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Abstract

A digraph D is an oriented graph if D does not have a pair of opposite arcs. The degree of a
vertex v of D is the sum of the in-degree and out-degree of v. Let fvs(D) be the minimum number
of vertices whose deletion from D makes it acyclic. Let D be a digraph with n vertices and
maximum degree A. We prove the following bounds. If D is an oriented graph, then fvs(D) < 37”

when A < 4 and fvs(D) < § when A < 5. If D is a connected digraph, A < 4 and D is not
obtained from an odd undirected cycle by replacing every edge with the pair of opposite arcs with
the same endvertices, then fvs(D) < Z. If D is an arbitrary digraph with A <5 then fvs(D) < 2.

Note that all the above bounds are tight.

1 Introduction

In this paper, the standard terminology and notation in digraph theory are used, following [3]. Some
important terminology and notation are given at the end of this section.

A set F C V(D) of a digraph D, is a feedback vertezx set if D — F is acyclic. Similarly, one defines
a feedback arc set. Deciding whether a graph has a feedback vertex set of a given size is among the
21 original NP-complete problems of Karp [17]. Cavallaro and Fluschnik [7] proved that the problem
remains NP-hard even on subclasses of Hamiltonian graphs. Thus, finding the minimum size of a
feedback vertex set of a digraph D, denoted by fvs(D) is a challenging algorithmic problem and was
extensively studied in the literature.

In particular, some scholars studied the upper bounds on fvs(D) for arbitrary digraphs D. Akbari,
Ghodrati, Jabalameli and Saghafian [1] obtained a lower bound on |V(D)| — fvs(D) inspired by the
well-known Caro-Wei lower bound for the maximum size of an independent set in an undirected graph.
This bound was improved in two different ways by Asgarli, Falkenhagen and Hoshi [2].

To obtain tight or close-to-tight lower bounds on fvs(D), many researchers studied such bounds
for special classes of oriented graphs (or, orgraphs), i.e., digraphs without opposite arcs. We will first
discuss new results obtained in this paper and then we will overview numerous results obtained by
other researchers.

Several scholars carried out research on tight upper bounds for the minimum size of a feedback
arc set in orgraphs with small maximum degree, see, e.g. [4, 5, 8, 13, 14, 12]. In particular, the
authors of [12] obtained tight upper bounds when the maximum degree A < 4 and when A < 5.
The authors of [12] proved a conjecture in [13] and disproved another one in [13], both for A < 5. In
this paper, similarly, we study tight upper bounds for the minimum size of a feedback vertex set in
orgraphs with small bounded maximum degree A. Clearly, the case of A < 2 is trivial. In the case of
A < 3, the tight bound fvs(D) < % for oriented graphs was proved in [13], and for digraphs the bound
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fvs(D) < 5 follows by induction: delete both vertices of a 2-cycle and use the induction hypothesis,
but use only one vertex of the 2-cycle in feedback vertex set (due to possible existence of 2-cycles
the bound is tight). We establish new tight upper bounds on the minimum feedback vertex set size
in directed and oriented graphs with A < 4 and A < 5. Specifically, we prove for A < 4 that any
orgraph D on n vertices satisfies fvs(D) < 37", and if D is a connected digraph not obtained from an
odd undirected cycle by replacing every edge with the pair of opposite arcs with the same endvertices,
then fvs(D) < Z. For A < 5, we show fvs(D) < % for an orgraph D, and fvs(D) < 2 for a digraph
D. Moreover, we provide explicit constructions that demonstrate that all of these bounds are tight.

Tournaments form a well-known class of orgraphs. Already Stearns [27] and Erdés and Moser [9]
have shown that for any tournament T" on n vertices, we have fvs(T") < n— |log, n| — 1, while there are
tournaments where there is no feedback vertex set with less than n—2|log, n|—1 vertices. More precise
bounds for small values of n have been obtained by Sanchez-Flores [25, 26] and recently more work
has been done in that direction by Neiman, Mackey and Heule [23] and by Lidicky and Pfender [21].
Improving the asymptotic upper and lower bounds remains an open problem.

Another class that has received a lot of attention is planar orgraphs. Let Dy denote a planar
digraph with n vertices and directed girth g. Harutyunyan [15, 16] conjectured that fvs(Dj) < %
This conjecture was refuted by Knauer, Valicov and Wenger [18], who showed that fvs(Dy) > Zf_% for

all g > 3. On the other hand, Golowich and Rolnick [11] established the upper bounds fvs(D}) < 72,

fvs(D2) < 22, and fvs(Dy) < % for all g > 6. Harutyunyan and Mohar [16] proved that the vertex
set of every planar orgraph of girth at least 5 can be partitioned into two acyclic subgraphs. This result
was extended to planar orgraphs of girth 4 by Li and Mohar [20], and therefore fvs(D}) < &. Further
improvements were obtained by Esperet, Lemoine, and Maffray [10], who showed fvs(D}) < %,
fvs(DP) < 2228 and fvs(Dy) < % if g > 6. These improved results of Golowich and Rolnick.
However, a question of Albertson [28, 22| asking whether any planar orgraph has a feedback vertex set
on at most half its vertices, remains open. Note that this question is a weakening of the undirected
setting as well as of the famous Neumann-Lara conjecture [24]. Further, it is known that if true this
bound is best-possible [18]. Moreover, note that the best known upper bound coincides with the above
mentioned £n from the undirected setting [6].

Knauer, La and Valicov [19] studied the minimum size of a feedback vertex set in oriented and
undirected n-vertex graphs of given degeneracy or treewidth (for orgraphs, both parameters are undi-
rected, i.e. they are of the underlying graphs of orgraphs). Since in this paper we only study digraphs,
we will discuss only the results in [19] obtained for orgraphs. For an orgraph D of degeneracy k > 2,
Knauer, La and Valicov proved that fvs(D) < Z—;in and that this inequality is strict when k is odd.
To compare our new results with those in [19], note that orgraphs with the maximum degree A are
of degeneracy A. For A < 4, while our bound is fvs(D) < 22, the bound of [19] is fvs(D) < 32,
For A < 5, while our bound is fvs(D) < %, the bound of [19] is fvs(D) < 2. Thus, our results for
orgraphs with A < 4 and A < 5 do not follow from the relevant results in [19]. For an orgraph D
of treewidth k£ > 2, Knauer, La and Valicov proved that fvs(D) < ki%n It seems that this bound is

unlikely to be tight.

Some Terminology and Notation Let D be a digraph and let v € V(D). The out-degree (in-
degree, respectively) is denoted df,(v) (d(v), respectively). Recall that the degree of v is dp(v) =
df(v) + dp(v). The maximum degree A(D) of D is defined as A(D) = max,cy(p)dp(v). A digraph
D is k-regular if df,(v) = dp(v) = k for every vertex v € V(D).

The order of a directed or undirected graph H is the number of vertices in H. In a digraph, a
cycle (path, respectively) is a directed cycle (directed path, respectively). A k-cycle is a cycle with &
vertices. The directed girth of a digraph D is the minimum k for which D has a k-cycle. In particular,
an orgraph D is of directed girth at least 3.

