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Abstract

Circuits are fundamental objects in linear programming and oriented matroid theory, rep-
resenting the elementary difference vectors of a polyhedron between points in its affine space.
A recent concept introduced by Ekbatani, Natura, and Végh, the circuit imbalance, serves as a
complexity measure relevant to iteration bounds for circuit-based augmentation and circuit di-
ameters, as well as the general interpretability of circuits in terms of the underlying application.
In this paper, we analyze linear programming formulations of relaxed combinatorial optimization
problems to prove two contrasting types of results related to the circuit imbalance.

On one hand, we identify simple and common constraint structures, in particular arising
in graph-theoretic problems, that inherently lead to an exponential circuit imbalance. These
constructions show that, in quite general situations, working with the entire set of circuits poses
significant challenges for an application of circuit augmentation or the study of circuit diameters.

On the other hand, through a case study of two classic graph-theoretic problems with expo-
nential imbalance, the vertex graph coloring problem and the maximum weight forest problem, we
exhibit the existence of sets and subsets of highly interpretable circuits of (best-case) imbalance
1. These sets correspond to the recoloring of vertices or to the addition or removal of edges,
respectively, for example generalizing classic concepts of Kempe dynamics in coloring. Their in-
terpretability in terms of the underlying application facilitates a study of circuit walks in the
corresponding polytopes. We prove that a restriction of circuit walks to these sets suffices to not
only guarantee reachability of the integral extreme-points of the skeleton, but leads to linear and
constant circuit diameter bounds, respectively.

Keywords: polyhedron, linear programming, circuits, circuit imbalance, vertex coloring, maximum
weight forest

MSC: 05C69, 52B05, 90C05, 90C27

1 Introduction

The circuits or elementary vectors of a polyhedron P = {x : Ax = b, Bx ≤ d} are a classic topic
introduced in the works of several authors in the 1960s and 70s [12, 23, 31, 34]. Formally, they
are nonzero vectors g in ker(A) such that Bg is support-minimal. They are a generalization of the
edge directions of P , and serve as an inclusion-minimal test set for optimality certificates for any
linear program (LP) over P . In the past decade, research related to circuits has focused on circuit
augmentation schemes for solving LPs [11, 17, 18], generalizations of the Simplex method for solving
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LPs, wherein one can move in the direction of any circuit (taking a maximal-length step) instead of
just along edges, and the circuit diameter of polyhedra [5, 6, 7, 25], which generalizes the combinatorial
diameter in the same way and gives a lower bound on the number of iterations necessary to solve an
LP via circuit augmentation algorithms, as well as a lower bound on the combinatorial diameter itself.
Circuits have also been used indirectly as an analytical tool to bound the performance of interior
point methods [15]. Research in the area takes several forms and has often focused on problems in
combinatorial optimization. In fact, many algorithms from combinatorial optimization turn out to be
efficient implementations of circuit augmentation tailored to the application.

It is well known that for many structured problems, there exist circuits that are readily interpreted
in terms of the underlying application. This comes from a combination of two properties: first, circuits
have an inclusion-minimal support; for standard-form problems, this typically means that they only
have few nonzero entries. And second, it greatly matters how complicated the nonzero entries of a
circuit are. This can be formally described by the so-called circuit imbalance measure, which is the
maximum absolute ratio of nonzero components of any circuit (Definition 6). Whereas a small support
is guaranteed by definition, a low circuit imbalance is not. In fact, it can be exponentially large in
terms of the natural parameters of the underlying problem (for example, the number of vertices in
the graph defining the problem). A high circuit imbalance is directly opposed to the ease of a formal
analysis and study of diameters and circuit pivot rules. This leads to two promising directions of
research: the study of problems where circuit imbalance is known to be low; or a restriction of the
analysis to those circuits of low imbalance to gain valuable insights on more complicated problems.

Circuit augmentation and diameters are best understood for polyhedra with low circuit imbal-
ance measure. A prime example lies in network-flows applications, which have totally-unimodular
constraint matrices, in turn guaranteeing that circuits only have nonzero entries ±1. For example,
the characterization of circuits in [8, 22, 19] are a key to showing that many graph-theoretic algo-
rithms are, in fact, circuit augmentation schemes with respect to conceptually simple pivot rules.
However, only a small number of concrete LPs from combinatorial optimization are known to have
sub-exponential circuit imbalance measure. These include the fractional matching polytope, the frac-
tional stable set polytope, and problems with totally-unimodular constraint matrices, such as the
network-flows problems mentioned above [18, 25, 29].

In this work, we are interested in furthering the understanding of problems of high circuit imbal-
ance. As we will see, the suggested approach of restricting the analysis to circuits of low imbalance is
a powerful tool to obtain new insight.

A typical strategy for connecting classical algorithms to circuit augmentation schemes, or for
bounding the circuit diameter, builds on a characterization of the set of circuits of the polyhedron at
hand. To this end, one attempts to devise a complete or partial description of the circuits in terms
of the underlying combinatorial problem [5, 8, 10, 19, 25]. For example, the circuit directions for the
clustering problem described in [10] can be thought of as swapping items between clusters. As one
of our contributions, we add to this area by establishing a relation between the circuits of coloring
polytopes and classic Kempe dynamics.

A key challenge lies in the fact that for many polyhedra in combinatorial optimization, the set of
circuits is not fully characterized, and it seems difficult to do so. This challenge is directly linked to
the circuit imbalance and, relatedly, the fact that many (likely, most) of the circuits therefore admit
no clear combinatorial interpretation. For example, a circuit g defined over a set E of size n wherein
one component of g is 2n times larger than another is unlikely to admit a natural interpretation in
terms of the underlying set. This is in contrast to, say, a circuit g ∈ {0,±1}n, which we call a 0/1
circuit. Such circuits are readily interpreted as adding and removing elements from some subset M
of E (e.g., adding and removing edges from a given matching). As one of our main contributions, in
Section 2 we demonstrate that in a wide range of graph-theoretic problems, one already arrives at an
exponential circuit imbalance just by using a small set of constraints with a simple structure: given
a graph G = (V,E), we consider various potential constraint matrices A whose rows are in {0, 1}E .
We consider a variety of natural choices of families H ⊆ 2E to determine the supports of the rows of
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A (i.e., of the constraints). In all of the cases we consider, we are able to show that any polyhedron
{x ∈ Rn : Ax ≤ b,x ≥ 0} has circuit imbalance at least exponential in |E|. This includes cases
where A has a number of rows which is only polynomial in |E|. We find these observations to support
the general hypothesis that it is rare for polyhedra arising from combinatorial optimization to have
sub-exponential circuit-imbalance.

In Sections 3 and 4, we then study two classic families of polytopes, corresponding to fractional
vertex coloring and graphic matroids (or the search for a maximum-weight forest). While we show that
both of them have an exponential circuit imbalance, we are able to gain valuable insight from a study
of their 0/1 circuits, leading to a generalization of classic concepts of combinatorial reconfiguration
and constant circuit diameter bounds, respectively.

A restriction of the analysis to 0/1 circuits has already proven to be a successful approach in
the literature for previous analytical results. Specifically, it was shown that the 0/1 circuits suffice
to find extremely short paths (of just 1 or 2 steps) between the integral solutions of the well-known
traveling salesman problem (TSP) [25], for which our results in Section 2 also imply exponential
circuit imbalance. Further, many combinatorial algorithms which are, as mentioned above, in essence
circuit augmentation algorithms utilize only 0/1 circuits, even when the associated polyhedron has
other circuits. And finally, a restriction to 0/1 circuits gives a natural connection to the area of
combinatorial reconfiguration: given two integral extreme-point solutions of an LP, one can ask if it
is possible to transform one solution into another via a set of valid “moves”, where each intermediary
solution is required to also be integral. In a yes instance, one then asks how many steps it takes to
transform any solution into any other solution. Here, our set of valid moves is precisely the circuits
of the given LP. When we consider moving between integral solutions for problems whose integral
solutions are all in {0, 1}n, this necessitates that only 0/1 circuits are used, even when others exist.

These questions can be seen as a variation of the study of circuit diameters [4, 9, 25], where we seek
to move between any two extreme-point solutions (i.e., not only integral ones), and in each iteration
we are allowed to take a maximal-length step in the direction of any circuit. For many LPs from
combinatorial optimization, all extreme-point solutions are in {0, 1}n, and all solutions in {0, 1}n are
extreme-point solutions. In this setting, the number of moves in the transformations we consider gives
an upper bound on the circuit diameter.

