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Abstract

A digraph G is k-geodetic if for any pair u, v € V(G) there is at most one u, v-walk
of length not exceeding k. The order of a k-geodetic digraph with minimum out-
degree d is bounded below by the directed Moore bound M (d, k) = 14-d+d?+- - -+d*.
It is known that the Moore bound cannot be achieved for d,k > 2. A k-geodetic
digraph with minimum degree d and order one greater than the Moore bound has
excess one. In this paper we prove a conjecture that no excess one digraphs exist
for d, k > 2, thus complementing the result of Bannai and Ito on the non-existence
of undirected graphs with excess one.
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1 Introduction

A digraph G = (V, A) consists of a set V (G) of vertices and a set A(G) of directed arcs, i.e.
ordered pairs (u,v) of vertices. We write u — v to indicate the existence of an arc (u,v).
In a digraph we do not allow loops © — w or multiple arcs u — v with the same direction;
if such connections are present, the network is a pseudodigraph. The out-neighbourhood
N*t(u) of a vertex u is {v € V(G) : u — v} and the out-degree is d*(u) = |NT(u)|.
Similarly, the in-neighbourhood N~ (u) of u is {v € V(G) : v — u} and the in-degree is
d~(u) = |[N~(u)]. The digraph is out-reqular if d*(u) = d for some d and all u € V(G)
and is direqular if d~(u) = d*(u) = d for some d and all u € V(G). A directed walk of
length ¢ is a sequence uq, u1, . . . , uy of not necessarily distinct vertices, such that u; — u; 1
for 0 < i < ¢ —1. The distance d(u,v) between two vertices u,v € V(G) is the length
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of a shortest directed walk from u to v, when such a walk exists. Note that we can have
d(uv) # d(v,u). The diameter of G is max{d(u,v) : u,v € V(G)}. A digraph is strongly
connected if for any pair u, v there is a directed walk in G from u to v.

The classical degree/girth problem asks for the smallest d-regular graphs with given
girth g (see [4] for a survey). This problem was generalised to the setting of directed graphs
in [9] as follows. A digraph G is k-geodetic if for any w,v € V(G) there is at most one
directed u, v-walk in G with length not exceeding k. The degree/geodecity problem consists
of finding the smallest possible order N(d, k) of a k-geodetic digraph with minimum out
degree d. The extremal graphs are known as geodetic cages. Two geodetic cages are shown
in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Geodetic cages for d = 2,k = 3 with excess e =5

The k-geodecity property implies that, for any vertex u of a k-geodetic digraph, all
vertices in the breadth-first search tree, or Moore tree, of depth k rooted at u are distinct.
It follows that the order of such a digraph is bounded below by the directed Moore bound

N(d,k) > M(d,k)=1+d+d*+---+d"

The existence of geodetic cages for all d, k was proven in [16].

If a digraph G meets the Moore bound M(d, k), then G must have diameter k£ and
would be a directed Moore digraph. It is shown in [3, 8] that no directed Moore graphs
exist, except for the trivial case of complete digraphs and directed (k + 1)-cycles. Hence
in general a geodetic cage G will have order N(d, k) = M(d, k) + €, where € is the excess
of G. A k-geodetic digraph with minimum out-degree d and excess € will be referred to
as a (d, k; +¢€)-digraph.

A natural question is whether there exist digraphs with excess one, apart from the
uninteresting case of directed (k+ 2)-cycles. In such a digraph, for any vertex u there is a
unique vertex o(u), called the outlier of u, that has distance > k from u. It is shown in [6]
that the function o is a digraph automorphism, which, by construction, is fixed-point free.

It is known that any excess one digraph must be diregular [6]. It was shown in [9]
that there are no digraphs with excess one for degree d = 2 and in the two articles [6, 15]
non-existence was also shown for k& <4 when d > 1. It was conjectured in [11] that there
are no excess one digraphs for d,k > 2. Digraphs with larger excess are discussed in
the articles [10, 12, 13, 14, 16]. We mention also that the degree/geodecity problem has
many similarities with the associated directed degree/diameter problem; in particular, the



analogue of excess one digraphs with an outlier automorphism o in the degree/diameter
problem is digraphs with defect one, with repeat automorphism r : V(G) — V(G); we
refer the reader to more details of the problem in [7].