The underlying graph of a digraph D, is the undirected graph UG(D) with the same vertex set as
D and such that a pair u,v of distinct vertices are adjacent in UG(D) if there is an arc between u
and v in D. A component of UG(D) is a component of D and D is connected if UG(D) is connected.



2 Oriented and Directed Graphs with A <4

In Subsections 2.1 and 2.2, we obtain sharp upper bounds for oriented and directed graphs, respec-
tively, with maximum degree at most 4.

2.1 Orgraphs

We will define a class H of digraphs as follows. Let H; be the 3-cycle (i.e. V(H;) = {z,y, 2} and
A(Hy) = {zy,yz, zx}), let Hy be defined by V(Hs) = {z,y, z,a,b} and A(Hs) = {zy,yz, zz, ab, bx, xa, bz, za},
and let Hj be defined by V(H3) = {z,y, 2,a,b} and A(H3) = {xy,yz, zz, ab, bz, ya, bz, za} (see Fig-

ure 1). Let H contain the digraphs Hy, Ho, H3 and all digraphs that can be obtained by taking two
digraphs in H (they may or may not be the same digraph) and adding an arc between them. The

class H contains exactly the digraphs that can be obtained by this process (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: A digraph in A (where the thick arcs are bridges).

For a digraph D, let h(D) denote the number of connected components in D that belong to H.
We will show the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Let D be an oriented graph with maximum degree at most 4. Then, we have

V(D) + [A(D)| + h(D)
7

fvs(D) <

Theorem 2.1 implies the following:

Corollary 2.2. If D is an oriented graph of order n with the maximum degree at most 4, then
fvs(D) < %

Proof. Note that |A(D)| < 2|V(D)| for all digraphs D of maximum degree at most 4, |A(D)| <
2|V(D)| for all digraphs of maximum degree at most 4 in which at least one vertex is of degree at
most 3, and every digraph in H has a vertex of degree at most 3. Thus, Theorem 2.1 implies that
for every connected oriented graph of order n, we have fvs(D) < 37" Summing such bounds over all
connected components of an oriented graph D, we obtain the bound of the corollary. O

This corollary is tight due to a 2-regular digraph of order 7 with minimum feedback vertex set
equal to 3, see Figure 3.
Before proving Theorem 2.1 we need the following lemma.

Lemma 2.3. Let H € H be arbitrary. Then the following statements hold:



Figure 3: a 2-regular digraph of order 7 with feedback vertex set equal to 3

(a): fvs(H) = ntmtl,

(b): Let C1,Cs,...,C; be the strong components of H and let X C V(H) be any set such that
V(C)NX| <1 foralli=1,2,...,1. Then C; is isomorphic to either Hy, Hy or Hs for all
1=1,2,...,1 and there exists a minimum feedback vertex set in H containing all vertices in X.

(c): If H ¢ {Hz, Hs} then 3~ oy () (4 — d(x)) = 6.
(d) IfH S {H27H3} then erV(H)(4 — d(I)) =4.
Proof. We prove (a) by induction on |V (H)|. Observe first that fvs(H;) = 1 = w.

As zyzz forms a directed 3-cycle in Hy and Hj, every feedback vertex set must contain at least one
vertex of {z,y, z}. Hence

|V (Hi)| + |[A(H:)| +1

fvs(H;) =2 = - for i € {2,3},

since Hy and Hj still contain a directed cycle after the removal of any single vertex of {z, y, z}, whereas
the induced subgraph H; — {x, z} is acyclic for ¢ € {2,3}. This settles the base cases of (a). Let H € H

and assume that H is obtained by adding an arc between H' and H”, where H', H” € H. By the
= WUDHAUDNL g fys(gry = WEDHAGT 4

induction hypothesis, we have that fvs(H’)
Since the union of minimum feedback vertex sets of H' and H” is clearly a minimum feedback vertex
set of H and |A(H)| = |A(H")| + |A(H")| + 1, we obtain

_ VH)[+ AE)|[ + [VH")| + [AHT) [ +2 _ [VH)[ +[AH)[ +1

fvs(H
vs(H) 7 - ,

which proves (a).

By the definition of H, every strong component of H is isomorphic to Hy, Hs, or Hs. Since
fvs(Hy) = 1 and fvs(Hz) = fvs(H3) = 2, to prove (b) it suffices to show that every vertex of Hy or Hj
is contained in a feedback vertex set of size 2.

Observe that
{x7b}v {Zva}v {y,a}

are minimum feedback vertex sets of Hy and Hjz. Hence (b) follows, as each vertex of C; lies in at
least one of these sets.
(d) is straightforward to verify. It remains to prove (c). Note that

> (4—dpy,(2) =6.

€V (H1)

Hence we may assume that H has at least two strong components. Let C; and Cy be the two end
strong components, i.e., those adjacent to exactly one other strong component. Using (d), the identity



> vev(m) (4 —dm, (z)) = 6, and the fact that there is exactly one arc between C1 (or C¢) and another
component, we obtain

Y @-dp@)= > (A-do(@)+ Y (A—dg(r)-2>4+4-2=6.

TEV(C1)UV(CY) z€V(Ch) 2eV(C))

This establishes (¢) and completes the proof of the lemma. O

Let us recall Theorem 2.1.
Theorem 2.1. Let D be an oriented graph with the maximum degree at most 4. Then, we have

V(D) + [A(D)] + h(D)
7

fvs(D) <

Proof. Assume that the theorem is false and let D be a counter example to the theorem of smallest
possible order. We will prove a number of claims regarding D, ending in a contradiction, which will
complete the proof. Let D have order n and size m.

Claim A D is connected and h(D) = 0. In fact, UG(D) is even 2-edge-connected.

Proof of Claim A. For the sake of contradiction, assume D is not connected. By the minimality
of n we note that the theorem holds for all components of D and therefore also for D, a contradiction.
So D is connected. For the sake of contradiction, assume that h(D) > 0. As D is connected, this
implies that A(D) =1 and D € H. By Lemma 2.3(a) we note that fvs(D) = 22+ and therefore D
is not a counter example to the theorem, a contradiction.

Now we prove the next part of the claim. For the sake of contradiction, assume that D contains an
arc a € A(D) such that D — a is not connected. Analogously to the above, the theorem holds for all
components of D —a and therefore also for D, as a does not belong to any cycle of D, a contradiction.
So Claim A holds.

Claim B n > 4.

Proof of Claim B. For the sake of contradiction, assume that n < 3. As D ¢ H by Claim A, we
note that D is not a 3-cycle. Therefore, fvs(D) = 0 and D is not a counter example to the theorem,
a contradiction. So Claim B holds.

Claim C If H is an induced subgraph of D and H € H, then there are at least 3 arcs between
V(H) and V(D)\ V(H).

Proof of Claim C. Let H be an induced subgraph of D and, for the sake of contradiction, assume
that H € H, but there are at most 2 arcs between V(H) and V(D) \ V(H). By Claim A we note that
there must be exactly 2 arcs between V(H) and V(D) \ V(H) and let a be such an arc. Let x be the
endpoint of a that belongs to V(H). By Lemma 2.3(b), there exists a minimum feedback vertex set
Fy in H that contains x.

