t(K) = ℓ(K) = |V1 ∩ V (K)| + |E(K)| mod 2. It follows by Proposition 3.12

that there exists an orientation
−→
K of K with γ−→

K
(V1∩V (K), V2∩V (K)) = ℓ(K)+2t(K).

Now let
−→
G be the orientation of G in which every e ∈ E(K) has the orientation it has in

−→
K for every e ∈ E(K) and every K ∈ K. We obtain that γ−→

G
(V1, V2) =

∑
K∈K γ−→

K
(V1 ∩

V (K), V2 ∩ V (K)) =
∑

K∈K ℓ(K) + 2t(K) = s.

We are now ready to give the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. If p ⩾ n, then D is (= p)-invertible if and only if it is acyclic,
which can be checked in polynomial time. Now suppose p ⩽ n − 2. If p is even, then
the statement directly follows from Theorem 1.5. Now suppose that p is odd. Let G be
the complement of UG(D), V1 = {v ∈ V (D) | d+D(v) is even} and V2 = V (D) \ V1. Using

Lemma 3.13, in polynomial time, one can decide whether G admits an orientation
−→
G

with γ−→
G
(V1, V2) = ⌈n

2
⌉. If no such orientation, exists, we obtain from Lemma 3.10 that

D is not (= p)-invertible. Otherwise, we obtain from Lemma 3.10 that there exists an
(= p)-decycling family for D.

4 Bounds on the (= p)-inversion number

Once we know whether an oriented graph D is (= p)-invertible or not, two different
questions arise. The first one is the following. If D is not (= p)-invertible, how close
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to an acyclic oriented graph can it be made ? Of course, for this question, we need a
measure of closeness to acyclicity. A natural one is the feedback-arc-set number.

Proposition 4.1. Let p be an odd integer such that p ⩾ 3. Every oriented graph of
order n ⩾ p + 2 can be transformed using (= p)-inversions in an oriented graph with
feedback-arc-set number at most 1

2
⌈n/2⌉.

Proof. Let D be an oriented graph of order n. Let T be a tournament of order n such
that D is an oriented subgraph of T . Since an arc-reversal changes the parity of the out-
degree of exactly two vertices, one could reverse a set R of at most 1

2
⌈n/2⌉ arcs in T to

obtain a tournament T ′ having exactly ⌈n/2⌉ out-even vertices. Now, by Corollaries 3.7
and 3.8, T ′ is (= p)-invertible, so there is family X of (= p)-sets such that Inv(T ′;X ) is
acyclic. Then R is a feedback arc-set of Inv(T ;X ), and R ∩ A(D) a feedback arc-set of
Inv(D;X ).

The above proposition is tight. Indeed, for some odd positive integer k, consider a
k-diregular tournament T , that is d−T (v) = d+T (v) = k holds for every vertex v ∈ V (T ).
Its number of vertices is n = 2k + 1. Let T ′ be a tournament obtained from T using
(= p)-inversions for some odd p. Since T has no out-even vertices, neither does T ′. Now
a transitive tournament on n vertices has ⌈n/2⌉ out-even vertices, and an arc-reversal
changes the parity of the out-degree of two vertices. Thus fas(T ′) ⩾ 1

2
⌈n/2⌉.

The second question is the following. If D is (= p)-invertible, what is the (= p)-
inversion number of D? We begin in Section 4.1 by bounding the (= p)-inversion number
by the number of arcs. Then, in Section 4.2, we give bounds for even p, in terms of the
feedback arc set number and the number of vertices.

4.1 First bound in terms of the size

The algebraic point of view used in Subsection 3.2, and in particular Equation (2), has an
immediate consequence on the number of (= p)-inversions to go from an oriented graph
to another (when it is possible):

Theorem 4.2. Let G be a graph, and let
−→
G 1,

−→
G 2 be two orientations of G. For

every family X1, . . . , Xℓ ⊆ V (G) such that
−→
G 1 = Inv(

−→
G 2;X1, . . . , Xℓ), there exists

X ′
1, . . . , X

′
ℓ′ ∈ {X1, . . . , Xℓ} such that

−→
G 1 = Inv(

−→
G 2;X

′
1, . . . , X

′
ℓ′) and

ℓ′ ⩽ |E(G)|.

Proof. Let a ∈ FE(G)
2 be defined by

ae =

{
0 if e has the same orientation in

−→
G 1 and

−→
G 2

1 otherwise.

for every e ∈ E(G). Moreover, for every X ⊆ V (G), let iX ∈ FE(G)
2 be defined by

(iX)uv =

{
1 if u, v ∈ X

0 otherwise.
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for every uv ∈ E(G). Then we have, for every X1, . . . , Xℓ ⊆ V (G),

a =
∑
j∈[ℓ]

iXj
⇔

−→
G 1 = Inv(

−→
G 2;X1, . . . , Xℓ).

Let X1, . . . , Xℓ ⊆ V (G) such that
−→
G 1 = Inv(

−→
G 2;X1, . . . , Xℓ). Consider X1, . . . , X

′
ℓ′ ∈

{X1, . . . , Xℓ} such that
−→
G 1 = Inv(

−→
G 2;X

′
1, . . . , X

′
ℓ′) and ℓ′ is minimal. We claim that

ℓ′ ⩽ |E(G)|. Suppose for contradiction that ℓ′ > |E(G)|. Since ℓ′ > |E(G)| = dimFE(G)
2 ,

the family (iXj
)j is dependent over FE(G)

2 , so there exists J ⊆ [ℓ′] nonempty such that∑
j∈J iX′

j
= 0. It follows that

a =
∑

j∈[ℓ′]\J

iX′
j
,

and so
−→
G 1 = Inv(

−→
G 2; (X

′
j)j∈[ℓ′]\J), contradicting the minimality of ℓ′.

This theorem directly implies Theorem 1.6 stating that inv=p(D) ⩽ |A(D)| for every
(= p)-invertible oriented graph D.

4.2 Improved bounds for even p

4.2.1 Bound in terms of the feedback-arc-set number and its consequences

The aim of this subsection is to prove the upper bound (i) of Theorem 1.7, which is more
precisely restated in Theorem 4.3, and its consequences.

Theorem 4.3. Let p ⩾ 4 be an even integer and let D be an oriented graph with at least
p+ 2 vertices. Then,

inv=p(D) ⩽ (2p− 2)(fas(D) + 1)

Proof. Let D1 be the acyclic oriented graph obtained by reversing every arc of a minimum
feedback arc set of D and let D2 be an acyclic oriented graph obtained from D1 by
reversing exactly one arc. Then D disagrees with one of D1, D2 in a set E ′ of arcs such
that |E ′| is even and |E ′| ⩽ fas(D) + 1.

By Propositions 3.4 and 3.5, one can reverse the arcs of |E ′| two by two using at most

(4p− 4) |E
′|

2
(= p)-inversions. Thus inv=p(D) ⩽ (2p− 2)(fas(D) + 1).

A consequence of Theorem 4.3 is that, when p is even, inv=p(n) and inv⩽p(n) are close
to each other.

Corollary 1.8. Let p be an even positive integer. Then inv=p(n) = inv⩽p(n) + Θ(n).