In contrast, in view of circuit augmentation, a restriction of the analysis to 0/1 circuits or any
subset of the set of circuits would have some natural limitations. First, generic methods for solving
LPs via circuit augmentation may utilize circuits which are not 0/1, even if there was a monotone walk
just using 0/1 circuits. In fact, many theoretical results bounding the running time of generic circuit
augmentation algorithms on general LPs require that the full set of circuits be available as augmen-
tation directions [16, 17, 18]. Relatedly, in combinatorial optimization we are typically interested in
moving only between the integral solutions of an integer program. However, circuit augmentation —
whether along general circuits or even along 0/1 circuits — may pass through non-integral solutions
of the corresponding LP relaxation. There are several interesting open questions coming out of these
challenges. We point out some of them in our final remarks in Section 5.

Next, in Section 1.1, we provide some necessary background and definitions on circuits and circuit
imbalance measure. We then summarize our contributions and provide an outline of the paper in
Section 1.2.

1.1 Preliminaries

We now provide some formal terminology and then outline our contributions. Given a set X, a vector
x ∈ RX , and i ∈ X, we use x(i) to denote the component of x indexed by i.

Definition 1. The characteristic vector of a subset T of a set S is the vector XT := (xs)s∈S such that
x(s) = 1 if s ∈ T and x(s) = 0 if s /∈ T .

We follow [5, 11, 17, 19, 31] for some background on the theory of circuits and circuit augmentation.
Recall that a set of circuits for a polyhedron can be defined as follows.
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Definition 2 (Circuits). Given matrices A ∈ RmA×n and B ∈ RmB×n, the set of circuits corre-
sponding to A and B, denoted C(A,B), consists of those g ∈ ker(A) \ {0}, normalized to coprime
integer components, for which Bg is support minimal over the set of {Bx : x ∈ ker(A) \ {0}}. When
A is empty (in which case ker(A) = Rn), we denote the corresponding set of circuits by C(0, B).

Given a polyhedron P described by the system of equalities and inequalities P = {x ∈ Rn : Ax =
b, Bx ≤ d}, we say that the circuits C(A,B) are the circuits of this formulation of P . In the studies
of circuit augmentation and diameters over a polyhedron P , it often is necessary to restrict to the
feasible circuit directions at some point x in P , i.e., those directions in which a nonzero step starting
at x remains in P .

Definition 3. Given a point x in a polyhedron P = {x : Ax = b, Bx ≤ d}, we say a circuit
g ∈ C(A,B) is feasible at x if there exists ϵ > 0 such that x+ ϵg ∈ P .

This leads to the notion of a circuit walk where one moves between solutions in P using feasible
circuits.

Definition 4. Let P = {x ∈ Rm : Ax = b, Bx ≤ d} be a polyhedron. Starting at an extreme-point v
of P , we call a sequence of v = x0, ...,xk a circuit walk of length k if for i = 0, ..., k − 1:

1. xi ∈ P

2. xi+1 = xi + ϵigi for some gi ∈ C(A,B) and ϵi > 0 and

3. xi + ϵigi is infeasible for all ϵ > ϵi.

This definition assumes that feasible circuits are used for steps of maximal length, and that the walk
begins at an extreme-point v = x0. We do not require that the walk terminate at an extreme-point
xk.

In general, different formulations of the exact same polyhedron P can give rise to different sets of
circuits. However, as shown in [24], all so-called minimal descriptions of a polyhedron give rise to the
same set of circuits. Here, a minimal description is defined as follows.

Definition 5 (See e.g. [13]). Given a polyhedron P (considered as a set), we say that {x ∈ Rn : Ax ≤
b, Bx ≤ d} is a minimal description of P if it satisfies the following:

1. P = {x ∈ Rn : Ax = b, Bx ≤ d}

2. No inequality of {x ∈ Rn : Ax = b, Bx ≤ d} can be made an equality without changing the set.

3. No inequality or equality of {x ∈ Rn : Ax = b, Bx ≤ d} can be omitted without changing the
set.

All valid formulations of P must contain the circuits of a minimal description of P . Thus, when
{x ∈ Rn : Ax = b, Bx ≤ d} is a minimal description of a polyhedron P , we can meaningfully say that
C(A,B) are the circuits of P . We can define the circuits of P equivalently as the set of all directions
that can be obtained as edges of any polyhedron of the form P ′ = {x ∈ Rn : Ax = b′, Bx ≤ d′}
as the right-hand sides b′ and d′ vary [23]. As such, the circuits of a polyhedron include its edge
directions. This latter fact holds even when one is given a non-minimal description. That is, for any
description P = {x ∈ Rn : Ax = b, Bx ≤ d} of a polyhedron P , (appropriate normalizations of) the
edge directions of P are in C(A,B). We now formally define the circuit imbalance measure, a measure
on how complex the set of circuits can be.

Definition 6. Given matrices A and B, the circuit imbalance measure of A and B is defined to
be

κ(A,B) = max

{∣∣∣∣ g(i)g(j)

∣∣∣∣ : g ∈ C(A,B)

}
.
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We note that in some context, it may be more natural to define κ(A,B) to be the maximum

possible value of
∣∣∣ (Bg)(i)
(Bg)(j)

∣∣∣ over all circuits g. However, as we are in part concerned with the relationship

between the circuit imbalance and the interpretability of circuits, here it is more natural to consider
the components of the circuits themselves.

1.2 Contributions

We now have the basic terminology needed to describe our contributions. As discussed previously,
these are of two types: we begin with a study of the circuit imbalance measure for generic graph-
theoretic constraint matrices in Section 2; then, in Sections 3 and 4, we study two specific, classic
problems where we are able to devise new insight from their 0/1 circuits, despite those problems
having an exponential imbalance.

First, consider a simple, loop-free graph G = (V,E) and H ⊆ 2E , and let B′ = B′(G,H) be the
matrix whose rows are given by X(H) for all H ∈ H, where X(H) is the characteristic vector of H.
Let

B = B(G,H) =

[
B′

I

]
,

and let κ(H) = maxG{κ(0, B)}. Note that this a very general framing that captures many well-studied
constraint matrices from combinatorial optimization (for appropriate choices of H). It is known, for
example, that if

H = {δ(v) : v ∈ V },

then B is the inequality constraint matrix of the standard formulation of the fractional matching
polytope, and the circuit imbalance measure of that matrix at most 2 (see, e.g., [18]).

In Section 2, we consider the following natural question:

Question 1.1. Can simple, small sets H lead to exponential κ(H)?

A sub-exponential circuit imbalance comes with several advantages. In particular, known bounds
on circuit diameters become stronger [16] and, more generally, a partial (or complete) characterization
of the set of circuits becomes more attainable. However, we will show that many families of constraints
(both structurally-simple and small in size) already lead to exponential circuit imbalance. Consider
for example the set

H = {δ(v) : v ∈ V } ∪ {E[S] : S ⊆ V, |S| odd},

where, for S ⊆ V we let E[S] = {uv ∈ E : u, v ∈ S}. In this case, B(G,H) is the inequality constraint
matrix of the standard formulation of the matching polytope, and we show that its circuit imbalance
measure is at least exponential in the number of edges.

In particular, in Theorem 2.1 we show that the inclusion of just a polynomial-sized subset of
{E[S] : S ⊆ V, |S| odd} is already enough to guarantee at least exponential circuit imbalance. In
the same theorem, we show the same holds if H contains all paths of length 4 or if H contains all
sets of size 3. We strengthen these last two conclusions with a new construction in Theorem 2.2 and
show that even if H only contains all paths of length 3, then κ(H) is at least exponential. Finally,
in Theorems 2.3 and 2.4, we get at least exponential circuit imbalance when H contains all cycles of
length 4 or all star subgraphs, respectively.

These results suggest that for many simple and seemingly natural candidates for H, we get expo-
nential circuit imbalance, in turn suggesting that collections H that give low circuit imbalance for all
graphs may be rare. We see this exponential circuit imbalance for the classic families of polytopes
studied in Sections 3 and 4 (Lemma 3.8 and Corollary 4.1, respectively), which adds to our motivation
for a study of their 0/1 circuits.

In Section 3, we study the relationship between the 0/1 circuits of the fractional coloring polytope
and classic Kempe dynamics. We consider the following well-known representation of the fractional
coloring problem.

5



Definition 7. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and τ = {t1, . . . , tr} a set of colors. The fractional
coloring problem has the following formulation:

x ∈ R|V |×r :
∑
i∈K

x(v, i) = 1 ∀v ∈ V

x(v, i) + x(u, i) ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ τ, uv ∈ E

x(v, i) ≥ 0 ∀v ∈ V, ∀i ∈ τ

Using this formulation, in Theorem 3.2 we are able to characterize the circumstances under which
(the extreme-points corresponding to) two proper colorings differ by a circuit. A consequence of
Theorem 3.2 is that the Kempe chains of the underlying reconfiguration graph correspond to some
but not all of the 0/1 circuits of the fractional coloring polytope. This correspondence allows us to
reinterpret Kempe feasibility in terms of circuit walks. Here, and in the literature, Kempe feasibility
or Kempe equivalence refers to the ability to transform one proper coloring into another by a sequence
of Kempe swaps, i.e., an exchange of two colors on a minimal number of vertices subject to the coloring
remaining proper.