Let D' = D — V(H). We must have h(D') < 1 by Claim A. As n’ = n — |V(H)| and m’ =
m — |A(H)| — 2 and h(D’) <1 the following holds by induction, thereby proving Claim C.

fvs(D) < fvs(D')+ |Fy]
n'+m’+h(D’) |V (H)|+|A(H)|+1
< (D) 4 LAGD)
(n=|V(H))+(m=|AH)|=2)+1 | |[VH)|+|AWH)[+1
< 7 + 7
§ n-&;m

Claim D d*(z) > 1 and d~(z) > 1 for all x € V(D).

Proof of Claim D. By Claim A and Claim B we note that D contains no isolated vertices. For
the sake of contradiction assume that z € V(D) has in-degree or out-degree zero. Let D' = D —
and let n’ be the order of D’ and let m’ be the size of D’. If F’ is a minimum feedback vertex set in
D’ then F” is also a feedback vertex set in D (as x doesn’t lie on any cycle in D), which implies that
fvs(D) < tvs(D’).



Asn' =n—1and m’ = m —d(x) and h(D’) < 1 (by Claim C, as h(D) = 0 by Claim A) the
following holds by induction, thereby proving Claim D.

fvs(D) < fvs(D’)

< n/er/Jrh(D')

= 7

< (n—1)+(m—d(x))+1
— 7

< n+m

7

Claim E §(D) > 3.

Proof of Claim E. For the sake of contradiction, assume that §(D) < 2. Let z € V(D) be chosen
such that d(x) is minimum. By Claim D we note that d*(z) = d~(z) = 1. Let N~ (z) = {y} and let
NT(xz) ={z} and note that yzz is a path in D. We now prove the following subclaims.

Subclaim E.1. zy € A(D):

Proof of Subclaim E.1. For the sake of contradiction assume that zy ¢ A(D). Let D’ be
obtained from D —x by adding the arc yz, if yz was not already an arc in D. Let n’ be the order of D’
and let m’ be the size of D’. If F’ is a minimum feedback vertex set in D’ then F’ is also a feedback
vertex set in D, since any cycle in D — F’ must use z and therefore substituting the path yxzz by the
arc yz on this cycle gives us a cycle in D’ — F’, a contradiction. Therefore, fvs(D) < fvs(D’). As D
is connected we note that D’ is connected. This implies that h(D’) < 1. The following now holds, by
induction, which completes the proof of Subclaim E.1.

n' +m' + h(D’) < m=—1+m-1)+1 <n+m

fvs(D) < fvs(D') < - < - -

Subclaim E.2. d"(y) #2 or d (y) #2 or d*(2) #2 or d~(z) # 2:

Proof of Subclaim E.2. For the sake of contradiction assume that d*(y) = 2 and d™(y) = 2
and d*(z) = 2 and d~(z) = 2. By Subclaim E.1. zy € A(D) (see Figure 4). Let D,, = D — {y,z}
and let D,, = D — {z, z}. For the sake of contradiction assume that h(D,,) = 0. We now obtain the
following contradiction by induction.

oo

Figure 4: A subgraph of D in Case E.2.

—2)+(m7—5)+h(Dym) 1< n—;m

Therefore, h(D,;) > 0. By Claim C we note that h(D,,) = 1, so let H,, be the component in D,
that belongs to #. By Claim A and Claim C we note that Hy, = Dy,. So Dy, € H. Analogously, we
can show that D, € H.

Let Cy, be the strong component in D,, that contains the vertex z. Note that in D,, the degree
of z is exactly two, which implies that Cy, # Hs (as Hs has no degree two vertices). Thus, z is
part of a 3-cycle, say 222"z, in Cy, (as this holds for all H, and Hs). We first consider the case
when C,, = Hi, then it is not difficult to see that z’z"yz’ is a strong component in D,.. And now
{y,x, z,2',2"} induces a copy of Hs in D. And this implies that h(D) > 0, contradicting Claim A. So
we must have Cy, = Hy. The digraph Cy, — 2 is depicted in Figure 5.

Some strong component, C*, of D, must contain z’, 2"/ and y, as Cy,; — z is a strong component
in D — {yzz} that does not belong to H. Considering C,, — z (depicted in Figure 5) we note that
y must be adjacent to a and b (as if y is adjacent to either 2’ or z” then the degrees would become
larger than four). But now C* is not isomorphic to Hy, Hy or Hj, a contradiction. This completes
the proof of Subclaim E.2.

fs(D) < fus(Dye) + |} <



Figure 5: The digraph Cy, — z in Case E.2.

We now return to the proof of Claim E. By Subclaim E.1, we know that zy € A(D). By Sub-
claim E.2, we may assume that d*(y) # 2 or d~(y) # 2 (the case when d*(z) # 2 or d™(2) # 2 can
be handled analogously). Let D' = D — {y, z, z} and let n’ be the order of D’ and let m’ be the size
of D'. If F’ is a minimum feedback vertex set in D’ then F’ U {z} is a feedback vertex set in D.
Therefore, fvs(D) < fvs(D’) + 1.

Let s = (d(y) — 2) + (d(z) — 2) and note that n’ =n —3 and m’ = m — 3 —s. By Claim C we note
that h(D') <1 (as s < 4) and h(D’) = 0 when s < 2. We now obtain the following contradiction, by
induction.

n' +m’ + h(D’) (n—=3)+(m—3—3)+h(D’)
P T i<

7 7
So, if s < 2 then fvs(D) < 2™ (as s > 1 and h(D’) = 0) and if s > 2 then again fvs(D) < 24™

7
(as h(D') < 1). So in all cases we have fvs(D) < Z£™ a contradiction.

fvs(D) < fvs(D') +1 < +1

Claim F D is 2-regular.

Proof of Claim F. For the sake of contradiction assume that D is not 2-regular, which implies
that some vertex, =, has d*(z) < 2 or d~(z) < 2. Without loss of generality assume that d~(z) < 2.
By Claim D we note that d~(z) = 1. By Claim E we note that d*(z) > 2. Let y be the unique
in-neighbour of  in D and note that d(y) > 3 by Claim E.

Let D' = D — {z,y} and let n’ be the order of D’ and let m’ be the size of D’. First consider the
case when h(D’) = 0. Note that fvs(D) < fvs(D’) + 1 as adding y to any feedback vertex set in D’
gives us a feedback vertex set in D. Since n’ = n — 2 and m’ < m — 5 we now obtain the following
contradiction, by induction.

fvs(D) < fvs(D')+1
< n/+m/;-h(D') +1
< w +1

n+m
7

So we may assume that A(D’) > 0. If d(y) + d(x) < 7, then h(D’) = 1, by Claim C and if
d(y) + d(z) = 6, then D’ € H, by Claim A and Claim C. We now consider the following cases.