Proof. Let n be an integer with n ⩾ p + 2. The lower bound inv=p(n) ⩾ inv⩽p(n) is
clear. For the upper bound, consider a tournament T on n vertices, and let A be a
set of p vertices in T . Consider a decycling (⩽ p)-family X of T − A of size at most
inv⩽p(|V (T −A)|) ⩽ inv⩽p(n). For every X ∈ X , consider the (= p)-set obtained from X
by adding p− |X| vertices of A, and let X ′ be the family of all these sets. Observe that
Inv(T,X ′)−A = Inv(T−A,X ), which is acyclic. Hence, fas(Inv(T,X ′)) ⩽

(
p
2

)
+(n−p)p. It

follows from Theorem 4.3 that inv=p(Inv(T ;X ′)) ⩽ (2p−2)
((

p
2

)
+ (n− p)p+ 1

)
= O(n),

and so inv=p(T ) ⩽ |X ′|+ inv=p(Inv(T ;X ′)) ⩽ inv⩽p(n) +O(n).
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Another consequence of Theorem 4.3 is that, for a fixed even positive integer p and
an oriented graph D on at least p+ 2 vertices, inv=p(D) and inv⩽p(D) are linearly tied.

Corollary 1.9. Let p ⩾ 4 be an even integer, and let D be an oriented graph with at
least p+ 2 vertices and at least one directed cycle. Then,

inv⩽p(D) ⩽ inv=p(D) ⩽ (4p− 4)

(
p

2

)
inv⩽p(D).

Proof. The first inequality clearly holds. Moreover, if fas(D) = 0, then the second in-
equality also trivially satisfied. We may hence suppose that fas(D) ⩾ 1. Note that

inv⩽p(D) ⩾ fas(D)

(p2)
, and using this we argue as follows.

inv⩽p(D)(4p− 4)

(
p

2

)
⩾ (4p− 4)

(
p

2

)
fas(D)(

p
2

)
⩾ (4p− 4) fas(D)

⩾ (4p− 4)
fas(D) + 1

2
⩾ inv=p(D) by Theorem 4.3.

A third consequence of Theorem 4.3 is the following bound which, for even p and
dense digraphs, is better than the one of Theorem 1.6.

Theorem 1.10. Let p ⩾ 4 be an even integer and let D be an oriented graph of order
n ⩾ p+ 2. Then,

inv=p(D) ⩽
|A(D)|
p− 1

+ 2p2n.

This theorem is an immediate consequence of Theorem 4.3 and the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Let p be an integer greater than 1, and let D be an oriented graph of order
n. In at most |A(D)|/(p − 1) (= p)-inversions, we can transform D into an oriented
graph D′ with fas(D′) ⩽ (p− 2)n− 3

4
p2 + 7p

4
.

Proof. Let (v1, . . . , vn) be an ordering of the vertices of D and set D = D1. For k =
1, . . . , n− p, we do the following.

Let Bk be the set of backwards arcs with head vk in Dk. Let u1, . . . , ut be
the tails of the arcs in Bk. (Note that {u1, . . . , ut} ⊆ {vk+1, . . . , vn}.) Set
sk = ⌊t/(p−1)⌋, and for i = 1, . . . , sk, letXi = {vk}∪{uj | (i−1)(p−1)+1 ⩽
j ⩽ i(p − 1)}. We then invert all the Xi (which are all p-sets) to obtain
Dk+1.

Observe that for each k ∈ [n− p], at step k, we reversed all backward arcs with head
vk except possibly t− sk(p− 1) ⩽ p− 2. Moreover vk is in no inversions in further steps.
So in D′, there are at most p − 2 backward arcs with head vk. Thus in D′, there are at
most (p− 2)(n− p) backward arcs with head in {v1, . . . , vn−p}.
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Now consider a median order (wn−p+1, . . . , wn) of Dn−p+1⟨{vn−p+1, . . . , vn}⟩. It has at
most 1

2

(
p
2

)
backward arcs. Thus, considering the number of backward arcs in D′ for the

ordering (v1, . . . , vn−p, wn−p+1, . . . , wn), we obtain:

fas(D′) ⩽ (p− 2)(n− p) +
1

2

(
p

2

)
= (p− 2)n− 3

4
p2 +

7

4
p.

The number of inversions made to go from D to D′ is
∑n−p

k=1 sk ⩽ 1+
∑n−p

k=1 |Bk|/(p−1).
Now each arc in Bk is incident to vk and a vertex of {vk+1, . . . , vn}, so

∑n−p
k=1 |Bk| ⩽ |A(D)|.

So the number of inversions is at most |A(D)|/(p− 1).

4.2.2 Improved bounds for dense oriented graphs

The aim of this subsection is to prove the upper bounds (ii) and (iii) of Theorem 1.7.
Let us first prove the upper bound (ii). We need some preliminary result. The first

one an easy and well known proposition. Its proof follows directly from Exercise 10.1 of
Lovasz’ book [30] which states that every graph with more than 3(n−1)/2 edges has two
vertices joined by three independent paths.

Proposition 4.5. A graph of order n ⩾ 1 with no even cycles has at most
⌊3(n−1)

2

⌋
edges.

Proposition 4.6. Let p ⩾ 3 and ℓ ⩾ 2 be two integers, let D be an orientation of
a graph G of order at least p + 2, let x0, . . . , x2ℓ−1 be 2ℓ distinct vertices of G and let
C = (x0, . . . , x2ℓ−1, x0) be a cycle (not necessarily contained in G). With 4ℓ (= p)-
inversions, we can reverse the orientation of the edges in E(C) ∩ E(G) but no other
edges.

Proof. For each i ∈ [ℓ], let Ci be the cycle (xi, xi+1, xi+ℓ+1, xi+ℓ, xi) with indices modulo
2ℓ. By Proposition 3.3, one can reverse the orientation of the edges of each E(Ci)∩E(G)
but no others using four (= p)-inversions. Doing so for each i, every edge of type xi+ℓxi

has its orientation reversed twice and every edge of E(C) ∩ E(G) has its orientation
reversed exactly once. Thus, those 4ℓ inversions reverse the orientation of the edges in
E(C) ∩ E(G) but no other edges.

We are now ready to prove the following more precise version of the upper bound (ii)
of Theorem 1.7.

Theorem 4.7. Let p be an even integer greater than 2, k ⩾ 1 an integer and D an
oriented graph of order n ⩾ p+ 2. Then inv=p(D) ⩽ 2 fas(D) + 2pn.

Proof. Let D1 be the acyclic oriented graph obtained by reversing every arc of a minimum
feedback arc set of D and let D2 be an acyclic oriented graph obtained from D1 by
reversing exactly one arc. Then there exists an acyclic oriented graph D∗ ∈ {D1, D2}
that disagrees with D in a set F ′ of arcs such that |F ′| is even and |F ′| ⩽ fas(D) + 1.

Let F ′
1 be a maximal subset of F ′ which is forms the union of arc-disjoint even cycles.

By Proposition 4.5, |F ′ \ F ′
1| ⩽ ⌊3(n−1)

2
⌋. Let P2 be a maximum set of disjoint pairs of

adjacent arcs in F ′ \ F ′
1, let F

′
2 be the set of arcs in pairs of P2, and F ′

3 = F ′ \ (F ′
1 ∪ F ′

2).
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By our choice of P2, F
′
3 is a matching so |F ′

3| ⩽ n/2. Moreover |F ′
3| is even because

F ′ was even and F ′
1 and F ′

2 are also even by definition. We first reverse the arcs of F ′
1

using 4ℓ (= p)-inversions per 2ℓ-cycle by Proposition 4.6, which gives 2|F ′
1| inversions.

We then reverse the arcs of F ′
2 using 2p − 2 (= p)-inversions per pair of adjacent edges

by Proposition 3.4, which can be averaged as p − 1 (= p)-inversions per arc. Finally,
we reverse the arcs of F ′

3 using 4p − 4 (= p)-inversions per pair of non-adjacent arcs by
Proposition 3.5, so in average 2p−2 (= p)-inversions per arc. HenceD can be transformed
into the acyclic oriented graph D∗ using 2|F ′

1|+(p−1)|F ′
2|+(2p−2)|F ′

3| (= p)-inversions.