In the polyhedral setting, this is analogous to reachability between extreme-points of the integer
coloring polytope via edge walks. However, it is well known that Kempe swaps do not suffice to move
between any pair of colorings (i.e., reachability can fail); for instance, in the case of the 3-colorings of
the triangular prism.

In fact, in Theorem 3.2, we fully characterize the 0/1 circuits of the fractional coloring polytope.
In particular, we show that the the set of 0/1 circuits of the fractional coloring polytope includes
vectors corresponding to a generalization of Kempe swaps wherein they can involve more than just
two colors. We then show in Theorem 3.5 that all extreme-points of the fractional coloring polytope
which correspond to proper colorings are reachable from each other via circuit walks using this subset
of the 0/1 circuits. That is to say, while Kempe swaps do not suffice to achieve reachability between
all proper colorings, the generalized Kempe swaps corresponding to these 0/1 circuits do suffice to
achieve reachability.

On the other hand, in contrast to some combinatorial polytopes (like TSP and Matching discussed
earlier), we show that the 0/1 circuits of the fractional coloring polytope are not enough to guar-
antee the existence of constant-length circuit walks between extreme-points corresponding to proper
colorings (if those walks are required to visit only integral extreme-points, i.e., proper colorings). In
particular, we show in Theorem 3.6 that for a graph on n vertices, n steps can be necessary (and that
n steps suffices is trivial). Finally, in Section 3.2, we provide an explicit construction showing that the
circuit imbalance of the coloring polytope is at least exponential, further supporting the restriction of
our attention to 0/1 circuits.

In Section 4 we study the maximum weight forest polytope, a polytope associated with a graphic
matroid. A major difference between this polytope and the coloring polytope discussed in Section 3
is that it has an exponential number of constraints, which leads to some interesting differences in our
approach and results.

Definition 8. Let G = (V,E) be a simple graph. The maximum weight forest problem has
a feasible set that corresponds to the extreme-points of the polytope given by the following system of
constraints:

x ∈ R|E| :
∑

e∈E(G[U ]) x(e) ≤ |U | − 1 ∀∅ ̸= U ⊆ V

x(e) ≥ 0 ∀e ∈ E,
(MWF)

where G[U ] is the subgraph of G induced by U ⊆ V .

In the constraint matrix of (MWF), there are duplicated rows in that the matrix rows for the con-
straints x(e) ≥ 0 appear also in the rank inequality constraints (

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) x(e) ≤ |U | − 1) for sets

U = {u, v} with uv ∈ E. For the characterization of circuits or non-circuits, it suffices to consider the
simpler system ∑

e∈E(G[U ]) x(e) ≤ |U | − 1 ∀∅ ̸= U ⊆ V. (Rank)
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First, we note that the circuit imbalance of (Rank) is exponential; this follows from one of the results
presented in Section 2. In combination with the exponential number of constraints, a full and inter-
pretable characterization of the whole set of circuits of (Rank) is unlikely, and we dedicate the section
to studying the 0/1 circuits of (Rank) and walks along them within (MWF).

In Section 4.1, we begin by devising a number of properties that 0/1 circuits or non-circuits must
satisfy. First, we show in Lemma 4.2 that unit vectors are circuits of (Rank) and that no other
uniform-sign 0/1 vectors (i.e., 0/1 vectors where all nonzero entries have the same sign) are circuits.
This allows us to frame the main discussion as that of mixed-sign vectors which have at least one
positive and one negative entry. As a key tool to this end, we introduce the idea of balanced vertex
sets, where the values of induced edges “cancel out”, and imbalanced vertex sets, where they do not.

Recall that, to check whether a given 0/1 vector is a circuit, we have to check whether there exists
a vector of smaller, i.e., strictly included support with respect to (Rank). If a single edge could be
dropped to arrive at such a vector, then that edge is not in a balanced set, and vice versa (Lemma 4.3).
This implies that all edges in the support of a circuit lie in some balanced set. As the number of vertex
subsets is exponential in the size of V , the property of an edge not being in a balanced set is very
restrictive. In Lemma 4.4, this allows us to prove that many mixed-sign 0/1 vectors with disconnected
edge sets are circuits. We conclude this first subsection by proving that “alternating” (and connected)
graph structures (reminiscent of alternating paths and cycles in the setting of matchings) correspond
to 0/1 circuits of (Rank), as do certain generalizations of these structure; see Lemmas 4.5, 4.6, and
4.7). These structures are of interest due to their connection to classical combinatorial algorithms;
see for example [8].

In Section 4.2, we prove a set of more general properties that characterize mixed-sign 0/1 vectors
as non-circuits. Notably, we show that for 0/1 non-circuits, either it is possible to drop a single edge
to obtain a smaller support (Lemma 4.9 and Corollary 4.10), or the the support of the non-circuit 1)
has to be the disjoint union of edge sets which induce connected graphs of diameter at most 5, and
2) has to induce a connected graph itself. Thus, in this latter case, the support of a 0/1 non-circuit
must be of low diameter itself (Theorems 4.11 and 4.12). This implies that, outside of special cases,
0/1 vectors with an edge set of diameter greater than 10 must be circuits.

While we do not have, and did not expect, a full characterization of 0/1 circuits for (Rank), the
insight gained allows us to prove surprisingly strong circuit diameter bounds for (MWF) in Section
4.3. For general graphs, we show a constant upper bound of 9 (Theorem 4.13), which improves to
7 for complete graphs (Theorem 4.14). We conclude by proving a lower bound of 3 (and for most
graphs, 4) in Theorem 4.15. These results, where diameters range between 3 and 9 (or in special
cases, between 4 and 7), contrast with diameter upper bounds of 1 or 2 in the literature for problems
such as TSP and matching [25].

Finally, in Section 5 we conclude with some remarks and discuss some natural directions of future
work.

2 Exponential Circuit Imbalance from Graph Problems

In this section we explore a variety of seemingly-natural sets of constraints defined over the edges of a
graph whose inclusion in a linear system guarantees it to have at least exponential circuit imbalance.
Our first theorem (Theorem 2.1) shows that even a small collection (i.e., polynomially sized) of
relatively “simple” constraints is enough to guarantee exponential circuit imbalance. Many LPs from
combinatorial optimization have a number of constraints which are exponential in the number of
variables. Since, in general, the number of circuits grows exponentially in the number of constraints,
it is not surprising to find that such LPs often also have exponential circuit imbalance measure. This
holds, for example, for the Matching LP. A particularly surprising consequence of Theorem 2.1 is that
only a polynomially sized subset of the constraints of the Matching LP (i.e., those described by point
1. in the theorem) are necessary to already give exponential circuit imbalance. We go on to show
analogous results for other structurally simple, polynomially sized sets of constraints. In our view, this
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underscores a general difficulty of characterizing all circuits of LPs from combinatorial optimization,
and motivates a focus on a restricted attention to just the 0/1 circuits (or, in general, a subset of
circuits which is interpretable, characterizable, and sufficient to be useful).

Before we state and prove Theorem 2.1, we recall a useful notation and fact of which we will make
use in the remainder of this section. We will use Landau notation to describe the circuit imbalance.
Recall the following definition.

Definition 9. Let f, g : Z+ → R+.We say that f(n) is Ω(g(n)) (or f(n) ∈ Ω(g(n))) if there exists a
real constant c > 0 and an integer constant n0 ≥ 1 such that f(n) ≥ c · g(n) for every integer n ≥ n0.

The following simple observation on a linear system with four variables will be used repeatedly in
our proofs.

If b+ c = a, b+ d = a, and c+ d = a, then b = c = d =
1

2
a. (1)

We now state Theorem 2.1 Recall that H denotes the supports of the rows of an inequality con-
straint matrix, as defined in Section 1.2.

Theorem 2.1. Let G = (V,E) be a simple, loop-free graph and H ⊆ 2E. We have that κ(H) ∈ Ω(2|E|)
whenever:

1. H ⊇ {E[U ] : U ⊆ V, |U | = 5},

2. H ⊇ {H : H is the edge set of a path, |H| = 4},

3. H ⊇ {H : |H| = 3},

Proof. We first prove conclusion 1. explicitly. As we will see later, points 2. and 3. follow from the
fact that such collections of edge sets give rise to the same relationships between the same variables.

Consider the graph Gk with vertex set V = {w0} ∪ {ti, ui, vi, wi : 1 ≤ i ≤ k} and edge set
E = {tiui, tivi, viwi, uiwi : 1 ≤ i ≤ k} ∪ {witi+1 : 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1}.

Let g be such that g(witi+1) = (−2)−i for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k−1, g(tiui) = g(tivi) = 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k,
and g(uiwi) = g(viwi) = (−2)−i. See Figure 1 for such a construction of g.