Case F.1. d(y) =4 and d(x) = 4: By Claim C note that h(D’) < 2. If F’ is a minimum feedback
vertex set in D’ then F' U {y} is a feedback vertex set in D. Therefore, fvs(D) < fvs(D’) + 1.
We now obtain the following contradiction, by induction.

fvs(D) < fvs(D')+1
< ) |y
< (n72)+(7m77)+2 +1
< n+m

7

Case F.2. d(y) + d(x) = 7: Recall that h(D’) =1 (by Claim C). We now, analogously to Case F.1.,
obtain the following contradiction, by induction.



fvs(D) < fvs(D')+1
< n’+m’;Lh(D’) 1
< (n72)+(7m76)+1 +1
S n+m

7

M o ﬂ 'O
(%)

Figure 6: The subgraph in (a) is used in Case F.3.a. and the subgraph in (b) is used in Case F.3.b.
and the subgraph in (c) is used in Case F.3.c.

Case F.3.a. d"(y)=1and d (y) =2 and d*(z) =2 and |[NT(x) N N~ (y)| = 0: In this case let
D* be obtained from D by contracting the arc yz into a vertex w. Let n* be the order of D*
and let m* be the size of D*. Let F* be a minimum feedback vertex set in D*. If w € F** then
replace it with z (or y). Now F™* is a feedback vertex set in D, implying that fvs(D) < fvs(D*).
As h(D*) < 1 we obtain the following contradiction, by induction.

fvs(D) fvs(D*)
n*+m*+h(D")
7
(n=1)+(m—1)+1
7

ntm
7

Case F.3.b. d"(y) =1 and d (y) =2 and d*(z) =2 and |[N*(z) " N~ (y)| = 1: Define z such that
Nt (@)NN~(y) ={z} andlet W = (N*(2)UN~(y))\{z}. Note that |[W| = 2. Let Cy,Cs,...,C;
be the strong components of D’ and without loss of generality assume that z € V/(C;). First con-
sider the case when W\V(C1) # 0 and let w € W\V(Cy). By Lemma 2.3(a-b) we note that there
exists a feedback vertex set, F’, of D’ such that {w, z} C F' and |F'| = (n’+m/+1)/7. Note that
F’ is a feedback vertex set in D as there is only one arc between {z,y} and V(D) \ (F' U{z,y}).
Therefore we obtain the following contradiction.

VAN VAN VAN VAN

n+m'+1 (n—-2)+(m-5)+1 L ntm

7 B 7 -7
So we may assume that W\ V(C;) = 0. If C; = Hs then we note that there exists a feedback
vertex set, F7, in Cq containing the vertex z (that is, the vertex of degree 2 in Hs) and one of
the vertices in W (that is, the two vertices of degree 3 in Hy). Also we note that D' = C; and,
analogously to above, F} is a feedback vertex set in D. So fvs(D) =2 and n =7 and m = 13 so
D is not a counter example to the theorem, a contradiction. So, C; # Ho.
Since Hj has no vertices with degree less than three and dp/(z) < 2, we have that Cy # Hj.
Therefore, C; = H;.
The digraph D[V (C1) U {z, y}] now looks either like Figure 7(a) or Figure 7(b). If D[V (C1) U
{z,y}] looks like Figure 7(a) then we note that {z} is a feedback vertex set in D[V (C7)U{x, y}].
Therefore any feedback vertex set of D’ containing the vertex z will be a feedback vertex set in
D (as C is a strong component in D’). So, fvs(D) < fvs(D’) by Lemma 2.3(b), and we obtain
the following contradiction by Lemma 2.3(a).

tvs(D) < |F'| =

n+m +1 < n—2)+(m—-5)+1 <n+m
7 - 7 7

fvs(D) < fvs(D') =



Figure 7: The digraph D[V (Cy) U {z, y}] either looks like (a) or (b) in Case F.3.b, when Cy = H;.

So, we may assume that D[V (C}) U {z,y}] looks like Figure 7(b). However, this digraph is
isomorphic to Hs so we note that D is actually a digraph in H, a contradiction to Claim A. This
completes Case F.3.b.

Case F.3.c. d*(y)=1and d (y) =2 and d*(z) =2 and [Nt () " N~ (y)| = 2: Define z and w

such that N*(z) N N~ (y) = {z,w}. Let C1,Cs,...,C; be the strong components of D’ and
without loss of generality assume that z € V(C). First consider the case when w ¢ V(C;). By
Lemma 2.3(a-b) we note that there exists a feedback vertex set, F’, of D’ such that {w, z} C F’
and |F'| = (' +m’ +1)/7. Note that F” is a feedback vertex set in D, which implies that we
obtain the following contradiction.

n’—l—m’—|—1_(n—2)+(m—5)+1<n+m

<|F'| =
fvs(D) < |F'| - - < —

So, {w, z} C V(C7). Therefore C; contains at least two vertices of degree two, which implies
that C; = Hp. This implies that D[V (Cy) U {z,y}] is isomorphic to Hs and therefore D is
actually a digraph in H, a contradiction to Claim A. This completes Case F.3.c.

Case F.4. The remaining cases: The remaining cases are when d(z) = 3 and d(y) = 3 and

d™(y) = 2. Let w be the unique in-neighbour of y in D. By Lemma 2.3(a-b) we note that
there exists a feedback vertex set, F’, of D’ such that w € F’ and |F'| = (n' +m’ 4+ 1)/7.
Note that F’ is a feedback vertex set in D, which implies the following, a contradiction. This
completes Case F.4.

n'—l—m’—|—1_(n—2)+(m—5)+1<n+m
7 B 7 -7

fvs(D) < |F'| =

Claim G Let X,Y C V(D) and call (X,Y) a reducible pair, if X NY = ( and for any feedback

vertex set, F', in H — (X UY), F'UX is a feedback vertex set in H. The following two statemsnts
now hold

(a):
(b):
(c):
(d):

There is no reducible pair, ( ,in D where | X| =2 and |Y| = 3.

)

X,Y)
There is no reducible pair, (X,Y), in D where | X|=1|Y| = 2.
X,Y)

,in D where | X| =4 and |Y| =5 and V(D) £ X UY.

b

(
There is no reducible pair, (
(

There is no reducible pair, (X,Y), in D where | X| =4 and |Y| > 6.

Proof of Claim G. For the sake of contradiction assume that we have a reducible pair, (X,Y),

in D where |X|=2and |[Y|=3. Let T = D[XUY] and let D’ = D —V(T) and let F’ be a minimum
feedback vertex set in D’. Let n’ be the order of D’ and let m’ be the size of D’. By the definition of
a reducible pair we note that ' = F’ U X is a feedback vertex set in D. Let ¢ denote the number of
ars between V(T') and V(D) \ V(T) in D.

If ¢ =0 then D (and T') is a 2-regular tournament (by Claim A and Claim F) of order 5. As X is

a feedback vertex set in D we note that fvs(D) < 2 < (54 10)/7 = (n+ m)/7, a contradiction to D
being a counter example. So ¢ > 0, which implies that D’ is non-empty.



Note that |A(T)| = 10—gq/2, which implies that n’ = n—5 and m’ = m—(10—¢/2)—q = m—10—¢q/2.
As D is 2-regular we note that any connected component of D’ that belongs to H must have at least
4 arcs between it and V(T) in D (by Lemma 2.3(c-d)). Therefore h(D’) < ¢/4. We now obtain the
following contradiction, by induction, thereby proving part (a) of Claim G.

fvs(D) < fvs(D') + | X|
< n/+m/;—h(D’) 42
< (n75)+(m7;07q/2)+q/4+2

We now, for the sake of contradiction, assume that we have a reducible pair, (X,Y), in D where
|X| =2 and |Y|=2. As before, let T = D[X UY] and let D' = D — V(T) and let F’ be a minimum
feedback vertex set in D’ and let n’ be the order of D’ and let m’ be the size of D’. Also, as before,
let ¢ denote the number of ars between V(T') and V(D) \ V(T) in D.