In this article we prove the conjecture of [11] by showing that there are no digraphs
with excess one for d, k > 2. This complements the result of Bannai and Ito [1] that there
are no undirected graphs with excess one (apart from cycles).

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we associate with an excess one
digraph G a quotient pseudodigraph G with vertex set consisting of the orbits of the
outlier function on G, and analyse the spectrum of G in order to bound the number of
orbits. We thereby prove the non-existence of excess one digraphs for all save a finite
number of combinations of d and k. In Section 3 we rule out the existence of excess one
digraphs for the exceptional combinations of d and k. Finally, in Section 4 we reflect on
the implications of this result, and suggest some directions for future research.

2 Non-existence for large d and £

Let G represent a given (d, k; +1)-digraph with degree d > 2. We will denote the order of
G by N = M(d, k) + 1. In this section, we introduce a quotient pseudodigraph G derived
from G, which we call the orbital-connection digraph. Recall that the outlier function o
of G is a digraph automorphism. We now consider the orbits of the outlier automorphism
on G. For v € V(G), the outlier orbit of v is

O(v) = {v,0(v),... ,oord"(“)’l(v)} ,

where ord,(v) is the order of v under the action of o, i.e. ord,(v) is the smallest positive
integer ¢ such that of(v) = v. We denote the smallest order of a vertex under the outlier
automorphism in G by w(G) and call this the indez of G. Observe that every vertex of G
has order at least two (and so w(G) > 2), and it is shown in [15] that some vertex must
have order at least three. The permutation structure of GG is defined to be

(m17m27 s 7mN)7

where, for 1 < j < N, m; is the number of outlier orbits having cardinality j. Note that
these numbers satNisfy N = Z;VZI Jgm; and my :~O.

To construct G, we define the vertex set of G' to be the set of outlier orbits of GG, that
is,

N
V(G)={01,0,,...,0,}, w=> my
j=1

For each orbit O;, we choose a vertex v(0;) in O; as a representative of O;. Then the
number of arcs in G from O; to O; is defined to be the number of arcs from the vertex
v(0;) to the orbit v(O;) in the base digraph G. In particular, if ¢ = j, there will ¢ loops at
the vertex O; of G if there are t arcs in G from v(0;) to other vertices of the orbit ;. As
each vertex v(0;) has out-degree d in G, the pseudodigraph G is out-regular with degree
d (counting multiple arcs and loops). The pseudodigraph G is the quotient digraph of G
over the equitable partition of G given by the outlier orbits, see Chapter 9 of [5]. It is
easily seen that, up to isomorphism, the construction does not depend on the choice of
representatives from the orbits. The following lemma follows directly from the k-geodetic
property and the definition of the outlier function.
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Lemma 2.1. For all 5, h in the range 1 < j,h < w, it holds that:

i) if h # j, then, for each vertex x in the orbit O, G contains exactly one directed
walk with length at most k from v(O;) to x, and

ii) if h = j, then, for each vertez y in O; —{o(v(O;))}, G contains exactly one directed
walk with length at most k from v(O;) toy. If y = v(0;), this walk has length zero,
whilst no such walk exists if y = o(v(0;)).

Using the properties in Lemma 2.1 we can derive a matrix equation that must be
satisfied by the adjacency matrix A of G.

Proposition 2.2. If A is the adjacency matriz of G, then:
I,+A+A+... +A"=B_1,, (1)

where B is the matriz (b;;)1<i j<w with entries defined by b;; = |0y, i.e. each entry in the
j-th column of B is the number of vertices in the orbit O; of G.