Since |F ′
2 ∪ F ′

3| ⩽
3(n−1)

2
, and |F ′

3| ⩽ n/2, we get

inv=p(D) ⩽ 2|F ′
1|+ (p− 1)|F ′

2|+ (2p− 2)|F ′
3|

⩽ 2|F ′|+ (p− 3)|F ′
2|+ (2p− 4)|F ′

3|
⩽ 2 fas(D) + 2 + (p− 3)|F ′

2 ∪ F ′
3|+ (p− 1)|F ′

3|

⩽ 2 fas(D) + 2 + (p− 3)
3(n− 1)

2
+ (p− 1)

n

2

⩽ 2 fas(D) + (2p− 5)n− 3

2
p+

13

2
.

Let us now prove the upper bounds (iii) of Theorem 1.7. We need the following
theorem of Lam and Verstaete [28] which generalizes results of Kovari [26] and Reiman [32]
on graphs without C4 and improves on the Even-Circuit Theorem due to Bondy and
Simonovits [8].

Theorem 4.8 (Lam and Verstaete [28]). Let G be a graph of order n and k ⩾ 2 an
integer. If G has no even cycle of lengths in {4, . . . , 2k}, then |E(G)| ⩽ 1

2
n1+1/k + 2k

2
n.

This theorem is asymptotically tight when k ∈ {2, 3, 5} as the polarity graphs of order
n of generalized (k+1)-gons [29] have 1

2
n1+1/k +Ω(n) edges and no even cycles of length

at most 2k.
This theorem is useful in combination with the following generalization of Proposi-

ton 3.3.

Proposition 4.9. Let p ⩾ 3 and ℓ ⩾ 2 be two integers, and let D be an oriented graph of
order at least p+ 2ℓ− 2. With 2ℓ (= p)-inversions, we can reverse the arcs of a 2ℓ-cycle
and no other arc.

Proof. Consider a 2ℓ -cycle C = (x1, . . . , x2ℓ, x1). Let X be a set of p − 2 vertices of
V (D) \ V (C). Such a set exists because the order of D is at least p + 2ℓ − 2. Let us
invert the sets X ∪ {x1, x2}, X ∪ {x2, x3}, . . . , and X ∪ {x2ℓ, x1}. Doing so, all arcs are
reversed an even number of times except those of C.

Similarly to Theorem 4.7 with Proposition 4.9 instead of Proposition 4.6, and The-
orem 4.8 instead of Proposition 4.5, one proves the following more precise statement of
the upper bound (ii) of Theorem 1.7.

Theorem 4.10. Let p be an even integer greater than 2, k ⩾ 1 be an integer, and D
be an oriented graph of order n ⩾ p + 2k − 2. Then inv=p(D) ⩽ fas(D) + p−2

2
n1+1/k +(

(p− 2)2k
2
+ p−1

2

)
n+ 1.
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4.2.3 Improved bounds for very dense oriented graphs

In this subsection, we prove the upper bound (iv) of Theorem 1.7.
We need some preliminaries. For two sets X1, X2, we denote by X1∆X2 the symmetric

difference of X1 and X2, that is the set (X1 ∪ X2) \ (X1 ∩ X2). Further, for some set
X, we use

(
X
2

)
for the collection of two-element subsets of X. Yuster proved in [36] the

following theorem. Since it was not stated explicitly in [36], we provide a short proof.

Theorem 4.11. Let p be an integer with p ⩾ 2. There exist constants αp and εp with
εp > 0 such that the following holds. Let n be a positive integer, and let G be a graph with

V (G) = [n]. There exists an integer ℓ with ℓ ⩽ |E(G)|
⌈p/2⌉·⌊p/2⌋ , and a family X1, . . . , Xℓ ⊆ [n]

of (= p)-sets such that ∣∣∣∣E(G)∆

(
X1

2

)
∆ . . .∆

(
Xℓ

2

)∣∣∣∣ ⩽ αp · n2−εp .

The proof relies on the Kővári-Sós-Turán Theorem.

Theorem 4.12 (Kővári, Sós, and Turán [27]). Let s, t be positive integers with t ⩽ s,

and let G be a graph on n vertices. If |E(G)| > 4s
1
tn2− 1

t , then Ks,t is a subgraph of G.

Proof of Theorem 4.11. Let s = 2⌊p/2⌋, t = 2⌈p/2⌉, εp = 1
t
, and αp = 4s

1
t . We prove the

result by induction on |E(G)|, the result holding trivially if |E(G)| ⩽ αpn
2− 1

t .

Now assume |E(G)| > αpn
2− 1

t . By Theorem 4.12, there is a subgraph H of G isomor-
phic to Ks,t. Let (B,C) be the bipartition of H with |B| = s and |C| = t. Let (B1, B2)
(resp. (A1, A2)) be an arbitrary partition of B (resp. C) into two sets of size ⌊p/2⌋ (resp.
⌈p/2⌉), and let (X1, X2, X3, X4) = (B1 ∪ C1, B1 ∪ C2, B2 ∪ c1, B2 ∪ C2). Observe that
X1, X2, X3, X4 all have size p, and E(G)∆

(
X1

2

)
∆
(
X2

2

)
∆
(
X3

2

)
∆
(
X4

2

)
= E(G)\E(H). Then,

by the induction hypothesis applied to E(G) \ E(H), there exists X5, . . . , Xℓ ⊆ [n] with

ℓ− 4 ⩽ |E(G)|−st
⌊p/2⌋⌈p/2⌉ such that∣∣∣∣E(G)∆

(
X1

2

)
∆ . . .∆

(
Xℓ

2

)∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣(E(G) \ E(H))∆

(
X5

2

)
∆ . . .∆

(
Xℓ

2

)∣∣∣∣ ⩽ αp · n2−εp .

Since st = 4⌊p/2⌋⌈p/2⌉, we deduce that ℓ ⩽ |E(G)|
⌊p/2⌋⌈p/2⌉ , and soX1, . . . , Xℓ is as claimed.

Theorem 4.13. Let p be a fixed even integer with p ⩾ 2. Then, inv=p(D) ⩽ fas(D)
⌈p/2⌉·⌊p/2⌋ +

o(n2) for every oriented graph D of order n.

Proof. Let D be an oriented graph of order n and F a minimum feedback arc set of D.
By Theorem 4.11 applied to F , there is an (= p)-family X of size at most ℓ ⩽ |F |

⌈p/2⌉·⌊p/2⌋ of

subsets of V (D) such that the arcs reversed in the inversion of X differs from F in o(n2)
arcs. Hence, setting D1 = Inv(D,X ), we have fas(D1) = o(n2). Thus, by Theorem 4.3,

inv=p(D1) = o(n2). Hence inv=p(D) ⩽ |X |+ o(n2) ⩽ fas(D)
⌈p/2⌉·⌊p/2⌋ + o(n2).

Observe that Theorem 4.13 directly implies (iv) of Theorem 1.7, and using the fact

that fas(D) ⩽ |A(D)|
2

, we also get the following bound in terms of |A(D)|.

Corollary 4.14. Let p be a fixed even integer with p ⩾ 2. Then inv=p(D) ⩽ |A(D)|
2⌈p/2⌉·⌊p/2⌋ +

o(n2) for every oriented graph D of order n.
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4.3 Improved bounds for odd p

A natural question is whether the results established in the previous subsection for even
values of p admit analogues when p is odd.

We begin by considering an analogue to Theorem 4.3, which would be the existence
of a function fp such that inv=p(D) ⩽ fp(fas(D)). It turns out that such a function does
not exist even when D is a tournament and p = 3.