Figure 8: A subdigraph of D when ¢ = 4. The dark vertices are the vertices in X*.

We first consider the case when ¢ < 4. In this case we must have that T' is a tournament and
g = 4. As the minimum in-degree and the minimum out-degree in T is one (as D was 2-regular) we
note that T is a strong tournament. Therefore it contains a hamilton cycle, say vivov3v v,. Without
loss of generality we may assume that vivs, vovy € A(T) (there is only one strong tournament on 4
vertices). define w such that Ny (ve) = {vy,w} and let X* = {v;,w} and let Y* = {vq, vz, v4} (see
Figure 8).

Let F* be a minimum feedback vertex set in D* = D — (X* UY™) and note that F"* U X* is a
minimum feedback vertex set in D (as both in-neighbours of vy lie in X* and both in-neighbours of v
lie in X*U{wvy}, both in-neighbours of vy lie in X* U {vq,v3} and no cycle in D — F* — X* can contain
vertices from Y*). Therefore we have a reducible pair (X*,Y*) in D where |X*| = 2 and |Y*| = 3,
contradicting part (a). We may therefore assume that g > 5.

As above, we note that any connected component of D’ that belongs to H must have at least 4 arcs
between it and V(T') in D (by Lemma 2.3(c-d)). Therefore h(D’) < ¢/4. Note that |A(T)| = 8 — ¢/2,
which implies that n’ =n—4 and m' = m— (8 —¢/2) —q¢ = m —8 — ¢/2. We now obtain the following,
by induction.

tvs(D) < fvs(D') + |X]|
< n’+m’7+h(D’) 19
< (n—4)+(m—78—q/2)+q/4 +92
< n+m—q/4+2
— 7

As ¢ > 5and n/, m/ and h(D’) are all integers we note that the above implies that fvs(D) < %™,
a contradiction, thereby proving part (b) of Claim G.

We now, for the sake of contradiction, assume that we have a reducible pair, (X,Y"), in D where
|X|=4and |Y|=5and V(D) # X UY. As before, let T'= D[XUY] and let D’ = D —V(T) and let
F’ be a minimum feedback vertex set in D’ and let n’ be the order of D’ and let m’ be the size of D'.
Also, as before, let ¢ denote the number of ars between V(T') and V(D) \ V(T) in D. By Claim A,
and the fact that V(D) # X UY we have ¢ > 1.

As above, we note that any connected component of D’ that belongs to H must have at least 4 arcs
between it and V(T') in D (by Lemma 2.3(c-d)). Therefore h(D’) < g/4. Note that |[A(T)| = 18 —q/2,
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which implies that n’ = n —9 and m’ = m — (18 — ¢/2) — ¢ = m — 18 — ¢/2. We now obtain the
following, by induction.

fvs(D) < fvs(D') + |X|
< n/er';rh(D') +4
< (n—9)+(m—;8—q/2)+q/4 +4
< n+m—q/4+1
= 7

As ¢ >1and n/, m’ and h(D’) are all integers we note that the above implies that fvs(D) < 2™
a contradiction, thereby proving part (c) of Claim G.

We now, for the sake of contradiction, assume that we have a reducible pair, (X,Y), in D where
|X| =4 and |Y| > 6. Let y € Y be arbitrary and let X’ = X and Y’ =Y \ {y}. Let F’ be any
feedback vertex set in D — (X' UY"). If y ¢ F’ then F’ is a feedback vertex set in D — (X UY') and
therefore X U F’ is a feedback vertex set in D (as (X,Y) is a reducible pair). And if y € F’, then
F'\ {y} is a feedback vertex set in D — (X UY") and therefore X U F” is again a feedback vertex set in
D (even X U F'\ {y} is a feedback vertex set). So (X’,Y”) is a reducible pair contradicting part (c)
and thereby proving part (d) of Claim G.

Claim H D does not contain a transitive triangle (that is, an acyclic orientation of a 3-cycle).

(b)

Figure 9: The digraph in (a) is a subdigraph of D in the proof of Claim H, where the dark vertices
are the vertices in X. The digraph in (b) is the digraph @ mentioned in Claim J.

Proof of Claim H. For the sake of contradiction assume that zu, uv, xv € A(D). Define y such
that N5 (u) = {z,y} and let X = {z,y} and let ¥ = {u, v} (see Figure 9(a)). Note that (X,Y) is a
reducible pair in D (as both in-neighbours of w lie in X and both in-neighbours of v lie in X U {u}),
contradicting Claim G part (b). This completes the proof of Claim H.

Claim I D does not contain an induced subgraph isomorphic to Hy or Hs.

Proof of Claim I. Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that H is an induced subgraph of D
that is isomorphic to Hy or Hs. Then H contains a transitive triangle, contradicting Claim H. This
completes the proof of Claim I.

Claim J D does not contain a subgraph isomorphic to Q, where V(Q) = {x,y,u,v} and A(Q) =
{zu, uy, zv,vy} (see Figure 9(b)).

Proof of Claim J. For the sake of contradiction assume D contains a subgraph isomorphic to @
and let X = {u,v} andlet Y = {z,y}. Note that (X,Y) is a reducible pair in D (as both in-neighbours
of y lie in X and both out-neighbours of v lie in X)), contradicting Claim G part (b). This completes
the proof of Claim J.

Claim K There is no reducible pair, (X,Y), in D where | X| =3 and |Y| = 3 and |[A(D[XUY])| <
8.

Proof of Claim K. For the sake of contradiction assume that we have a reducible pair, (X,Y), in
D where | X| =|Y| =3 and |A(D[XUY])| <8 Let T=D[XUY] and let D' = D —V(T) and let F’
be a minimum feedback vertex set in D’ and let n’ be the order of D’ and let m’ be the size of D’. Let
¢ denote the number of ars between V(T) and V(D) \ V(T) in D. As 12 —¢/2 = |[A(D[X UY])| < 8
we note that ¢ > 8.
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By Claim I and Lemma 2.3(c), we note that any connected component of D’ that belongs to H
must have at least 6 arcs between it and V(T') in D. Therefore h(D’) < q/6. As |A(T)| = 12 — ¢q/2,
we have n’ =n—6 and m’ =m — (12 — ¢/2) — ¢ = m — 12 — ¢/2. We now obtain the following, by
induction.

tvs(D) < fvs(D') + |X]
< n/+m/;-h(D’) +3
< 01240/ g
< n+m—q/343
— 7

As ¢ > 8 and n/, m’ and h(D’) are all integers we note that the above implies that fvs(D) < 2£m,
a contradiction, thereby proving Claim K.

Claim L Fvery arc in D belongs to exactly one 3-cycle.