There exists a circuit h with supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg). We will show that in any such circuit h,
|h(witi+1)| = 2|h(wi+1ti+2)| for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 2. We have that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1,

g(E[{wi−1, ti, ui, vi, wi}]) = 0, (2)

g(E[{wi−1, ti, ui, wi, ti+1}]) = 0, and (3)

g(E[{wi−1, ti, vi, wi, ti+1}]) = 0. (4)

Since supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg), we also have that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1,

h(E[{wi−1, ti, ui, vi, wi}]) = 0,

h(E[{wi−1, ti, ui, wi, ti+1}]) = 0, and

h(E[{wi−1, ti, vi, wi, ti+1}]) = 0.

If for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1 we let a = −h(wi−1ti), the above implies that

h(uiwi)+h(viwi) = a,

h(viwi)+h(witi+1) = a, and

h(uiwi) +h(witi+1) = a.

By (1), h(uiwi) = h(viwi) = h(witi+1) = 1
2a. It follows that |h(wi−1ti)| = 2|h(witi+1)| for all

1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. Thus, κ(H) ∈ Ω(2|E|), as desired.
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Finally, we observe that in the above construction, the exact same relations between h(uiwi),h(viwi),
and h(witi+1) can be achieved if H ⊇ {H : H is the edge set of a path, |H| = 4} or if H ⊇ {H :
|H| = 3}, giving the desired results. In particular, consider the edge sets E[{wi−1, ti, ui, vi, wi}],
E[{wi−1, ti, ui, wi, ti+1}], and E[{wi−1, ti, vi, wi, ti+1}] utilized in equations (2), (3), and (4), respec-
tively. Denote by S the set

E[{wi−1, ti, ui, vi, wi}] ∩ supp(g) = {wi−1ti, uiwi, wivi}.

If we let P denote the path {wi−1ti, tiui, uiwi, wivi}, then we have that P ∩ supp(g) = S and
|P | = 4. Thus, the equation (2) holds in the case that H ⊇ {H : H is the edge set of a path, |H| = 4}.
Analogous paths exist for equations (3) and (4). Thus, in this case we infer the same relationships
between the same variables, as desired.

Likewise, the set S defined above is of size 3, and of course S ∩ supp(g) = S. Thus, the equation
(2) holds in the case that H ⊇ {H : |H| = 3}. Analogous inferences hold for (3) and (4). Thus, in
this case we again infer the same relationships between the same variables, as desired.

w0

t1

u1

v1

w1

t2

u2

v2

w2

t3

. . .1 − 1
2

− 1
2

− 1
2

1
4

1
4

1
4

Figure 1: The construction of the vector g in the proof of Theorem 2.1. Each edge is labeled with its
corresponding value in g, where dashed lines indicate a value of 0.

In fact, we can show that we get at least exponential circuit imbalance if we consider only paths
of size 3.

Theorem 2.2. If H ⊇ {H : H is the edge set of a path, |H| = 3}, then κ(H) ∈ Ω(2|E|).

Proof. Consider the graph Gk with vertex set V = {u0} ∪ {ti, ui, vi, wi : 1 ≤ i ≤ k} and edge
set E = {ui−1ti, tiui, uivi, viwi}. Let g be such that g(uiti+1) = (−2)−i for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1,
g(tiui) = g(uivi) = (−2)−i for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k, and g(viwi) = (−2)−(i−1) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k. See Figure
2 for such a construction of g.

There exists a circuit h with supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg). We will show that for any such circuit,
|h(ui−1ti)| = 2|h(uiti+1)| for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. We have that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1

g({ui−1ti, tiui, uivi}) = 0,

g({tiui, uivi, viwi}) = 0,

g({wivi, viui, uiti+1}) = 0, and

g({ui−1ti, tiui, uiti+1}}) = 0.

Since supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg), we also have that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1

h({ui−1ti, tiui, uivi}) = 0, (5)

h({tiui, uivi, viwi}) = 0, (6)

h({wivi, viui, uiti+1}) = 0, and (7)

h({ui−1ti, tiui, uiti+1}) = 0. (8)
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It follows from equations (5) and (6) that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k

h(ui−1ti) = −(h(tiui) + h(uivi)) = h(viwi)

Then, if for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1 we let a = −h(ui−1ti) = −h(viwi), it follows from equations (6), (7),
and (8) that

h(tiui)+h(uivi) = a,

h(uivi)+h(uiti+1) = a, and

h(tiui) +h(uiti+1) = a.

By (1), h(tiui) = h(uivi) = h(uiti+1) =
1
2a. It follows that |h(ui−1ti)| = 2|h(uiti+1)| for all 1 ≤ i ≤

k − 1. Thus, κ(H) ≥ Ω(2|E|), as desired.

u0

w1

t1

v1

u1

w2

t2

v2

u3 t3

. . .

1

− 1
2

1

− 1
2 − 1

2

1
4

− 1
2

1
4

1
4

Figure 2: The construction of the vector g in the proof of Theorem 2.2. Each edge is labeled with its
corresponding value in g.

Given that the circuit imbalance measure is unbounded for edge sets of short paths, a natural
question is whether this holds true for edge sets of short cycles. We see this is true by a very similar
construction in the next result.

Theorem 2.3. If H ⊇ {H : H is the edge set of a cycle, |H| ≤ 4}, then κ(H) ∈ Ω(2|E|).

Proof. Consider the graph Gk with vertex set V = {ui, vi : 0 ≤ i ≤ k} and edge set

E = {uivi, uiui+1, uivi+1, viui+1, vivi+1 : 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1} ∪ {ukvk}.

Let g be such that g(uivi) = (−2)−i for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k,

g(ui−1ui) = g(vi−1ui) = (−2)−i

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k, and
g(ui−1vi) = g(vi−1vi) = 0

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k. See Figure 3 for such a construction of g.
There exists a circuit h with supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg). We will show that for any such circuit,

|h(uivi)| = 2|h(ui+1vi+1)| for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. We have that for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1,

g({uivi, viui+1, uiui+1}) = 0,

g({uivi, viui+1, ui+1vi+1, uivi+1}) = 0, and

g({uivi, vivi+1, vi+1ui+1, uiui+1}) = 0.

Since supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg), we also have that for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1

h({uivi, viui+1, uiui+1}) = 0,

h({uivi, viui+1, ui+1vi+1, uivi+1}) = 0, and

h({uivi, vivi+1, vi+1ui+1, uiui+1}) = 0.
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If for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1 we let a = −h(uivi), the above implies that

h(uiui+1)+h(viui+1) = a,

h(viui+1)+h(ui+1vi+1) = a, and

h(uiui+1) +h(ui+1vi+1) = a.

By (1), h(uiui+1) = h(viui+1) = h(ui+1vi+1) =
1
2a. It follows that |h(uivi)| = 2|h(ui+1vi+1)| for all

1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. Thus, κ(H) ≥ Ω(2|E|), as desired.

v0

u0

v1

u1

v2

u2

v3

u3

. . .1 − 1
2

− 1
2

1
2

− 1
4

− 1
4

1
4

− 1
8

− 1
8

1
8

Figure 3: The construction of the vector g in the proof of Theorem 2.3. Each edge is labeled with it’s
corresponding value in g, where dashed lines indicate a value of 0.

Finally, we note that H = {δ(v) : v ∈ V }—the collection such that B(G,H) is the inequality
constraint matrix of the fractional matching polytope—can be equivalently expressed as

H = {H : H is the edge set of a maximal star subgraph},

whereH is the edge set of amaximal star subgraph if there does not exist e ∈ E such thatH∪{e} is also
the edge set of a star subgraph of G. As noted in Section 1.2, this collection H gives constant circuit
imbalance [18]. Since the collection of allmaximal star subgraphs gives constant circuit imbalance, it is
natural to wonder whether the collection of all star subgraphs gives sub-exponential circuit imbalance.
We now show that this is not the case.

Theorem 2.4. If H ⊇ {H : H is the edge set of a star subgraph, |H| ≥ 2}, then κ(H) ∈ Ω(2|E|).

Proof. Consider the graph Gk with vertex set V = {ui, vi : 0 ≤ i ≤ k} and edge set

E = {uivi, viui+1vivi+1 : 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1} ∪ {ukvk}

Let g be such that g(uivi) = 2−i and g(vi−1ui) = g(vi−1vi) = −(2−i) for 1 ≤ i ≤ k. See Figure 4 for
such a construction of g.

There exists a circuit h with supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg). We will show that for any such circuit,
h(uivi) = 2h(ui+1vi+1) for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. We have that for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1,

g({uivi, viui+1, vivi+1}) = 0,

g({viui+1, ui+1vi+1}) = 0, and

g({vivi+1, ui+1vi+1}) = 0.