Theorem 4.15. Let p be an odd integer with p ⩾ 3. There is no function fp such that
inv=p(T ) ⩽ fp(fas(T )) holds for every (= p)-invertible tournament T .

Proof. For every positive integer n, let TTn be the transitive tournament on n vertices
(v1, . . . , vn) ordered acyclically and let Tn be the tournament obtained from TTn by
reversing the arc v1vn (so inv⩽p(Tn) = fas(D) = 1).

Note that for any even n, Tn has exactly n/2 out-even vertices, which by Theorem 3.7
or 3.8 yields that Tn is indeed (= p)-invertible. Towards a contradiction, suppose there is
a function fp such that for every even n with n ⩾ p+2, we have inv=p(Tn) ⩽ fp(fas(Tn)) =
fp(1). Then, consider the first such n satisfying inv=p(Tn) ⩽ n−3

p
, and let X be a decycling

(= p)-family of Tn of cardinality at most n−3
p
. Then, we may take a vertex vi with

i ∈ [2, n − 1] that does not belong to any set in X . Thus X is also a decycling (= p)-
family of Tn−1 = Tn − vi, meaning Tn−1 is also (= p)-invertible. But, since n − 1 is
odd, Tn−1 has less than ⌈(n − 1)/2⌉ out-even vertices, which is in contradiction with
Theorem 3.7 or 3.8.

Since inv⩽p(D) ⩽ fas(D) ⩽
(
p
2

)
inv⩽p(D), Theorem 4.15 directly implies that Corol-

lary 1.9 admits no analogue for every odd p ⩾ 3.

Corollary 4.16. Let p be an odd integer with p ⩾ 3. There is no function gp such that
inv=p(T ) ⩽ gp(inv

⩽p(T )) for all (= p)-invertible tournament T .

Regarding bounds in terms of the number of arcs, we can ask whether Theorem 1.10
admits a counterpart (for odd p).

Problem 4.17. Let p ⩾ 3 be an odd integer. Does there exist a constant Cp such that

inv=p(D) ⩽ |A(D)|
p−1

+ Cp · n for every invertible oriented graph D of order n ⩾ p+ 2 ?

It would also be interesting to obtain bounds in terms of fas similar to Theorems 4.7
and 4.10.

Problem 4.18. Let p ⩾ 3 be an odd integer, and k ⩾ 1 an integer.

• Does there exist a constant Cp such that inv=p(D) ⩽ 2 fas(D) + Cpn for every
invertible oriented graph of order n ⩾ p+ 2 ?

• Does there exist a constant γp such that inv=p(D) ⩽ fas(D) + γp · n1+1/k for every
invertible oriented graph of order n ⩾ p+ 2k − 2 ?

We can then also ask whether our improved bounds for dense graphs, Theorem 4.13
and Corollary 4.14, admit extensions.

Problem 4.19. Let p ⩾ 3 be an odd integer.
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• Is is true that inv=p(D) ⩽ fas(D)
⌈p/2⌉·⌊p/2⌋ + o(n2) for every invertible oriented graph D

of order n ?

• Is it true that inv=p(n) =
(n2)

2⌈p/2⌉·⌊p/2⌋ + o(n2) for every invertible oriented graph D
of order n?

5 Complexity of computing the (= p)-inversion and

(⩽ p)-inversion numbers

5.1 NP-completeness of Tournament (= p)-Inversion and
Tournament (⩽ p)-Inversion

Given a tournament T and an integer k, recall that deciding whether T has a feedback
arc set of size at most k is NP-complete [1, 10]. This means that Tournament (= p)-
Inversion and Tournament (⩽ p)-Inversion are NP-complete when p = 2. We
show this generalizes to any p.

Theorem 5.1. Tournament (= p)-Inversion and Tournament (⩽ p)-Inversion
are NP-complete, for any fixed integer p greater than 2.

Our reduction will be from the hypergraph edge-colourability problem. A hyper-
graph H consists of a vertex set V (H) and a multiset E(H) of subsets of V (H), called
the hyperedges of H. For some nonnegative integer k, we say that H is k-uniform if
|e| = k holds for every e ∈ E(H) and k-regular if every v ∈ V (H) is contained in exactly
k hyperedges. For some positive integer k, a k-edge-colouring of a hypergraph H is
a mapping ϕ : E(H) → [k]. If ϕ(e) ̸= ϕ(e′) holds for each pair of distinct hyperedges
e, e′ with e ∩ e′ ̸= ∅, then we say that ϕ is a proper k-edge-colouring. We say that a
hypergraph is k-edge-colourable if it admits a proper k-edge-colouring.

A hypergraph H is p-special if it satisfies the following four properties:

(S1) H is p-uniform;

(S2) H is 3-regular;

(S3) |e ∩ e′| ⩽ 1 for all distinct hyperedges e, e′ ∈ E(H);

(S4) for all triples (v, v′, v′′) of distinct vertices, if each of {v, v′}, {v, v′′}, and {v′, v′′} is
contained in a hyperedge of H, then {v, v′, v′′} is contained in a hyperedge of H.

We denote by p-Special Hypergraph 3-Edge-Colourability, in short (p, 3)-
SHEC, the problem of deciding whether a given p-special hypergraph H is 3-edge-
colourable.

The hardness of (p, 3)-SHEC will be crucial for our reduction proving Theorem 5.1.
Note that the problem (2, 3)-SHEC is exactly the problem of deciding whether a cubic,
triangle-free graph is 3-edge-colourable. This problem is well known to be NP-hard. (See
for example Theorem 4 in [9].)

Proposition 5.2. (2, 3)-SHEC is NP-hard.
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In the following, we give a slightly technical proof for the fact that this hardness result
generalizes for arbitrary p ⩾ 3.

Lemma 5.3. (p, 3)-SHEC is NP-hard for every p ⩾ 2.

Proof. By Proposition 5.2, the statement holds for p = 2. Now consider an integer p ⩾ 3.
Inductively, we may suppose that (p−1, 3)-SHEC is NP-hard. We will show the hardness
of (p, 3)-SHEC by a reduction from (p− 1, 3)-SHEC.

Let H be a (p − 1)-special hypergraph. Let us create a particular hypergraph H′.
For every v ∈ V (H) and every (i, j) ∈ [p]2, we let V (H′) contain a vertex vi,j. Next,
for every e ∈ E(H) and every (i, j) ∈ [p]2, we let V (H′) contain a vertex xe

i,j. For every
e ∈ E(H) and every (i, j) ∈ [p]2, we let E(H′) contain a hyperedge ei,j which consists
of {vi,j | v ∈ e} and xe

i,j. Further, for every e ∈ E(H) and every i ∈ [p], we let E(H′)
contain a hyperedge fe,i consisting of {xe

i,j | j ∈ [p]}. Finally, for every e ∈ E(H) and
every j ∈ [p], we let E(H′) contain a hyperedge f ′

e,j consisting of {xe
i,j | i ∈ [p]}. This

finishes the description of H′. Observe that |V (H′)| = p2(|V (H)|+ |E(H)|) and, as H′ is
3-regular, |E(H′)| ⩽ 3|V (H′)|. Hence the size of H′ is polynomial in the size of H.

Claim 5.3.1. H′ is p-special.

Proof of the claim. We need to prove that H′ satisfies (S1), (S2), (S3) and (S4).

It follows immediately from the fact that H is (p − 1)-uniform and by construction
that H′ satisfies (S1).

Similarly, as H is 3-regular, is easy to see that H′ is 3-regular, so H′ satisfies (S2).