Proof. The (j, h)-coefficient of the matrix
<2 ~k
(fo+A+4 -+ 4"

counts the number of walks of length at most k in G from vertex O; to vertex Oy,. This
quantity equals the total number of walks of length at most k in G from the vertex v(0;)
to the vertices in the orbit Oy. If j # h, then by part i) of Lemma 2.1, this number equals
|On|. If 7 = h, then by part i) of Lemma 2.1, the number is |Op| — 1. Therefore the
above polynomial in A is equal to B — I,,. O

We proceed to use Proposition 2.2 to derive information on the spectrum of GG. The
characteristic polynomial of the matrix B — I, of order w is given in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.3.
H(B— Iy, 2)=(x—(N—1))(x+1)""" (2)

Proof. The eigenvalues of the matrix B are N with multiplicity one and 0 with multiplicity
w — 1. Hence, the characteristic polynomial of B is

¢(B,z) = (x — N)z“
Since I, + (B — I,,) = B, the claim follows on substituting = by 1 + z in ¢(B,z). [

Lemma 2.3 and Equation 1 yield an exact expression for the characteristic polynomial

of A.

Proposition 2.4. If a (d, k; +1)-digraph G exists, then k | w — 1 and the characteristic
polynomial of A is:

¢(A,$) = (JL’ — d)(2 +z+---4+ l.k)(w—l)/k:

Proof. By (1) and Lemma 2.3, A has an eigenvalue d and the remaining eigenvalues satisfy
L+ A+--+ X =—1. As the polynomial 2+ +--- + x* is irreducible over Q, it follows
that the characteristic polynomial of A is as stated, which implies that k | (w —1). O
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We now proceed to bound the number w of orbits in G. By Proposition 2.4, we can
write w = 1+ ak, where a is a non-negative number. Proposition 2.4 implies the following
identity for the trace of the powers of the adjacency matrix of G.

Lemma 2.5. For all ¢ with 1 < /¢ <k —1 we have

~ 0

Tr(A)=d —a.

Proof. The claim follows easily upon applying Newton’s identities to the roots of the
irreducible polynomial 2 4+ z + - - - + 2*. O]

In particular, since Tr (A) > 0, we have a < d. Hence, an upper bound for the number
of orbits is
w <1+ dk.

Next, we investigate a lower bound for the number of orbits w that will allow us to
refine the relationships between d, k and a.

Lemma 2.6. Tr (A +--- + A" < [k/2)w.
Proof. Set S = Tr (A4 --- + ALW2J). The trace Tr (A”) counts the number of walks of
length j starting and ending at the same orbit @ € V(G). Let j < |k/2] and suppose that
1T:0—=0,—=...20;=0and 7' : 0 = Oy — ... = 0 = O are two distinct closed
walks of length j starting and ending at 0. These two walks give rise to two distinct
walks of the same length from v(O) to O:

v(0) =» vy — ... > v, =0"(v(0))

v(0) = v = ... = v =" (v(0))

Then, combining these two walks, we can construct the following two new walks that have
length 2j < k, thus reaching a contradiction (see Figure 2 to visualise this property):

v(0) = v; = ... = v; = 0*(v(O)) = 0*(v]) = ... = 0" (" (v(0))) = 0" (v(0))
v(0) = v = ... = v = 0"(v(0)) = o(v1) = ... = (0" (v(0))) = 0" (v(0)).
Now, let X be the set of triplets (O, j, z) with:
1. O an orbit
2. j a positive integer with 1 < j < LgJ

3. z anode from O with dg(v(0), z) = j.

On the one hand, for each orbit O € V(G) we have seen that there cannot exist two
distinct walks of length j from v(O) to any other node from O if 1 < j < |k/2]|. Therefore

1X| < wlk/2).

On the other hand, every closed walk in G of length j starting and ending in O € V(é)
corresponds to a walk in G from v(Q) to some other node z € O of length j. Hence
S < |X|. The claim follows by combining these two inequalities. O



Figure 2: The existence of two distinct walks of lengths < k/2 from v(r) to o*(v(r)) and

o*(v(r)) with a # b would imply the existence of two distinct walks of length < k from
v(r) to 0T (v(r)).