Since supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg), we also have that for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1

h({uivi, viui+1, vivi+1}) = 0, (9)

h({viui+1, ui+1vi+1}) = 0, and (10)

h({vivi+1, ui+1vi+1}) = 0. (11)
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By equations (10) and (11) we have that for 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1,

−h(viui+1) = h(ui+1vi+1) = −h(vivi+1),

and so by equation (9) we have that for 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1

h(uivi) = −(h(viui+1) + h(vivi+1)) = 2h(ui+1vi+1).

Thus, κ(H) ∈ Ω(2|E|), as desired.

v0

u0

v1

u1

v2

u2

v3

u3

. . .1 − 1
2

− 1
2

1
2 − 1

4

− 1
4

1
4 − 1

8

− 1
8

1
8

Figure 4: The construction of the vector g in the proof of Theorem 2.4. Each edge is labeled with its
corresponding value in g.

3 The Coloring Problem

In this section, we focus on the problem of vertex-coloring a graph with n vertices. Specifically, we
are interested in analyzing the circuits of the fractional coloring LP, i.e., the linear programming
relaxation of the coloring problem (see Definition 14). As we will show in Section 3.2, this LP has at
least exponential circuit imbalance measure. In keeping with the broad themes and objectives of this
work, we therefore explore the degree to which the 0/1 circuits alone are sufficiently useful in settings
where one might ordinarily utilize the full set of circuits. What we find is that the 0/1 circuits of the
fractional coloring LP suffice to allow one to move between any pair of proper colorings (i.e., between
the integer solutions of the LP).

As we show in Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.3, the 0/1 circuits that move from a proper coloring
to a proper coloring can be interpreted as a very natural generalization of so-called Kempe swaps.
Kempe swaps are a classical notion in the theory of graph coloring which give a natural and, in some
sense, minimal way to reconfigure a coloring. However, it is known that in some circumstances, Kempe
swaps do not suffice to allow one to reconfigure any coloring to any other coloring. In contrast, a
consequence of our results is that these generalized Kempe swaps which come from 0/1 circuits do
suffice for this purpose.

Moreover, we show that this is not because the 0/1 circuits constitute so large a portion of {0,±1}n
as to make it trivial to move between two colorings. To explain this by way of contrast, it is known
that the 0/1 circuits of the Matching and TSP LPs contain so many vectors from {0,±1}n that almost
all pairs of matchings (resp. TSP tours) are one circuit step apart [25]. In Theorem 3.5 we show that
reconfiguring two proper colorings via these generalized Kempe swaps may require up to n steps.

Before proceeding to the results, we will first define all the necessary concepts and terminology.

3.1 Kempe Dynamics

We begin with the graph-theoretic definitions needed to study the polytopes in this section and Section
4. Let G = (V,E) be a graph with the vertex set V , the edge set E, and the minimum degree δ(G).
Let S ⊆ V be any subset of vertices of G. The induced subgraph, G[S] is the graph whose vertex set
is S and whose edge set consists of all the edges in E that have both endpoints in S. An independent
set in a graph G, is a set I ⊆ V such that no two vertices of I are adjacent in G.
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A coloring of the vertices of a graph is an assignment of colors to the vertices of a graph. We say
that a coloring of the vertices of G is proper if any two adjacent vertices receive different colors. A
graph G is t-colorable if it has a proper coloring using at most t colors. Given a set τ = {1, 2, . . . t},
we say that the graph is τ -colored if we color the vertices using all the colors in the set τ . We denote
a τ -colored graph as G(τ). Note that this notation does not, in itself, specify the coloring, and each
color class forms an independent set. The chromatic number of a graph G, denoted χ(G), is the
smallest integer t such that G is t-colorable. We formally define this as follows.

Definition 10. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and let t be a positive integer. A t-coloring of G is a
function ϕ : V → {1, 2, . . . t} such that if vi and vj are adjacent then ϕ(vi) ̸= ϕ(vj). The numbers
1, 2, . . . , t are called the colors of the coloring ϕ.

1 2

3 1

1 3

3 1

Figure 5: Left: Proper coloring of the cycle on four vertices using colors {1,2,3}. Right: Proper
coloring using the minimum number of colors of the cycle on four vertices using colors {1,3}.

We follow the standard notation found in [28] for the following definitions. The coloring problem
is defined as determining whether it is possible to color the vertices of a graph with a limited number
of colors, say t, such that the coloring is proper. The t-colorability problem for t ≥ 3 is an NP-
complete problem [26], and as a result determining the chromatic number of a graph is NP-complete.
Traditionally, the coloring problem is modeled as the integer program below.

Definition 11. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and τ = {t1, . . . , tr} a set of colors. The following system
is the integer program formulation for the coloring problem.

x ∈ R|V |×r :
∑
i∈K

x(v, i) = 1 ∀v ∈ V

x(v, i) + x(u, i) ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ τ, uv ∈ E

x(v, i) ∈ {0, 1} ∀v ∈ V, ∀i ∈ τ

The first set of constraints ensures that each vertex in our graph receives a color. The second
set of constraints ensures that if two vertices u and v are connected via an edge they must receive a
different color. We define the coloring characteristic vector to index which vertices have been assigned
which color.

Definition 12. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and τ = {t1, . . . , tr} a set of colors. Let G(τ) be a vertex
τ -colored graph. We define the coloring characteristic vector of G(τ) to be X(G(τ)) ∈ R|V |×|τ |

where X(G(τ))j,t = 1 if vertex j is colored with color t and 0 otherwise.

The entries of this vector are exactly the values of the variables x(v, i). Relaxing the integrality con-
straints in the above integer programming formulation allows us to investigate the circuits associated
with the coloring problem. In this relaxation, extreme-point solutions of the feasible region are able
to have fractional values. This corresponds to assigning a single vertex a “fractional mix” of the avail-
able colors (provided this assignment still adheres to the constraints). This gives rise to the following
definition of the fractional chromatic number.
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Definition 13. Let I(G) denote the set of all independent sets of vertices of a graph G, and let
I(G, u) denote the independent sets of G that contain the vertex u. A fractional coloring of G is a
non-negative real function f on I(G) such that for any vertex u of G,∑

S∈I(G,u)

f(S) ≥ 1.

The sum of the values of f is called the fractional coloring’s weight, and the minimum possible weight
of a fractional coloring is called the fractional chromatic number χf (G).

The following LP relaxation of the coloring IP is the formulation of the fractional coloring problem
which we will consider. In contrast to Definition 13, which assigns weights to independent sets (which
are understood to be sets of vertices who receive a common fraction of a common color), it directly
assigns fractions of colors to vertices one at a time.

Definition 14. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and τ = {t1, . . . , tr} a set of colors. The fractional
coloring problem has the following formulation:

x ∈ R|V |×r :
∑
i∈K

x(v, i) = 1 ∀v ∈ V

x(v, i) + x(u, i) ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ τ, uv ∈ E

x(v, i) ≥ 0 ∀v ∈ V, ∀i ∈ τ

The polytope associated with this continuous relaxation is the fractional coloring polytope. This is
in contrast to the coloring polytope which is defined as the convex hull of the feasible solutions to the
IP formulation found in Definition 11. We note that, although the fractional coloring polytope has
fractional extreme-points, we will still be predominantly concerned with the use of circuits to move
between integral extreme-points. That is, in this context, the circuits are being considered to the
extent that they allow us to reconfigure proper t-colorings into other proper t-colorings.

In graph-theoretic terms, we say that two t-colorings, ϕ1 and ϕ2, are Kempe equivalent (or simply
equivalent) if there exists a sequence of so-called Kempe swaps (defined below) which transform the
first coloring into the second coloring. By the definition of a Kempe swap, all intermediate colorings
are proper. Equivalently, we can define the reconfiguration graph H whose vertex set is the set of
t-colorings of G, and where two colorings are adjacent if they differ by a single Kempe swap. Two
colorings ϕ1 and ϕ2 are hence equivalent if their corresponding vertices lie in the same connected
component of H. Below, we formally define these terms.

Definition 15. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and ϕ : V → τ be a proper coloring where |τ | ≥ 2, and
for each x ∈ τ , let V x = {v ∈ V : ϕ(v) = x}. Given distinct colors a, b ∈ τ , an (a, b)-Kempe chain
of (G,ϕ) is a connected component of G[V a ∪ V b]. We say a subgraph C of G is a Kempe chain of
(G,ϕ) if it is an (a, b)-Kempe chain for some colors a and b. When ϕ is clear from context, we may
just refer to (a, b)-Kempe chains and Kempe chains of G.

Given an (a, b)-Kempe chain, we can swap the colors a and b preforming a so-called Kempe swap.