Proof of Claim L. First assume that some arc zy € A(D) belongs to two 3-cycles zyuz and
xywz where u # w. and let X = {u,w} and let Y = {x,y}. Note that (X,Y) is a reducible pair in
D (as both in-neighbours of z lie in X and both out-neighbours of y lie in X), contradicting Claim G
part (b). Therefore any arc in D belongs to at most one 3-cycle.

Figure 10: The digraph in (a) is a subdigraph of D considered in the proof of Claim L, where the
dark vertices are the vertices in X. The digraph in (b) is then shown to be an induced subdigraph of
D in the proof of Claim L.

Assume for the sake of contradiction that xy does not belong to any 3-cycle. And define uq, us, us
such that N5 (z) = {u1,us} and N, (y) = {z,us}. Let T = D[{uq, ug,us, x,y}] and let D' = D—-V(T)
and let n’ be the order of D" and let m’ be the size of D’. We first show that A(T) = {u1x, usx, xy, ugy}.
As zy belongs to no 3-cycle we have yuq,yus € A(T). By Claim H there is no transitive triangle in
D and therefore uyy, usy, uyus, usuy, usx, xus € A(T). By Claim J we note that ujug, ugus & A(T).

For the sake of contradiction assume that ugu; € A(T) for some i € {1,2}. Without loss of
generality assume that usus € A(T). Let w be defined such that N~ (u2) = {uz,w} and let X =
{w,ur,uz} and Y = {z,y,u2} (see Figure 10(a)). By the above arguments we note that X N Y = §)
and |X| =3 and |Y| = 3. Note that (X,Y) is a reducible pair in D (as both in-neighbours of usg lie
in X and both in-neighbours of z lie in X U {ua} and both in-neighbours of y lie in X U {ug,z}). We
will now show that |A(D[X UY])| < 8, which will give us a contradiction by Claim K.

Note that usu; & A(D) by Claim J (as uszug, usx, u1z € A(T)). Therefore A(T) = {uix, uaz, xy, usy, usus}.
By Claim H there is no transitive triangle in D and therefore wus, usw ¢ A(T). By Claim H we can also
not have both arcs zw and yw in T, which implies that the neighbours of w in V(T') is a proper subset
of {uy,us,z,y} (as N7 (z) = {uy,uz2} and N~ (y) = {x,us}). As A(T) = {u1z, usz, zy, usy, usus}
and w has at most three arcs incident with vertices in T" we note that |[A(D[X UY])| < 8. There-
fore we obtain a contradiction by Claim K. This implies that usui, uguz & A(T). This implies that
A(T) = {urx, uzx, vy, uzy}, as desired (see Figure 10(b)).

First consider the case when h(D’) = 0. In this case we note that n’ =n — 5 and m’ = m — 16.
As adding {u1,us,u3} to any feedback vertex set in D’ gives us a feedback vertex set in D we note
that the following holds.
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n' +m’' + h(D’) n+m
3:
7 + 7

Therefore we must have h(D’) > 1. Let R be a component in D’ which belongs to 7. As there
are twelve arcs between V(T') and V(D) \ V(T) we note that R is ether a 3-cycle or two 3-cycles
connected by an arc (by Claim I).

First consider the case when R is two 3-cycles connected by an arc. In this case there are 10
arcs between V(T') and V(D) \ V(T'). This implies that the two in-neighbours, say a and b, of u,
belong to V(R) for some r € {1,2,3}. The two in-neighbours, a and b, cannot belong to the same
3-cycle by Claim H. So {a,b} is a feedback vertex set of R. Let X = {a,b, u1,uz,us} \ {u,} and let
Y = (V(T)UV(R))\ X and note that (X,Y) is a reducible pair in D, with |X| =4 and |Y| =7, a
contradiction against Claim G part (d).

So R is a 3-cycle. As there are three arcs from V(R) to V(T') in D and no such arc can enter {x,y}
(as d~(z) = d~ (y) = 2) and no two such arcs can enter the same vertex in {uy,ug, us} by Claim H we
note that there is an arc from V(R) into every vertex in {uy, us,us}. As there are also three arcs from
V(T) to V(R) in D and by Claim H at most two of these are adjacent to {z,y} we note that there
exists an arc from u; to V/(R) for some j € {1,2,3}. Let V(R) = {r1, 72,73} and let a and b be defined
such that rquj, ujr, € A(D). Note that a # b as D is an oriented graph. Without loss of generality
assume that A(R) = {rira,r2r3, 7371} and a = 2, which implies that b € {1,3}. Note that b # 3 by
Claim H and b # 1 by Claim J (as if b = 1 then rou;, u;jri,rors, 371 € A(D)), a contradiction. This
completes the proof of Claim L.

Let Gp = UG(D) be the underlying graph of D.

Claim M For everyu € V(Gp) the set N(v) is an induced matching of size two. That is Gp[N (v)]
is 1-regular.

fvs(D) < fvs(D') + 3 <

Proof of Claim M. Let v be any vertex in Gp and let N(v) = {uy,us,us3,us} and let R =
Gp[N(v)] (ie the graph induced by {u1,us,us,us} in Gp). First assume that som vertex, say u, in
R has degree at least two in R. Without loss of generality assume that ujusz, ujuz € E(R) and note
that C7 = vujusv and Cy = vujusv are two distinct 3-cycles in R. By Claim H we note that neither
C1 or () are transitive triples, which implies that vu; belongs to two distinct 3-cycles, a contradiction
to Claim L. So A(R) < 1.

Now assume that some vertex in R, say u, is isolated in R. Then no 3-cyle in D contains the arc
between v and w;, a contradiction to Claim L. This implies that §(R) = A(R) = 1, which completes
the proof of Claim M.

Claim N Gp contains no 4-cycles.

Proof of Claim N. For the sake of contradiction let C' = cycaczeqcy be a 4-cycle in Gp. Note
that cocq,c1c3 € E(Gp), by Claim M, so C is an induced 4-cycle in Gp. Let D1 = D — {¢1,c3} and
note that both cs and ¢4 have degree two in D;. For each i € {2,4} do the following.

Case A: If dzgl (ci) = 0 or dp, (¢;) = 0, then delete ¢; from D;.

Case B: If djgl (c;) = dp, (¢;) =1, then let u;c;v; be a path in Dy and delete ¢; from D; and add the
arc u;v; to D1.

Let the resulting digraph be denoted by Ds. Note that in Case B, when we add the arc u;v; we
must have w;v;, v;iu; € A(D7), because of Claim M (when considering the set N(c;)). For the sake
of contradiction assume that we are in Case B for both ¢ = 2 and ¢ = 4 and {ug,v2} = {u4,v4}. In
this case we must have an arc between a vertex in {uz,v2} and {c1,cs} by Claim M. Without loss of
generality assume the arc goes between us and c¢;. But now the edges cico and c¢ieq both belong to
the neighbourhood of us, a contradiction to Claim M. So, this implies that D5 is an oriented graph.
Also, it is not difficult to see that the maximum degree in D5 is at most four.