We next prove (S3). Let g, g′ be distinct hyperedges in E(H′). First suppose that
g = fe,i for some e ∈ E(H) and some i ∈ [p]. If g′ = fe′,j for some e′ ∈ E(H) and
j ∈ [p], we obtain that (e, i) ̸= (e′, j) by assumption. It follows by construction that
g ∩ g′ = ∅. Next suppose that g′ = f ′

e′,j for some e′ ∈ E(H) and some j ∈ [p]. We
obtain by construction that g ∩ g′ = {xe

i,j} if e′ = e and g ∩ g′ = ∅, otherwise. Now
suppose that g′ = e′i′,j for some e′ ∈ E(H) and (i′, j) ∈ [p]2. It follows by construction
that g ∩ g′ = {xe

i,j} if (e′, i′) = (e, i), and g ∩ g′ = ∅, otherwise. The case of g = f ′
e,j for

some e ∈ E(H) and some j ∈ [p] can be handled similarly. We may hence suppose that
g = ei,j for some e ∈ E(H) and (i, j) ∈ [p]2. Using similar arguments, we may suppose
that g′ = e′i′,j′ for some e′ ∈ E(H) and (i′, j′) ∈ [p]2. If (i, j) ̸= (i′, j′), we obtain that
g ∩ g′ = ∅ by construction. If (i, j) = (i′, j′), we obtain that g ∩ g′ = {vi,j | v ∈ e ∩ e′}.
As H is (p− 1)-special, we have |e ∩ e′| ⩽ 1 and so |g ∩ g′| ⩽ 1. Hence H′ satisfies (S3).

Let us now prove (S4). Consider three distinct vertices v, v′, v′′ of V (H′) such that
each of {v, v′}, {v, v′′}, and {v′, v′′} is contained in a hyperedge of E(H′).

First suppose that v = xe
i,j for some (i, j) ∈ [p]2 and e ∈ E(H). As {v, v′} is contained

in a hyperedge of E(H), we obtain that either v′ = xe
i′,j for some i′ ∈ [p] − i, v′ = xe

i,j′

for some j′ ∈ [p]− j or v′ = u′
i,j for some u′ ∈ e. Similarly, we have that either v′′ = xe

i′′,j

for some i′′ ∈ [p] − i, v′′ = xe
i,j′′ for some j′′ ∈ [p] − j or v′′ = u′′

i,j for some u′′ ∈ e. If
v′ = xe

i′,j for some i′ ∈ [p] − i and v′′ = xe
i′′,j for some i′′ ∈ [p] − {i, i′}, we obtain that

{v, v′, v′′} ⊆ f ′
e,j. If v

′ = xe
i′,j for some i′ ∈ [p]− i and v′′ = xe

i,j′′ for some j′′ ∈ [p]− j, we
obtain by construction that no hyperedge in E(H′) contains {v′, v′′}, a contradiction. If
v′ = xe

i′,j for some i′ ∈ [p] − i and v′′ = u′′
i,j for some u′′ ∈ e, we obtain by construction

28



that no hyperedge in E(H′) contains {v′, v′′}, a contradiction. If v′ = u′
i,j for some u′ ∈ e

and v′′ = u′′
i,j for some u′′ ∈ e− u′, we obtain that {v, v′, v′′} ⊆ ei,j. The remaining cases

for the different forms of v′ and v′′ when v = xe
i,j are symmetric.

We may hence suppose that v = ui,j for some u ∈ V (H) and (i, j) ∈ [p]2. Similarly,
we may suppose that v′ = u′

i′,j′ for some u′ ∈ V (H) and (i′, j′) ∈ [p]2 and v′′ = u′′
i′′,j′′ for

some u′′ ∈ V (H) and (i′′, j′′) ∈ [p]2. If (i, j) ̸= (i′, j′), we obtain by construction that
E(H) does not contain a hyperedge containing {v, v′}, a contradiction. We hence obtain
(i′, j′) = (i, j). We similarly have (i′′, j′′) = (i, j).

By construction, we obtain that each of {u, u′}, {u, u′′}, and {u′, u′′} is contained in a
hyperedge of E(H). As H is (p− 1)-special, we obtain that there exists some e ∈ E(H)
such that {u, u′, u′′} ⊆ e. By construction, it follows that {v, v′, v′′} ⊆ ei,j. Hence H′

satisfies (S4). ♢

It remains to prove that H′ is 3-edge-colourable if and only if H is. First suppose
that H′ is 3-edge-colourable. Then it admits a proper 3-edge-colouring ϕ′. Let ϕ be the
3-edge-colouring of H defined by ϕ(e) = ϕ′(e1,1) for every e ∈ E(H). Let e, e′ ∈ E(H)
with e ∩ e′ ̸= ∅. Then, by construction, we have e1,1 ∩ e′1,1 ̸= ∅. As ϕ′ is a proper 3-edge-
colouring, ϕ′(e1,1) ̸= ϕ′(e′1,1) and hence by construction ϕ(e) ̸= ϕ(e′). It follows that ϕ is
a proper 3-edge-colouring of H.

Now suppose that H is 3-edge-colourable. Then it admits a proper 3-edge-colouring
ϕ. We now define a 3-edge-colouring ϕ′ of H′ as follows. First, for every e ∈ E(H)
and (i, j) ∈ [p]2, we set ϕ′(ei,j) = ϕ(e). Now consider some e ∈ E(H) and let α, β be
the unique integers with α < β and {α, β} = [3] \ {ϕ(e)}. We then set ϕ′(fe,i) = α
for all i ∈ [p] and ϕ′(f ′

e,j) = β for all j ∈ [p]. This finishes the description of ϕ′. Let
us prove that ϕ′ is proper. Consider some g, g′ ∈ E(H′) with g ∩ g′ ̸= ∅. If g = fe,i
for some e ∈ E(H) and some i ∈ [p] or g = f ′

e,j for some e ∈ E(H) and some j ∈ [p],
we obtain that ϕ′(g) ̸= ϕ′(g′) by construction. We may hence suppose that g = ei,j for
some e ∈ E(H) and some (i, j) ∈ [p]2. Similarly, we may suppose that g′ = e′i′,j′ for
some e′ ∈ E(H) and some (i′, j′) ∈ [p]2. If (i, j) ̸= (i′, j′), we obtain that g ∩ g′ = ∅ by
construction, a contradiction. We hence have (i′, j′) = (i, j) and e ̸= e′. By construction
and as g ∩ g′ ̸= ∅, we obtain that e ∩ e′ ̸= ∅. As ϕ is a proper 3-edge-colouring of H,
we obtain that ϕ(e) ̸= ϕ(e′) and hence by construction that ϕ′(g) ̸= ϕ′(g′). Hence ϕ′ is a
proper 3-edge-colouring of H′. This finishes the proof.

For the main proof of Theorem 5.1, we further need the following simple observation.

Proposition 5.4. Let D be an oriented graph and X be a decycling (⩽ p)-family of size
k for some positive integers k and p. If there exists an arc uv ∈ A(D) and pk directed
cycles C1, . . . , Cpk+1 in D such that V (Ci)∩ V (Cj) = {u, v} for all distinct i, j ∈ [pk+1]
and uv ∈ A(Ci) for all i ∈ [pk + 1], then there exists X ∈ X such that {u, v} ⊆ X.

Proof. Suppose otherwise. Then uv ∈ A(Inv(D;X )). Consider Y =
⋃

X∈X X. Observe
that |Y | ⩽ kp. Hence, there exists some i ∈ [pk + 1] such that (V (Ci) \ {u, v}) ∩ Y = ∅.
Hence Ci is an oriented subgraph of Inv(D;X ), a contradiction to X being decycling.