We now finally deduce that (d, k; +1)-digraphs can exist only for small values of d and
k. Recall that we can assume that d > 3 and k > 5 by the results of [6, 9, 15].

Theorem 2.7. If G is a (d, k; +1)-digraph, then d and k satisfy one of the following:
e k=5Hand3<d< 11,
e k=6and3 <d<4,
e k=Tand3<d<4, or
e k=9 andd=3.

Proof. By summing the identity in Lemma 2.5 for 1 < ¢ < k — 1 and substituting into
Lemma 2.6, we deduce that

d+ -+ d¥2 — |k/2]a < [k/2)(1 + ak). (3)
As a < d, this implies that
dt -+ d® 2 < [k/2](1+d + dk). (4)

It can be easily checked that Inequality (3) can be satisfied only if d,k are one of the
listed pairs. O

We will refer to the 14 pairs in Theorem 2.7 as exceptional pairs. In the next section
we rule out the existence of a (d, k; +1)-digraph for these exceptional pairs.

3 Non-existence for small d and &

In [15] a (d, k; +1)-digraph is called minimal if there is no (d', k; +1)-digraph for 2 < d’ <
d. To prove non-existence of (d, k;+1)-digraphs for the exceptional pairs, it suffices to
prove that there are no minimal (d, k; 4+1)-digraphs with these parameters. It is known
from the same paper that the fixed points of any non-identity automorphism of a minimal
(d, k; +1)-digraph form one of the following:
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e the empty set,
e a pair of vertices {u,o(u)} that constitutes a transposition in o, or
e a directed (k + 2)-cycle.

Applying this result to the outlier automorphism itself shows that a minimal (d, k; +1)-
digraph must have one of the following three structures:

e all outlier-orbits of G have the same length (then G is called outlier-regular),

e the vertices with smallest order w(G) induce a directed (k + 2)-cycle (Type A di-
graphs), or

e the outlier automorphism contains a unique transposition, i.e. my = 1 in the per-
mutation cycle structure of G (Type B digraphs).

First we deal with the outlier-regular case.
Theorem 3.1. There are no outlier-reqular (d, k; +1)-digraphs for d, k > 2.

Proof. We have w = wi

@) and a = “’T_l, both of which must be integers. From Section 2
we must also have

d+---+d*2 —|k/2]a < |k/2](1 4 ak) and a < d,

and it is straightforward to check that none of the exceptional pairs satisfy these condi-
tions. [

We now proceed to rule out the Type A and B cases. An important fact is that for
such digraphs there can be at most three distinct outlier orders.

Lemma 3.2. Any minimal (d, k; +1)-digraph G has at most three distinct vertex orders,
and if G has vertex orders s; < So < 83, then s1 =2 and sy = k + 2.

Proof. Suppose that the outlier automorphism contains cycles of lengths ¢; < o < --- <
¢r. Suppose that ¢; > 2, 1 < i < r and consider the automorphism o%. This fixes at least
three vertices, but is not equal to the identity, and so its fixset must be a (k + 2)-cycle C'
in G. If v is a vertex on C, then o(v) must be the vertex preceding v on C. Therefore
these fixed points correspond to a cycle of length ¢; = k + 2 in 0. As this applies to any
non-transposition cycle in o, the result follows. O

In particular, Lemma 3.2 shows that for Type A minimal (d, k; +1)-digraphs there are
exactly two distinct cycle lengths, the smaller of which is w(G) = k + 2.

Theorem 3.3. There are no minimal Type A or Type B digraphs for the exceptional
pars.

Proof. Let G be a minimal (d, k; +1)-digraph with (d, k) belonging to one of the excep-
tional pairs from Theorem 2.7.