Assume that we were in Case B ¢ times above (0 < ¢ < 2). Let ng be the order of Dy and let mq
be the size of Dy. Now no = n — 4 and my = m — 12 + ¢. Furthermore, if F5 is a feeback vertex set
in Dy then it is not difficult to see that F> U {c1, 3} is a feedback vertex set in D, which implies that
fvs(D) < fvs(D2) + 2. If h(D3) < 2 — g, then we obtain the following contradiction,by induction.
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fvs(D) < fvs(D2) +2
S n2+m27+h(D2) +2
< (n—4)+(m—712+q)+2—q +2
S n+m

7

So, we may assume that h(Dz) > 2 —¢. Note that }_ i p, (4 —dp,(z)) =8—2¢. If ¢ =0
then by Lemma 2.3(c-d) we note that h(Dsz) < 2 (in fact h(D3) < 1 by Claim I), a contradiction. If
¢ = 1 then by Lemma 2.3(c-d) we note that h(D3) < 1, a contradiction. So we must have ¢ = 2 and
h(D3) = 1, which implies that Dy contains a component, R, isomorphic to Hy or Hs. Furthermore by
the above we can assume that every 4-cycle in G is an oriented 4-cycle in D, as otherwise we could
have let C be a 4-cycle in Gp, which is not an oriented 4 cycle in D and named the vertices in C,
such that ¢ < 1. This means that if there is a transitive triangle in R then some arc in R was an arc
of the form u;v; where i € {2,4} by Claim H and in fact both arcs arcs ugvs and usv, must belong to
R as otherwise we would have a 4-cycle in Gp which was not an oriented 4-cycle in D.

Figure 11: The digraphs H, and Hjs, where the thick arcs belong to transitive triangles.

Name the vertices in R as in Figure 11, depending on if R = Hy or R = Hj3. First assume that
R = H,. As both {z,z,a} and {z,x,b} induce a transitive triangle the arcs usvy and ugvy both lie
within both sets, which is impossible as the two sets only have one arc in common (the one between
z and ). So, R = Hs. But now the sets both {z,y,a} and {z, x,b} induce a transitive triangles in R.
Therefore, the arcs usvs and ugv4 both lie within both sets, a contradiction, as the sets have no arcs
in common. This completes the proof of Claim N.

Claim O Any 5-cycle, C = cicacseqcser, in Gp is a directed cycle in D (this means that either
€1C2C3C4C5C1 OT C1C5C4C3C2C 18 a directed cycle in D).

Proof of Claim O. For the sake of contradiction let C' = c¢jcacs3eqcse; be a 5-cycle in Gp, such
that C' is not a directed 5-cycle in D. Let x; be the vertex in Gp such that {¢;, c;y1,x;} induces a
3-cycle in D, where all subscripts are taken modulo 5. Such an z; exists as the arc between ¢; and ¢; 1
belongs to a unique 3-cycle in D by Claim L. By Claim N we note that 1, xs, z3, x4, x5 are distinct
vertices. See Figure 12.

Figure 12: The subgraph of Gp used in the proof of Claim O.

Let X = {z1,22,23,24,25} and Y = V(C). By Claim N we also note that X is an independent
set and also by Claim N we note that C is an induced cycle in Gp, as any chord of C would give
us a 4-cycle. As C'is not a directed 5-cycle in D we note that (X,Y) is a reducible pair in D. Let
D'=D— (X UY) and let n’ be the order of D" and let m’ be the size of D’. Note that m’ =m — 25
and n’ =n —10. If h(D') = 0, then we obtain the following contradiction,by induction.
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fvs(D) < fvs(D') + |X]
< n'er';»h(D’) +5
_ (nflo){r?(mf25) +5
— n+m
7

So, h(D’) > 0. Let H' be a component of D’ such that H' € H. By Claim I we note that H’
contains no copy of Hy or Hs. So by the construction of H, there must be a 3-cycle y1y2ysy; in H’
such that y; has degree two in H'. As D is 2-regular this implies that there exists some z;,z; € X such
that N (y1) = {y2,z;} and N5, (y1) = {y3,7i}. By Claim M we note that z;z; € A(D), contradicting
the fact that X is an independent set in D. This completes the proof of Claim O.

Claim P We obtain a contradiction.

Proof of Claim P. Let 25 be any vertex in V(D) and let N (22) = {y1,y2}. Define z; and
xg, such that N (y1) = {x1,22} and N(y2) = {z2,23}. Note that z; # z3 by Claim N. Let
X ={x1,29,23} and Y = {y1,y2}. By Claim H and Claim O we note that X and Y are independent
sets in D. By Claim N we note that A(D[X UY]) = {z1y1, Z2y1, T2Y2, 3y} (see Figure 13).

Figure 13: a subgraph of D used in the proof of Claim P.

Let D' = D — (X UY) and let n’ be the order of D" and let m’ be the size of D’. Note that
m' =m —16 and n’ =n — 5. If h(D’) =0, then we obtain the following contradiction,by induction.

fvs(D)

IN

fvs(D') + | X|
n’+m’/+h(D’)
< wamthD) | g

(n—=5)+(m—16)
— 7 *3

n+m
7

So, h(D’) > 0. Let H' be a component of D’ such that H' € H. By Claim I we note that H’
contains no copy of Hy or Hs. Let Z = {z1,29,..., 2} contain all vertices in H' of degree two in H’.
By the construction of H we note that |Z| > 3 and every vertex in Z (and in H') belongs to a 3-cycle
in H'. For each i = 1,2,...,1 there exist vertices s;,t; € V(D) \ V(H'), such that z;s;t;2; is a 3-cycle
in D (by Claim H and Claim M and the fact that z; belongs to a 3-cycle within H’). As s;,t; € XUY
and s;t; € A(D) we note that t; € Y (and s; € X). This implies that |Z| < 4. Furthermore, at least
two of the vertices in t1,ta, ..., t; are identical as [ > 3 and |Y| = 2. Without loss of generality assume
that t; = t2. As |Z| < 4 we not that |V (H')| = 3 or |V(H')| = 6 and the distance in Gp between any
two vertices in H' is at most 3. Now a shortest path between z; and z together with the arcs t12;
and tozo (t1 = to) form a 3-cycle or a 4-cycle or a 5-cycle in Gp, contradicting Claim H or Claim N
or Claim O. This completes the proof of Claim P and therefore also of the theorem. O

2.2 Digraphs

Let C, denote the class of digraphs obtained from an undirected odd cycle by replacing each edge with
a directed 2-cycle. For a feedback arc set F', let ¢(F') denote the number of odd cycles contained in
D[F]. We have the following:

15



Theorem 2.4. Let D be a connected digraph of order n with A(D) < 4. Then fvs(D) < & unless
DecC,.

Proof. Let D ¢ C, and F C A(D) be a minimum feedback arc set of D.
Claim 1. A(D[F]) <2 and if dp(r)(v) = 2, then df,(v) = dp(v) = 2.

Proof. We first show that A(D[F]) < 2. Assume for contradiction that there exists a vertex v in D[F]
with total degree dp(p)(v) = dpp(v) + d;[F] (v) > 3. Since A(D) < 4, min{d* (v),d”(v)} <2 < 3.
Without loss of generality, assume that d~(v) < d*(v). Construct an arc set F’ from F' by replacing
the out-arcs of v with in-arcs of v. Since every cycle containing v must include at least one out-arc
of v, F' is a feedback arc set of D. Since d~(v) < 2 < 3 and dp)(v) > 3, we have [F'| < |F],
contradicting the minimality of F.