We shall also use the following notation : given two disjoint sets of vertices A and B
in an oriented graph D, we write A ⇒ B if A(D) contains all possibles arcs with tail in
A and head in B. We are now ready to proceed to the main proof of Theorem 5.1.
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Proof of Theorem 5.1. Let H be a (p − 1)-special hypergraph and let (v1, . . . , vn) be an
arbitrary ordering of V (H). We further set k = |E(H)|. We now create a tournament
T . We first let V (T ) contain V (H). Further, for all distinct i, j ∈ [n] with i < j, we
let A(T ) contain vjvi if {vi, vj} ⊆ e for some e ∈ E(H), and vivj, otherwise. Next, for
i ∈ [n], we let V (T ) contain a set Wi of pk + 1 vertices and we let A(T ) contain arcs
such that T ⟨Wi⟩ is a transitive tournament. We set W =

⋃
i∈[n] Wi. Next, for i ∈ [n],

we add arcs such that {v1, . . . , vi−1} ⇒ Wi and Wi ⇒ {vi, . . . , vn} in T . Further, for all
distinct i, j ∈ [n], with i < j we let Wi ⇒ Wj in T . Finally, we let V (T ) contain a set
Z = {z1, z2, z3}. We let Z ⇒ W and V (H) ⇒ Z in T . Finally, we add some arcs such
that T ⟨Z⟩ is a transitive tournament. This finishes the description of T . Observe that
the size of T is polynomial in the size of H.

We shall prove that the following three statements are equivalent:

(i) H is 3-edge-colourable.

(ii) inv=p(T ) ⩽ k.

(iii) inv⩽p(T ) ⩽ k.

This equivalence directly implies both hardness results.
(ii) trivially implies (iii). We shall prove that (i) implies (ii), and (iii) implies (i).

(i) ⇒ (ii).
Suppose that H admits a proper 3-edge-colouring ϕ. For every e ∈ E(H), we set

Xe = e∪{zϕ(e)}. Observe that |Xe| = p, asH is (p−1)-uniform. Set X = (Xe | e ∈ E(H))
and X =

⋃
e∈E(H) Xe. Observe that X contains exactly k sets. Now let T ′ = Inv(T ;X ).

We now prove that T ′ is a transitive tournament, which yields inv=p(T ) ⩽ k.
First consider some i ∈ [n] and some j ∈ [3]. Then, by construction, we have that

A(T ) contains the arc vizj. As H is 3-regular and ϕ is a proper 3-edge-colouring of H,
there exists exactly one e ∈ E(H) with vi ∈ e and ϕ(e) = j. It follows that {vi, zj} ⊆ Xe

and {vi, zj} ⊈ Xe′ for all e′ ∈ E(H) \ {e}. It follows that A(T ′) contains the arc zjvi.
Hence Z ⇒ V (H) in T ′. Further, as X ∩ W = ∅, we have Z ⇒ W in T ′. Next, as
|Xe ∩Z| ⩽ 1 for all e ∈ E(H), we obtain that T ′⟨Z⟩ = T ⟨Z⟩, and so T ′⟨Z⟩ is a transitive
tournament. It hence suffices to prove that T ′ − Z is a transitive tournament.

Next consider some distinct i, j ∈ [n] with i < j. If there exists no hyperedge in
E(H) containing {vi, vj}, then, by construction, we have that A(T ) contains vivj and
{vi, vj} \ Xe ̸= ∅ for all e ∈ E(H). It follows that A(T ′) contains the arc vivj. If there
exists a hyperedge e ∈ E(H) containing {vi, vj}, then, by the property (S3) of (p − 1)-
special hypergraphs, e is the only hyperedge containing {vi, vj}. It follows by construction
that A(T ) contains vjvi, {vi, vj} ⊆ Xe, and {vi, vj} ⊈ Xe′ for all e

′ ∈ E(H) \ {e}. Thus
A(T ′) contains vivj. Therefore T ′⟨V (H)⟩ is transitive with acyclic ordering (v1, . . . , vn).
Now since we have X∩W = ∅, all the arcs incident to a vertex of W are unchanged when
inverting the sets of X . Hence, in T ′, {v1, . . . , vi−1} ⇒ Wi and Wi ⇒ {vi, . . . , vn} for all
i ∈ [n], Wi ⇒ Wj for all distinct i, j ∈ [n]. Hence T ′ − Z is a transitive tournament,
which implies that T ′ is a transitive tournament.

(iii) ⇒ (i).
Now suppose that T has a decycling (⩽ p)-family X of size at most k. For i ∈ [k],

let Fi be the set of arcs of A(T ) for which there exist exactly i sets in X each of which

30



contain both endvertices of the arc and let F =
⋃

i∈[k] Fi. Further, let A1 be the set of

all arcs oriented from V (H) to Z in A(T ), and A2 those arcs in A(T ) of the form vjvi for
some i, j ∈ [n] with i < j.

Claim 5.4.1. F = F1 = A1 ∪ A2 and |X| = p for all X ∈ X .

Proof of the claim. First consider an arc vizj ∈ A1 for some i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [3]. Observe
that for every w ∈ W1, we have that zjwvizj is a triangle in T . It thus follows by
Proposition 5.4 and |W1| = pk + 1 that vizj ∈ F . Hence A1 ⊆ F .

Next consider some distinct i, j ∈ [n] with i < j such that vjvi ∈ A2. Observe that
for every w ∈ Wj, we have that viwvjvi is a directed 3-cycle in T . Thus vjvi ∈ F by
Proposition 5.4. Hence A2 ⊆ F .

As A1 ∩A2 = ∅, we get |F | ⩾ |A1|+ |A2|. Moreover as H is (p− 1)-special, a double
counting of the vertex-hyperedge incidences yields 3n = k(p− 1). Thus

k

(
p

2

)
⩾

∑
X∈X

(
|X|
2

)

=
k∑

i=1

i|Fi|

⩾ |F |
⩾ |A1|+ |A2|

= 3n+ k

(
p− 1

2

)
= k(p− 1) + k

(
p− 1

2

)
= k

(
p

2

)
.

Hence equality holds throughout and the statement follows. ♢

Now consider some X ∈ X . By Claim 5.4.1, we have |X| = p and X ⊆ Z ∪ V (H).
Further, Claim 5.4.1 yields F ∩ A(T ⟨Z⟩) = ∅ and hence |X ∩ Z| ⩽ 1. Now consider
some distinct i, j ∈ [n] such that {vi, vj} ⊆ X. By Claim 5.4.1, one of vivj and vjvi is
contained in A2, and hence, by construction and (S3), there exists a unique hyperedge
e ∈ E(H) such that {vi, vj} ⊆ e. As vi and vj were chosen to be arbitrary elements of
X ∩ V (H) and by the property (S4), we have X ∩ V (H) ⊆ e. We obtain p = |X| =
|X ∩Z|+ |X ∩V (H)| ⩽ 1+ |e| = 1+(p− 1) = p. Hence equality holds throughout which
yields X = e ∪ zj for some j ∈ [3]. As F = F1 by Claim 5.4.1, we obtain that for every
e ∈ E(H), there exists at most one X ∈ X with e ⊆ X. As |X | = k = |E(H)|, we obtain
that for every e ∈ E(H), there exists exactly one j ∈ [3] such that e ∪ zj ∈ X .

We are now ready to define a 3-edge-colouring ϕ ofH. For every e ∈ E(H), we let ϕ(e)
be the unique integer j ∈ [3] such that e∪zj ∈ X . Let us prove that ϕ is proper. Consider
some v ∈ V (H) and suppose for the sake of a contradiction that there exist two distinct
hyperedges e, e′ ∈ E(H) containing v with ϕ(e) = ϕ(e′). It follows by construction that
X contains both the sets e ∪ zϕ(e) and e′ ∪ zϕ(e). We obtain that vzϕ(e) ∈ F \ F1, a
contradiction to Claim 5.4.1.
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5.2 W [1]-hardness with parameter p

Let us recall the Multicoloured Clique problem, which is a W [1]-hard problem, that
often allows easy reduction in many hardness proofs.