Suppose first that G is Type A with a (k+2)-cycle C. Let u — u’ be an arc of C. The
automorphism 0**2 fixes C, but has no other fixed points; in particular, it must permute
the vertices of N*(u) — {v'} without any fixed points. Suppose that the shortest cycle of
the permutation 02 on N*(u) — {u'} has length ¢; then the automorphism o*+?* must

7



fix every vertex of G, and it follows that every cycle of 02 on N*(u) — {u'} has length
t,and so t | d — 1. It now follows from Lemma 3.2 that the cycle length of o are k + 2
and some divisor £ > k + 2 of (k+2)(d — 1). Therefore

N—-k—-2

1 = =
+my = w,a 0

We only need to examine cases in which a < d, so we can assume that
N<Ek+2+kld<k+2+k(k+2)(d-1)d.

This inequality does not hold for any of the exceptional pairs.

Now suppose that G is a Type B digraph. Let u, o(u) be the two vertices in the unique
transposition in 0. Consider the action of 0* on the vertices of N*(u) = {uy,...,uq}. As
0? fixes only the vertices u,o(u), 0* does not fix any vertices of N*(u). Consider the
cycle structure of the action of 0? on {uy,...,us}. If this action has cycles of lengths s, ¢,
where s < t, then the automorphism 0* must fix a (k + 2)-cycle, which is impossible.
Therefore, 0? acts on {uy,...,uq} as a collection of ¢-cycles for some 2 < t < d. Then
the automorphism o* fixes all vertices of {u,o(u)} UNT(u), and so all vertex orders must
divide 2t.

If G has three distinct cycle lengths 2 < /5 < {3, where {5 and {3 both divide 2¢, then
by Lemma 3.2 we have {5 = k + 2. It is easily checked that this is impossible for the
exceptional pairs, and so in each of these cases each vertex of V(G) — {u, o(u)} has order
{y, where o > 3, (5 | 2t,t | dand t > 1. We have 1+my, = w,soa = - = %. Therefore,
as we need only check cases when a < d, we can assume that N < 2 + dlk < 2 + d?k,
which does not hold for the exceptional cases. O

This concludes the proof of our main result.

Theorem 3.4. There are no (d, k; +1)-digraphs for d,k > 2.

4 Conclusion

In this article we have proven the non-existence of directed graphs with excess one. We
now briefly explore the implications of this result for the study of networks close to the
Moore bound.

In [2] it is proved that any almost Moore digraph G without self-repeats always con-
tains a subdigraph H which is itself an almost Moore digraph, whose permutation cycle
structure is constrained in one of the following forms:

e All orbits with respect to the repeat function r have the same length s, so that the
order of H is N = smy, where m, is the number of orbits of length s.

e A mixture of orbits with respect to the repeat function r of length s and 2s, so that
the order of H is N = smy + 2smaq,, with my orbits of length s and mo, orbits of
length 2s.

However, in the second case, the subdigraph induced by the nodes belonging to cycles
of length s is a digraph of excess one. Since we have already established that digraphs of
excess one do not exist, this case cannot occur.



Consequently, to prove the non-existence of almost Moore digraphs in general, it is
sufficient to focus only on those almost Moore digraphs whose subdigraphs have all orbits
of the same length. In other words, the non-existence of digraphs of excess one allows us
to reduce the general problem to analysing almost Moore digraphs with a very restricted
and simpler cycle structure.

The next natural question is to classify the pairs (d, k) for which there exists a
(d, k; +2)-digraph. It is known that there are two such digraphs for (d,k) = (2,2), but
none with d = 2 and k > 3, see [10, 14]. We make the following conjecture.

Conjecture 4.1. For d,k > 2 there exists a (d, k;+2)-digraph only for (d, k) = (2,2).

It is also interesting to note that, whilst there are no non-trivial digraphs with excess
one, there do exist non-trivial almost Moore digraphs. This suggests that it is easier
to approach the Moore bound from below than from above, and inspires the following
question.

Problem 4.2. Is there a pair (d,k) for which the smallest possible defect of a d-out-
reqular digraph with diameter k is less than the smallest possible excess of a d-out-reqular
k-geodetic digraph? If yes, what can be said about the proportion of such pairs?

We note that there do exist such pairs for the undirected version of Problem 4.2: the
largest graph with degree 6 and diameter 2 has defect 5, whereas the smallest graph with
degree 6 and girth 5 has excess 3.
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