Now we prove the second part of the claim. As A(D) < 4, it suffices to show min{d ™ (v),d™ (v)} > 1.
Suppose for contradiction that there exists a vertex v in D[F| with min{d™* (v),d™(v)} < 1. Without
loss of generality, assume that d~(v) < d*(v). Construct an arc set F” from F by replacing the
out-arcs of v with in-arcs of v. Since every cycle containing v must include at least one out-arc of
v, F" is a feedback arc set of D. Since d~(v) < 1 < 2 and dp(p)(v) = 2, we have |[F"| < |F|, a
contradiction to the minimality of F'. O

Let F* C A(D) be a minimum feedback arc set of D with minimum c(F*).
Claim 2. D[F™] is bipartite.

Proof. Suppose that there exists an odd cycle C = z1,x9,- -+ ,xok41. Clearly, there exists a vertex x;
such that z;_12;, z;z;41 € A(D[F*]). By Claim 1, there is a vertex z; # x;_1 such that z; z; € A(D).
Now replace z;x;41 with z; z; to obtain another minimum feedback arc set, say F’. Note that if
z; € V(D\ (), then ¢(F') < ¢(F), it is a contradiction. So, we may assume z;,- € V(C). If
z; € V(C)\ {zi, zi-1, 2441}, then dpip(2; ) = 3, contradicting A(D[F']) < 2. Thus, z; = x;1
and x;12; € A(D). By symmetry, z;2;_1 € A(D). Hence, z; is incident to two 2-cycles in D. If
Tipoxip1 € A(C), then Fy = (F*\ {z;2;41}) U {z;112;} is a minimum feedback arc set of D with
c(Fy) = c¢(F*). Similarly, since x;12%;11, Tiy12; € A(D[F1]), ®it1 is incident to two 2-cycles in D. If
ZTit1Tire € A(D), then x;x,41,Z;41Ti42 € A(D), by the same argument we have ;1 is incident to
two 2-cycles in D. And we keep doing like above, so for all z; € V(C), i € [2k + 1], x; is incident to
two 2-cycles in D. Hence, D € C,, a contradiction. O

Since D[F*] is bipartite, one of the parts, say X, contains at most half of the vertices. So,
fvs(D) < &5)‘. O

This theorem is tight due to a digraph of order 5 with feedback vertex set equal to 2, (see Figure 14).

Figure 14: a digraph of order 5 with feedback vertex set equal to 2
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3 Oriented and Directed Graphs with A <5

In Subsections 3.1 and 3.2, we consider orgraphs and digraphs, respectively.

3.1 Orgraphs

Lemma 3.1. Let D be a connected orgraph with A(D) < 5. Then D has a feedback arc set F such
that D[F) is bipartite.

Proof. Let FF C A(D) be a minimum feedback arc set of D.
Claim 3. A(D[F]) <2.

Proof. Assume for contradiction that there exists a vertex v in D[F] with total degree dp(r)(v) =
dpp) (v) + dJB[F] (v) > 3. Since A(D) < 5, min{d"(v),d”(v)} < 2 < 3. Without loss of generality,
we assume that d~(v) < d*(v). Construct an arc set F’ from F by replacing the out-arcs of v with
in-arcs of v. Since every cycle containing v must include at least one out-arc of v, F” is a feedback arc
set of D. Since d™(v) <2 < 3 and dpg)(v) > 3, we have |F’| < |F|, contradicting the minimality of
F. (]

If D[F] contains no odd cycle, we are done. Thus, assume there exists an odd cycle C. Clearly,
there exists a vertex v € V/(D[F]) with dp,, (v) = dB[F} (v) = 1. Replace the two incident arcs with
in-arcs of v if d(v) < d*(v), otherwise with out-arcs of v.

We claim that this replacement creates no new odd cycles, and the resulting set is still a minimum
feedback arc set. Without loss of generality, suppose we replace vu with u/v. Clearly, the resulting
arc set, denoted by F’, remains a minimum feedback arc set. Thus, we only need to prove that
this replacement does not create new odd cycles. Suppose, for contradiction, that the replacement
creates a new odd cycle C’ C D[F'], then v'v € A(C”). Since F’ is still a minimum feedback arc set,
Claim 3 implies that A(D[F']) < 2. Thus, C' must contain the vertex u. However, dpip(u) =1, a
contradiction.

Repeat this replacement until the resulting set induces no odd cycles. Let the final set be denoted
by F”, then F" is a feedback arc set such that D[F"] is bipartite. O

Theorem 3.2. Let D be an orgraph of order n with A(D) <5. Then fvs(D) < 3.

Proof. We may assume without loss of generality that D is connected. By Lemma 3.1, there exists
a feedback arc set F' such that D[F] is bipartite. Since D[F] is bipartite, one of the parts, say X,
contains at most half of the vertices. It is enough to show that X is a feedback vertex set of D.
Observe that D\ X C D\ F, since all arcs in F' have at least one endpoint in X. D\ F is acyclic by
definition of F'. Then D \ X is acyclic. Therefore, X is a feedback vertex set. O

This theorem is tight due to a orgraph of order 6 with feedback vertex set equal to 3, see Figure 15.

3.2 Digraphs
Theorem 3.3. Let D be a digraph of order n with A(D) < 5. Then fvs(D) < 2.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that D is connected. Let F' C A(D) be a minimum
feedback arc set of D. By Claim 3, we have A(D[F]) < 2. Consider a vertex cover of D[F]. In the
worst case, D[F] is a disjoint union of oriented triangles. Therefore, a minimum vertex cover of D[F]

has size at most 2. Since every vertex cover of D[F] is also a feedback vertex set of D, we are done.
O

This theorem is tight due to a digraph of order 6 with feedback vertex set equal to 4, see Figure 16.
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Figure 16: a digraph of order 6 with feedback vertex set equal to 4

4 Conclusions

For any integer k > 2, let f(k) denote the supremum of fvs(D)/|V(D)| taken over all orgraphs D
with maximum degree at most k. In this paper we proved that f(4) = % and f(5) = % In general, it
would be interesting to determine the value of f(k) for larger k, or even to understand the asymptotic

behaviour of the function f. We propose the following conjecture.
Conjecture 4.1. There exists a constant € > 0 such that for all k& > 3,

log, k
fky<1—6. 82K
k
Recall that for every integer n there exists a tournament 7' on n vertices whose largest acyclic

subtournament has size at most 2|log, n] 4+ 1. Consequently,

fvs(T) _ 2[logyn| +1
v Tt e

Note that k =n—1and 1 — % >1- w for k large enough. Thus, if true, the upper
bound in the conjecture would be the best possible.
We also have the following conjecture for k = 6.

Conjecture 4.2. f(6) = 2.

Note that f(6) > % as the minimum feedback vertex set of the following Paley tournament 77 on
7 vertices (see Figure 17) has 4 vertices (since T7[N T (v)] is a 3-cycle for all v € V(T%) and therefore
T, contains no transitive subtournament on four vertices).
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Figure 17: Paley tournament on 7 vertices
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