Multicoloured Clique (MCC)
Input: A graph G, along with a partition (V1, . . . , Vk) of V (G)
Parameter: k
Question: Does G contain a clique with exactly one vertex from each Vi?

The hardness of Multicoloured Clique derives by a straightforward reduction
from k-Clique, shown by Fellows et al. [13].

Proposition 5.5 (Fellows et al. [13]). MultiColoured Clique is W[1]-hard.

We are now ready to show the hardness of Bounded Size Inversion and
Prescibed Size Inversion parameterized by p by reduction from Multicoloured
Clique. As noted in the introduction, it is implied by the following theorem.

Theorem 1.11. Given an oriented graph D and an integer p, the following problems are
W [1]-hard parameterized by p:

• deciding whether D can be made acyclic by a single (⩽ p)-inversion,

• deciding whether D can be made acyclic by a single (= p)-inversion.

Proof. We prove this statement by a reduction from MCC. Let (G, (V1, . . . , Vk)) be an
instance of MCC. We now create an instance (D, p) of the inversion problem. For i ∈ [k],
let qi = |Vi| and let v1i , . . . , v

qi
i be an arbitrary enumeration of Vi. For every i ∈ [k] and

j ∈ [qi], we let V (D) contain two vertices wj
i and xj

i and for every i ∈ [k], we let A(D)
contain arcs such that w1

i x
1
iw

2
i . . . w

qi
i x

qi
i w

1
i is a directed cycle, which we denote by Ci.

Further, we denote by F the set of all ordered pairs (vj1i1 , v
j2
i2
) with 1 ⩽ i1 < i2 ⩽ k, j1 ∈

[qi1 ], j2 ∈ [qi2 ] and such that E(G) does not contain an edge linking vj1i1 and vj2i2 . We
let V (D) contain a set Z that contains a vertex zf for every f ∈ F . Further, for every
f = (vj1i1 , v

j2
i2
) ∈ F , we let A(D) contain the arcs wj1

i1
zf , zfw

j2
i2
, and wj1

i1
wj2

i2
. Finally, we set

p = 2k. This finishes the description of (D, p). For an illustration, see Figure 1.
It is easy to see that (D, p) can be constructed in polynomial time from

(G, (V1, . . . , Vk)) and clearly, p is bounded by a computable function of k.
We shall prove that the following three statements are equivalent:

(i) (G, (V1, . . . , Vk)) is a yes-instance of MCC.

(ii) inv=p(D) ⩽ 1.

(iii) inv⩽p(D) ⩽ 1.

This equivalence directly implies both hardness results.
(ii) trivially implies (iii). We shall prove that (i) implies (ii), and (iii) implies (i).

(i) ⇒ (ii).
First suppose that (G, (V1, . . . , Vk)) is a yes-instance of MCC. Then for i ∈ [k],

there exists some ri ∈ [qi] such that G⟨{vr11 , . . . , vrkk }⟩ is a clique. Set X =
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1
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G D

Figure 1: An illustration of an instance (G, (V1, V2, V3)) of MCC and the corresponding
oriented graph D. The vertices of V1, V2, and V3 are marked in blue, red, and green in G,
respectively. For i ∈ [3], the directed cycle Ci in D is marked in the same colour as Vi in
G. All vertices of Z and arcs of D incident to Z are marked in black. The names of the
vertices in Z have been omitted due to space restrictions.

{wr1
1 , xr1

1 , . . . , wrk
k , xrk

k } and D′ = Inv(D,X). Clearly, we have |X| = 2k = p. It hence
suffices to prove that D′ is acyclic. Note that V (D) = Z ∪

⋃
i∈[k] V (Ci), and the strong

components of D are either a directed cycle (Ci)i or a single vertex. Since {vr11 , . . . , vrkk }
induces a clique in G, X induces exactly the arcs (wri

i , x
ri
i )i∈[k] in D. For any i, the in-

version of wri
i x

ri
i yields that D′⟨V (Ci)⟩ is acyclic. Moreover, observe that no arc between

two distinct strong components of D is reversed in D′. This implies that D′ is acyclic,
therefore inv=p(D) ⩽ 1.

(iii) ⇒ (i).
Suppose that inv⩽p(D) ⩽ 1. Then there exists a (⩽ p)-set X ⊆ V (D) such that D′ is

acyclic whereD′ = Inv(D,X). As Ci is a directed cycle for i ∈ [k] and V (Ci1)∩V (Ci2) = ∅
for all distinct i1, i2 ∈ [k], we obtain that 2k = p ⩾ |X| =

∑k
i=1 |X ∩ V (Ci)|+ |X ∩ Z| ⩾∑k

i=1 |X ∩ V (Ci)| ⩾
∑k

i=1 2 = 2k. We obtain that equality holds throughout, so we have
X ∩Z = ∅ and |X ∩V (Ci)| = 2 for i ∈ [k]. Now consider some i ∈ [k]. As Ci is a directed
cycle and D′ is acyclic, we obtain that X contains two consecutive vertices of Ci. As
|V (Ci) ∩X| = 2, this yields that there exists one unique ri ∈ [qi] such that wri

i ∈ X.
We claim that G⟨{vr11 , . . . , vrkk }⟩ is a clique. Suppose otherwise, so there exists some

distinct i1, i2 ∈ [k] with i1 < i2 such that E(G) does not contain an edge linking v
ri1
i1

and

v
ri2
i2

. It follows that f = (v
ri1
i1

, v
ri2
i2

) ∈ F . As {wri1
i1
, w

ri2
i2
} ⊆ X and X ∩ Z = ∅, we obtain

that w
ri1
i1
zpw

ri2
i2
w

ri1
i1

is directed cycle in D′, a contradiction. Hence G⟨{vr11 , . . . , vrkk }⟩ is a
clique and so (G, (V1, . . . , Vk)) is a yes-instance of MCC.

5.3 A O(k2p3) kernel for Tournament Bounded Size Inversion
and Tournament Prescribed Size Inversion

As mentioned in the introduction, the problem of deciding whether a tournament admits
a feedback arc set of size k has a (2 + ε)k kernel for every ε > 0 [7]. In our language,
this kernel is a kernel for Tournament (= 2)-Inversion and Tournament (⩽ 2)-
Inversion. This kernelization relies on reduction rules to output an equivalent instance
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of size subquadratic in k, then employs the polynomial-time approximation scheme of [21].
Recall that, given any fixed ε > 0, a PTAS is an algorithm running in polynomial time
and outputting a (1 + ε)-approximation for a minimization problem. We now prove the
existence of kernels for Tournament Bounded Size Inversion and Tournament
Prescribed Size Inversion, also using the latter approximation to find a feedback arc
set F of size bounded by a function of p and k. Then, T \ F is acyclic, and we consider
the positions of the arcs of F in T to prune vertices “in between” while preserving an
equivalent instance, as long as the “gaps” are large enough.

The main technical contribution is contained in the following lemma, which we use to
ensure the soundness of our reduction rule.

Lemma 5.6. Let ε > 0 be fixed, let p ⩾ 2 and k be nonnegative integers and let T be a
tournament on at least (2(1 + ε)k

(
p
2

)
+1)(pk+2) vertices. Then, in polynomial time, we

can compute a tournament T1 with |V (T1)| < |V (T )| such that:

• inv⩽p(T1) ⩽ k if and only if inv⩽p(T ) ⩽ k

• inv=p(T1) ⩽ k if and only if inv=p(T ) ⩽ k

Proof. We first run the PTAS of [21] to yield a feedback arc set F such that |F | ⩽
(1 + ε) fas(T ).