Definition 16. Given G = (V,E), a proper coloring ϕ : V → S with |S| ≥ 2, distinct colors a, b ∈ S,
and an (a, b)-Kempe chain C of (G,ϕ), we say a coloring ϕ′ : V → S is obtained from ϕ via a Kempe
swap on C if ϕ′(v) = ϕ(v) for all v /∈ C, ϕ′(v) = a if v ∈ C and ϕ(v) = b, and ϕ′(v) = b if v ∈ C
and ϕ(v) = a.

The following classical notion of Kempe equivalence will play a crucial role in defining the circuits
of the fractional coloring polytope. We provide an example of two colorings that are Kempe equivalent
in Figure 6.
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3 2
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3 1

1

Figure 6: Two Kempe equivalent colorings that differ by a Kempe swap.

Definition 17. Two colorings are Kempe equivalent if we can transform one into the other through
a sequence of Kempe swaps. If all pairs of t-colorings are Kempe equivalent, then we say the graph is
t-Kempe mixing.

An important note here is that Kempe chains almost always suffice to achieve reachability between
any pair of colorings (i.e., graphs are usually t-Kempe mixing) as long as the graph in question has a
low enough minimum degree in relation to the number of colors available. Combining several previous
results of other authors, we get that two colorings are Kempe equivalent if there are enough colors
related to the maximum degree of your graph.

Theorem 3.1 (see [2], [27], [20]). Let 3 ≤ ∆ ≤ k. If G is a connected graph with maximum degree
∆, then all k-colorings of G are Kempe-equivalent, unless G is the triangular prism.

Due to this condition, current research on Kempe chains is concerned with the so-called t-Kempe
diameter of any two t-colorings [3, 14].

Definition 18. The t-Kempe-diameter of a graph G is defined to be the maximum length of the
shortest transformation between any two t-colorings of G. If a graph is not t-Kempe mixing, then we
say the diameter is ∞.

An important observation here is that Kempe swaps correspond to edges of the coloring polytope
(though there are edges that do not correspond to Kempe swaps). Since each vertex in the reconfigu-
ration graph will also correspond to an extreme-point of the coloring polytope, and since each Kempe
swap corresponds to movement along a circuit, the Kempe diameter gives an upper bound on the
circuit diameter.

We now define a natural generalization of Kempe chains which allow for more than two colors
in each chain. As we will show, swaps along these generalized Kempe chains will correspond to
0/1 circuits of the fractional coloring polytope which are feasible at extreme-points corresponding to
proper colorings (Proposition 3.4).

Definition 19. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and ϕ : V → τ be a proper coloring where |τ | ≥ k, and
for each x ∈ τ , let V x = {v ∈ V : ϕ(v) = x}. Given distinct colors a1, . . . , ak ∈ S, an (a1, . . . , ak)-
Kempe chain of (G,ϕ) is a connected component of G[V a1 ∪ · · · ∪ V ak ]. We say a subgraph C
of G is a generalized Kempe chain of (G,ϕ) if it is an (a1, . . . , ak)-Kempe chain of (G,ϕ) for some
colors a1, . . . , ak. When ϕ is clear from context, we may just refer to (a1, . . . , ak)-Kempe chains as
generalized Kempe chains of G.

We define a similar notion for a generalized Kempe swap.

Definition 20. Given G = (V,E), a proper coloring ϕ : V → τ with |τ | ≥ k, distinct colors
a1, . . . , ak ∈ τ , and an (a1, . . . , ak)-Kempe chain C of (G,ϕ), we say a proper τ -coloring ϕ′ : V → τ
is obtained from ϕ via a generalized Kempe swap on C if

1. ϕ′(v) = ϕ(v) for all v /∈ C,

15



2. ϕ′(v) ̸= ϕ(v) if v ∈ C, and

3. for all edges uv in C, either ϕ′(u) = ϕ(v) or ϕ′(v) = ϕ(u).

This final condition requires that if two adjacent vertices change colors, at least one of them
receives the other’s color. Note that in the above definition, if k = 2 we recover exactly the definition
of an (a, b)- Kempe chain. We can now define a correspondence from the coloring characteristic vector
to a Kempe chain.

Definition 21. Given τ -colored graph G(τ)1 and G(τ)2 with colorings ϕ1 and ϕ2 such that ϕ2 is
obtained from ϕ1 via a generalized Kempe swap, we say that this Kempe swap corresponds to the
vector s = X(G(τ)2)−X(G(τ)1).

Next, we show the circumstances under which two characteristic vectors of proper colorings differ
by a circuit.

Theorem 3.2. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and G(τ)1 and G(τ)2 be two different proper τ -colorings
of G. The vector s := X(G(τ)2)−X(G(τ)1) is a circuit of the fractional coloring polytope if and only
if the subgraph G(s) given by the vertices

V (s) = {v : s(v, i) ̸= 0 for some i ∈ τ}

and by the edges

E(s) = {uv ∈ E : s(u, i) + s(v, i) = 0, s(u, i) ̸= 0 for some i ∈ τ}

is connected.

Proof. We first handle the case where V (s) = {v} for some vertex v. In this case, G(τ)1 and G(τ)2
only differ at v. Without loss of generality, say v has color 1 in G(τ)1 and color 2 in G(τ)2. If s is not
a circuit, there exists a circuit s′ whose support is contained in the support of s, i.e., s′(u, k) = 0 for
all (u, k) /∈ {(v, 1), (v, 2)}. Moreover, since s(v, 1) + s(v, 2) = 0, we have that s′(v, 1) + s′(v, 2) = 0.
Since s′ ̸= 0, it follows that s′ is a scalar multiple of s.

Now, suppose that G(s) is disconnected. Let G′(s) be a connected component of G(s). Let s′ be
the vector given by s′(v, k) = s(v, k) if v is a vertex of G′(s) and zero otherwise. It is easy to see
that the support of s′ is strictly contained in the support of s and s′(u, k) + s′(v, k) = 0 whenever
s(u, k) + s(v, k) = 0. Thus, s is not a circuit.

Now, suppose that G(s) is connected. If s is not a circuit, then there exists s′ ̸= 0 such that
s′(v, k) = 0 whenever s(v, k) = 0 and s′(u, k) + s′(v, k) = 0 whenever s(u, k) + s(v, k) = 0.

First, we show that if s(v, k) ̸= 0, then s′(v, k) ̸= 0. Suppose for the sake of a contradiction that
there exist vertices v and colors k such that |s(v, k)| > s′(v, k) = 0, and let (v, k) be any such pair of
vertex and color. Since G(s) is connected and contains more than one vertex, there exists a neighbor
u of v such that s(u, k)+ s(v, k) = 0. Then s′(u, k)+ s′(v, k) = 0, and thus 0 = s′(u, k) < |s(u, k)|. By
the connectedness of G(s), it follows that s′(v, k) = 0 for all v ∈ V (s) and all colors k, contradicting
that s′ ̸= 0.

Now, since the support of s′ is equal to the support of s then there exist some u, v, and k such
that s(u, k) + s(v, k) ̸= 0 and s′(u, k) + s′(v, k) = 0. Since s is the difference of two vectors in
{0, 1}V×τ , it follows that s(u, k) + s(v, k) ∈ {0,±1,±2}. By assumption, s(u, k) + s(v, k) ̸= 0, and if
s(u, k) + s(v, k) = ±1 then exactly one of s(u, k) or s(v, k) is zero, and thus exactly one of s′(u, k) or
s′(v, k) is 0. Since s′(u, k) + s′(v, k) = 0, we have that s′(u, k) = s′(v, k) = 0, contradicting that the
support of s is equal to the support of s′. Finally, s(u, k)+s(v, k) ̸= ±2 because this would imply that
in one of the colorings G(τ)1 or G(τ)2, u, v are adjacent vertices with the same color, a contradiction.
Thus, no such s′ exists, and therefore s is a circuit.

Corollary 3.3. If two proper τ -colored graphs satisfy the hypotheses of Theorem 3.2, then the differ-
ence of their characteristic vectors corresponds to a generalized Kempe swap. For any colors a1, . . . , ak,
any (a1, . . . , ak)-Kempe swap corresponds to a circuit of the fractional matching polytope.
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Although we have shown that the difference of characteristic vectors of two proper colorings is
a circuit if and only if those colorings differ by a generalized Kempe swap (which are themselves
only defined on proper colorings), we observe that there are nevertheless 0/1 circuits of the coloring
polytope which do not correspond to Kempe swaps. In particular, there exist improper colorings
whose characteristic vectors differ by a circuit. Figure 7 exhibits two improper colorings of K3, and
it can be easily verified that the difference of their characteristic vectors is indeed a circuit of the
coloring polytope.

1 1

2

2 2

1

Figure 7: Two improper colorings of K3 whose characteristic vectors differ by a circuit.