First suppose that |F | > (1+ε)k
(
p
2

)
. We assert that (T, p, k) is a no-instance. Indeed,

suppose that T admits a decycling family (X1, . . . , Xk) with |Xi| ⩽ p for i ∈ [k]. Then, we
obtain in particular that the set F ′ of arcs of A(T ), for which there exists an odd number
of indices in [k] containing both its endvertices, forms a feedback arc set for T . We thus
have that (1 + ε) fas(T ) ⩽ (1 + ε)|F ′| ⩽ (1 + ε)k

(
p
2

)
< |F |, a contradiction. We then

output a small no-instance (T1, p, k), for example T1 is a tournament of size 3(kp+1) < |T |
obtained by adding arcs arbitrarily to the disjoint union of pk + 1 directed triangles.

Suppose now that |F | ⩽ (1 + ε)k
(
p
2

)
. Then, we can assume that F is arc-minimal,

because an arc of F whose deletion from F still yields a feedback arc set can be found
and removed in quadratic time. We then compute an acyclic ordering σ of T \F , that is,
a mapping σ : V (T ) → |V (T )| such that σ(u) < σ(v) for all uv ∈ A(T )\F . Clearly, such
a mapping can be obtained in polynomial time. Since F is arc-minimal, note that any
ab ∈ F is such that σ(b) < σ(a). Let S ⊆ V (T ) be the set of endvertices of arcs in F .
Observe that |S| ⩽ 2|F | ⩽ 2(1+ε)k

(
p
2

)
. A set I ⊆ V (T ) is called an interval of (V (T ), σ)

if I = σ−1([i, j]) for some i < j ⩽ |V (T )|. As |V (T )| ⩾ (2(1 + ε)k
(
p
2

)
+ 1)(pk + 2), there

exists an interval I ⊆ V (T ) such that I ∩ S = ∅ and |I| ⩾ pk + 2. Let z ∈ I. We now
let T1 = T − z. Clearly, we have that (T1, k, p) can be computed in polynomial time and
|V (T1)| < |V (T )|. In order to show that (T1, p, k) has the desired properties, it hence
suffices to prove the following statement.

Claim 5.6.1. Let k′ ⩽ k be a nonnegative integer and let q1, . . . , qk′ ∈ [p]. Then T
admits a decycling family (X1, . . . , Xk′) with |Xi| = qi for i ∈ [k] if and only if T1 admits
a decycling family (X1, . . . , Xk′) with |Xi| = qi for i ∈ [k′].

Proof of the claim. First suppose that T admits a decycling family (X1, . . . , Xk′) with
|Xi| = qi for i ∈ [k′]. As |I| ⩾ kp + 2 > kp ⩾

∑
i∈[k′] qi =

∑
i∈[k′] |Xi| ⩾ |

⋃
i∈[k′] Xi|, we

obtain that there exists some z′ ∈ I \
⋃

i∈[k′] Xi. Observe that T − z′ is isomorphic to T1

and (X1, . . . , Xk′) is a decycling family for T − z′. Hence the statement follows.
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Now suppose that T1 admits a decycling family (X1, . . . , Xk′) with |Xi| = qi for
i ∈ [k′]. As |I \ {z}| ⩾ kp + 1 > kp ⩾

∑
i∈[k′] qi =

∑
i∈[k′] |Xi| ⩾ |

⋃
i∈[k′] Xi|, we obtain

that there exists some y ∈ I \ (
⋃

i∈[k′] Xi ∪{z}). Let T2 be the tournament obtained from

T1 by adding a vertex z′ with N−
T2
(z′) = N−

T1
(y) and N+

T2
(z′) = N+

T1
(y) ∪ {y}. Observe

that T2 is isomorphic to T . It hence suffices to prove that (X1, . . . , Xk′) is a decycling
family for T2. Let T ′

1 = inv(T1, X1, . . . , Xk′) and T ′
2 = inv(T2, X1, . . . , Xk′). Suppose for

the sake of a contradiction that T ′
2 is not acyclic. Since T ′

2 is a tournament, we obtain
that T ′

2 contains a directed triangle Q. As (X1, . . . , Xk′) is a decycling family for T ′
1 and

T ′
1 = T ′

2 − z′, we obtain that z′ ∈ V (Q). First suppose that y ∈ V (Q) and let x be the
unique vertex in V (Q)\{z′, y}. Then, as {z′, y}∩(

⋃
i∈[k′] Xi) = ∅ and by construction, we

have {z′, y} ⊆ N−
T ′
2
(x) or {z′, y} ⊆ N+

T ′
2
(x). This contradicts Q being a directed triangle.

We hence have that y ∈ V (T ) \ V (Q). Let Q′ be the directed subgraph of T ′
2 induced

by V (Q) \ {z′} ∪ {y}. Observe that N+
T ′
2
(y) = N+

T2
(y) = N+

T2
(z′) = N+

T ′
2
(z′), so Q′ is a

directed triangle. As T ′
2 −{z′} = T ′

1 by construction, we obtain that Q′ is also a directed
subgraph of T ′

1. This contradicts T
′
1 being acyclic. ♢

We are now ready to conclude the main theorem of this section, showing both kernels
at once.

Theorem 1.12. For any fixed ε > 0, Tournament Bounded Size Inversion and
Tournament Prescribed Size Inversion admit a kernel of size at most (1+ε)k2p3.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may suppose that ε ⩽ 1
2
. Let (T, p, k) be an

instance of Tournament Bounded Size Inversion or Tournament Prescribed
Size Inversion. First, if p ⩽ 1 or k = 0, we can clearly decide whether (T, p, k) is
a yes-instance and output an appropriate kernel in polynomial time. Next, if kp < 30

ε
,

we solve the instance by a brute force approach in nO(pk) (polynomial) time, and output
an appropriate kernel. We may hence suppose that kp ⩾ 30

ε
. Next, observe that if

|V (T )| ⩽ (2(1 + ε
2
)k
(
p
2

)
+ 1)(pk + 2), since kp ⩾ 30

ε
and ε ⩽ 1

2
, we obtain that:

(2(1 +
ε

2
)k

(
p

2

)
+ 1)(pk + 2) ⩽ (1 +

ε

2
)k2p3 + 5kp2 + kp+ 2

⩽ (1 +
ε

2
)k2p3 + 15kp2

⩽ (1 +
ε

2
)k2p3 +

ε

2
k2p3

= (1 + ε)k2p3.

It follows that (T, p, k) is a trivial kernel of appropriate size.
We may thus assume in the following that |V (T )| > (2(1 + ε

2
)k
(
p
2

)
+ 1)(pk + 2).

Then, starting with T1 = T , we recursively apply Lemma 5.6 and update T1 with the
resulting tournament as long as |V (T1)| > (2(1 + ε

2
)k
(
p
2

)
+ 1)(pk + 2). This eventually

yields an instance (T1, p, k) Tournament Bounded Size Inversion or Tournament
Prescribed Size Inversion, respectively. Then, |V (T1)| ⩽ (2(1 + ε

2
)k
(
p
2

)
+ 1)(pk + 2)

which by the inequalities above yields |V (T1)| ⩽ (1 + ε)k2p3 as required. Since each
application of Lemma 5.6 runs in polynomial time, and the size of T decreases by at least
1, the entire algorithm for our theorem runs in polynomial time.
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Theorem 1.12 implies that Tournament Bounded Size Inversion and Tour-
nament Precribed Size Inversion are FPT with parameters p and k.
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