As mentioned in Section 1, 0/1 circuits are a useful tool in circuit augmentation, and so it is
valuable to have a complete characterization of the set of 0/1 circuits. Recall also that we are
primarily concerned with 0/1 circuits that allow us to move between integral extreme-point solutions
of the fractional coloring polytope (i.e., those circuits which are differences of characteristic vectors
of proper colorings) Although the example above shows that Theorem 3.2 does not describe all 0/1
circuits, it does succeed in describing all of the 0/1 circuits that we care about.

Next, we show that, at an extreme-point of the coloring polytope which corresponds to a proper
coloring, all feasible 0/1 circuits correspond to generalized Kempe swaps. Note that this is not already
implied by the previous results. In general, at an extreme-point solution in {0, 1}n, it is possible that
moving along a feasible 0/1 circuit causes one to arrive at a non-integral (or even non-extreme-point)
solution. We must first define the following, and then provide a formal statement and proof.

Definition 22. Given a graph G and a set of colors τ , we say that a circuit s of the fractional coloring
polytope uses colors τ ′ ⊂ τ if for all vertices v of G and all colors j ∈ τ \ τ ′, s(v, j) = 0.

Proposition 3.4. Let G(τ) be a τ -colored graph with corresponding coloring ϕ where G(τ) corresponds
to an extreme-point solution X(G(τ)) of the fractional coloring polytope. If s is a 0/1 circuit which
is feasible at X(G(τ)) and which uses τ ′ = {a1, . . . , ak}, then s corresponds to an (a1, . . . , ak)-Kempe
swap at ϕ.

Proof. We will define a proper τ -coloring ϕ′ such that the resulting τ -colored graph G(τ)′ satisfies
s = X(G(τ)′)−X(G(τ)). Let G(s), V (s), and E(s) be defined as in Theorem 3.2. Since s is feasible
at X(G(τ)) and 0/1, we have that

• for all v ∈ V (s),
∑

i∈τ s(v, i) = 0,

• s(v, ϕ(v)) = −1 for all v ∈ V (s), and

• s(v, i) ≥ 0 for all v ∈ V (s) and i ̸= ϕ(v).

We therefore have that for all v ∈ V (s), there is exactly one color iv such that s(v, iv) = 1, and for all
colors j ∈ τ \ {ϕ(v), iv}, s(v, j) = 0. We define ϕ′(v) = iv for all v ∈ V (s) and ϕ′(v) = ϕ(v) otherwise.
We let G(τ)′ be the τ -colored graph colored by ϕ′. Then s = X(G(τ)′)−X(G(τ)). Since s is a circuit,
it follows from Theorem 3.2 that G(s) is connected, and thus by Corollary 3.3, s corresponds to an
(a1, . . . , ak)-Kempe swap at ϕ, as desired.

We note that we can indeed find 0/1 circuits that do not correspond to ordinary Kempe swaps
(i.e., those using only two colors) Figure 8 depicts such an example. The depicted colorings differ by a
generalized Kempe swap, and therefore the corresponding extreme-points of the fractional matching
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polytope differ by a circuit. However, it can be readily seen that they do not differ by a single Kempe
swap. By reinterpreting the 0/1 circuits as a generalization of Kempe swaps, Proposition 3.4 allows
for improved reachability results in the coloring setting.

3

2 1

2
1

1

1

(a) First coloring

3

2 1

1
2

2

3

(b) Second coloring

Figure 8: Two colorings whose corresponding extreme-points differ by a circuit, but are not a single
(ordinary) Kempe swap apart.

Theorem 3.5. Let G be a k-colorable graph where k ≥ χ(G). Every k-coloring of G is equivalent via
generalized Kempe swaps.

As in the setting of ordinary Kempe swaps, we can use the results proved here to analyze the
Kempe diameter when generalized Kempe swaps (especially in those cases where ordinary Kempe
swaps do not achieve reachability). In [3], the authors explore subclasses of perfect graphs and give
bounds on the Kempe diameter. For example, they show that bipartite graphs and cographs have
Kempe diameter at most 3n/2 and 2n log(n) respectively. Although generalized Kempe swaps are far
more permissive than ordinary Kempe swaps, we show that there is still a linear lower bound on the
Kempe diameter even when using generalized Kempe swaps.

Definition 23. Given a graph G, a color set τ , and two proper τ -colorings G(τ)1 and G(τ)2, we say
a circuit walk from X(G(τ)1) to X(G(τ)2) in the fractional coloring polytope is a proper
walk if each point visited in the walk is the characteristic vector of a proper τ -coloring of G.

Note that, by definition, the circuits in a proper walk are necessarily 0/1 circuits, and thus corre-
spond to generalized Kempe swaps.

Theorem 3.6. For all n, there exists a graph G on n vertices, a color set τ , and proper τ -colorings
G(τ)1 and G(τ)2 such that a shortest proper walk from X(G(τ)1) to X(G(τ)2) has length n.

Proof. Let G = Kn, the complete graph on n vertices with vertex set {v1, . . . , vn}. Let τ ⊇
{c1, . . . , cn, d1, . . . , dn}, let G(τ)1 be the coloring that colors the vertex vi with the color ci, and
let G(τ)2 be the coloring that colors the vertex vi with the color di. Clearly, n 0/1 circuit steps suffice
to move from X(G(τ)1) to X(G(τ)2) since the color of each vertex can be changed one at a time.

Next, we will show as an intermediate step that for any τ -colorings G(τ)′ and G(τ)′′, if X(G(τ)′′)
is a single circuit step away from X(G(τ)′), then there is at most one color that appears in G(τ)′′ but
not in G(τ)′. By Theorem 3.2, if we let s = X(G(τ)′′) − X(G(τ)′), then (V (s), E(s)) is connected.
We now consider the digraph (V (s), A(s)) where

A(s) = {(u, v) : s(u, i) + s(v, i) = 0, s(u, i) < 0 for some i ∈ τ}

That is, an arc is directed from u to v if v’s color in G(τ)′′ is the same as u’s color in G(τ)′.
Next we note that if a color appears in G(τ)′′ but not in G(τ)′, then this corresponds to a source

in (V (s), A(s)), i.e., a vertex not incident to any in-arcs. Now, assume for the sake of a contradiction
that (V (s), A(s)) has at least two sources w1 and w2. Consider any simple path P from w1 to w2
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in (V (s), E(s)). The edge of P incident to wi is an out-arc in (V (s), A(s)) since wi is a source.
This means that there is at least one vertex u in P whose incident edges in P are both in-arcs in
(V (s), A(s)). By definition, this means that both neighbors of u in P have the same color in G(τ)′.
However, since G is the complete graph, this contradicts that G(τ)′ is a proper τ -coloring of G.

Thus, any circuit step between two proper τ -colorings of G can introduce at most one new color.
It follows that X(G(τ)2) cannot be reached from X(G(τ)1) in fewer than n circuit steps if we require
those steps to move between the proper τ colorings of G.

We note that the length of a shortest proper walk between two proper colorings depends heavily
on the number of available colors. Theorem 3.6 relies on the fact that the number of colors available is
twice the number of colors necessary to color the graph. As we show below, if we have only n available
colors to color Kn, then for any two proper colorings, there is a proper walk between them of length
at most 2.

Proposition 3.7. Let G = Kn and |τ | = n. Then for any proper τ -colorings G(τ)1 and G(τ)2, there
exists a proper walk between X(G(τ)1) and X(G(τ)2) of length at most two.

Proof. We may assume that s = X(G(τ)1) −X(G(τ)2) is not a circuit. We reuse the notation A(s)
introduced in the proof of Theorem 3.6. Since all n colors appear in both G(τ)1 and G(τ)2, we have
that (V (s), A(s)) is the disjoint union of t directed cycles for some t. Since s is not a circuit, we
have t ≥ 2. Assume without loss of generality that these cycles have vertex sets V1, . . . , Vt where
V1 = {v1, . . . , vn1} and for 2 ≤ i ≤ t, Vi = {vni−1+1, . . . , vni}. Further assume without loss of
generality that the cycle Vi has arcs {(vj , vj+1) : ni−1 +1 ≤ j ≤ vni

− 1} ∪ {(vni
, vni−1+1}. Note then

that for k > nt, the vertex vk has the same color in G(τ)1 and G(τ)2.
Now, let G(τ)′ be obtained from G(τ)1 in the following way. For k > nt, vk receives the same color

in G(τ)′ as in G(τ)1. For 2 ≤ k ≤ nt, in G(τ)′ vk receives the color of vk−1 in G(τ1), and in G(τ)′

v1 receives the color of vnt in G(τ1). Then if g1 = X(G(τ)′) − X(G(τ)1), it is not hard to see that
(V (g1), E(g1)) is a single cycle, and so g1 is a circuit by Theorem 3.2. Likewise, it is not hard to see
that if g2 = X(G(τ)2) −X(G(τ)′) then V (g2) = {v1, vn1+1, vn2+1, . . . , vnt−1+1}, and (V (g2), E(g2))
is a cycle. Then g2 is also a circuit by Theorem 3.2. Therefore, there exists a proper walk between
X(G(τ)1) and X(G(τ)2) of length at most two, as desired.

In the next section, we give an explicit example that the circuits of the fractional coloring polytope
have unbounded circuit imbalance measure.

3.2 Exponential Circuit Imbalance

We show that the fractional coloring polytope has circuit imbalance which grows at least exponentially
in the size of the underlying graph. To do so, we give an explicit construction. In particular, we show
this is true even when restricted to a constant number of colors.

Lemma 3.8. Given a graph G = (V,E), let A and B refer to the equality and inequality constraint
matrices (respectively) of the fractional coloring polytope. Then κ(A,B) ∈ Ω(2|V |), even for a constant
number of colors.

Proof. Let t ≥ 3 be odd and let G = (V,E) where V =
⋃t

i=0{ui, vi, wi} and

E = {utvt, vtwt, wtut} ∪
⋃t−1

i=0{uivi, viwi, wiui, viui+1}. Let K = {a, b, c, d} be the set of colors. Let g
(see Figure 9) be such that for all even i ∈ {0, . . . , t},
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g(ui, a) =
1

2i
g(ui, b) = − 1

2i+1
g(ui, c) = − 1

2i+1
g(ui, d) = 0

g(vi, a) = 0 g(vi, b) =
1

2i+1
g(vi, c) = − 1

2i+1
g(vi, d) = 0

g(wi, a) = 0 g(wi, b) = − 1

2i+1
g(wi, c) =

1

2i+1
g(wi, d) = 0

g(ui+1, a) = − 1

2i+2
g(ui+1, b) = 0 g(ui+1, c) =

1

2i+1
g(ui+1, d) = − 1

2i+2

g(vi+1, a) = − 1

2i+2
g(vi+1, b) = 0 g(vi+1, c) = 0 g(vi+1, d) =

1

2i+2

g(wi+1, a) =
1

2i+2
g(wi+1, b) = 0 g(wi+1, c) = 0 g(wi+1, d) = − 1

2i+2
.

u0 v0

w0

(1,−1
2 ,−

1
2 , 0) (0, 1

2 ,−
1
2 , 0)

(0,− 1
2 ,

1
2 , 0)

u1 v1
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(− 1
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1
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1
4 ) (− 1

4 , 0, 0,
1
4 )

( 14 , 0, 0,−
1
4 )

u2

. . .

( 14 ,−
1
8 ,−

1
8 , 0)

Figure 9: The construction of the vector g in the proof of Lemma 3.8. Each vertex zi is labeled by
(g(zi, a),g(zi, d),g(zi, c),g(zi, d)), the values of the vector g corresponding to that vertex.

Clearly, g ∈ ker(A). Note that g(ui, a) = 4g(ui+2, a) for all i ∈ {0, . . . t− 3}. If g is a circuit, the
result follows. If g is not a circuit, there exists a circuit h with supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg). We will show
that in any such circuit h, h(ui, a) = 4h(ui+2, a).

The fact that supp(Bh) ⊆ supp(Bg) implies that for any row i of B such that Big = 0, we have
that Bih = 0. Then, since the identity matrix is a submatrix of B, we have that for all vertices v and
colors f with g(v, f) = 0, h(v, f) = 0. Likewise, for all edges uv and colors f with g(u, f) = −g(v, f),
h(u, f) = −h(v, f). Finally, the fact that h ∈ ker(A) implies that for all vertices z,

h(z, a) + h(z, b) + h(z, c) + h(z, d) = 0.

By the above, we obtain the following equalities:

h(ui, a) = −h(ui, b)− h(ui, c)

= h(vi, b) + h(wi, c)

= −h(vi, c)− h(vi, c) = −2h(vi, c) = 2h(ui+1, c)

= 2(−h(ui+1, a)− h(ui+1, d))

= 2(h(wi+1, a) + h(vi+1, d))

= 2(−h(vi+1, a) + h(vi+1, d)) = 4(−h(vi+1, a)) = 4h(ui+2, a),

as desired.

We note that although the graph G in the construction of Lemma 3.8 does not itself require 4
colors to be properly colored, the circuit h constructed in the proof would still be a circuit even if G
were merely a subgraph of the graph to be colored. As such, this proof does not rely on the fact that
it uses more colors than are necessary.
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4 The Maximum Weight Forest Problem

In this section, we devise some insight into the 0/1 circuits for the constraint system of the maximum
weight forest problem for a simple graph G (i.e., a graph with no self loops and no parallel edges).
Recall that for a graph G = (V,E) with vertex set V and edge set E (or V (G) and E(G) when the
graph G is not clear from the context), a corresponding system can be stated as follows.

Definition 24. Let G = (V,E) be a simple graph. The maximum weight forest problem has
a feasible set that corresponds to the extreme-points of the polytope given by the following system of
constraints:

x ∈ R|E| :
∑

e∈E(G[U ]) x(e) ≤ |U | − 1 ∀∅ ̸= U ⊆ V

x(e) ≥ 0 ∀e ∈ E,
(MWF)

where G[U ] is the subgraph of G induced by U ⊆ V .

Here x(e) denotes the entry in vector x ∈ R|E| corresponding to edge e ∈ E. We will use the
notation xe to denote the unit vector where only x(e) is nonzero. The first set of constraints, known
as rank inequality constraints, enforces that at an integral extreme-point, the support of x contains no
cycles. In matroid theory, these rank inequalities appear as constraints in the independent matroid
polytope for graphic matroids; see [30] for further details. Here, they ensure that the solutions to
(MWF) correspond to forests, i.e., independent sets of the graphic matroid associated with G.

We note that the matrix rows for the constraints x(e) ≥ 0 appear also in the rank inequality
constraints for sets U = {u, v} with uv ∈ E. Thus, for the purpose of characterizing circuits or
non-circuits of (MWF) in this section, it suffices to consider only the constraints∑

e∈E(G[U ]) x(e) ≤ |U | − 1 for all ∅ ̸= U ⊆ V. (Rank)

It follows immediately from Theorem 2.1 that (Rank) (as well as any system of constraints con-
taining the constraints of (Rank)) has at least exponential circuit imbalance.

Corollary 4.1. Let B be the inequality constraint matrix corresponding to (Rank) or (MWF) over a
graph G = (V,E). Then κ(0, B) ∈ Ω(2|E|).

We also immediately obtain two known types of 0/1 circuits of (Rank) from the connection to
matroids (and polymatroids): unit vectors and vectors that are the difference of two unit vectors are
circuits of (Rank) [32]. They correspond to the addition of an edge to (resp. the simultaneous addition
of and removal of an edge from) a forest. Our goal in this section is to build a deeper understanding
of the more complicated 0/1 circuits of (Rank) and of 0/1 vectors that are not circuits, and to then
use this insight to devise bounds on the circuit diameter of (MWF).

For our discussion, we specify types of vectors using the following language. If a vector g has at
least one positive entry and at least one negative entry, we call g a mixed-sign vector. In particular, a
mixed-sign 0/1 vector has at least one entry 1 and at least one entry −1. Otherwise (i.e., if all entries
have the same sign), we call g a uniform-sign vector. Comparable to the differences of matchings in
[25], the 0/1 vectors we consider often arise from the differences of forests in G, since the extreme-
points of (MWF) correspond precisely to the forests of G.

Recall that X(·) ∈ R|E| denotes the characteristic vector for a collection of edges in G. For a graph
G with forests F1 and F2 in G let g = X(F1)−X(F2). Then the entries g(e) of g are defined as:

g(e) =


1 e ∈ E(F1) and e /∈ E(F2)

−1 e /∈ E(F1) and e ∈ E(F2)

0 else.

As in Corollary 4.1, we let B denote the inequality constraint matrix of (Rank) in all that follows.
Using this notation, circuits g of (Rank) exhibit support-minimality with respect to B. Recall that a
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vector is support-minimal with respect to a matrix B if there does not exists a nonzero y ̸= g ∈ Rn

such that supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). That is, g is not a circuit if and only if there exists a y ̸= 0 such
that

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) y(e) = 0 for all U where

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) g(e) = 0, and there exists some U ′ ⊆ V such

that
∑

e∈E(G[U ′]) y(e) = 0 while
∑

e∈E(G[U ′]) g(e) ̸= 0.

4.1 Simple Uniform and Mixed-Sign Vectors

We begin with a partial characterization of the 0/1 circuits of (Rank). In particular, we prove that
a variety of differences of two forests, i.e., X(F1) −X(F2), are circuits. As we will see, the fact that
(Rank) has an exponential number of constraints poses a major challenge in this task, but it also gives
us some tools to this end.

We begin with a simple observation: the only uniform-sign vectors that are circuits are unit vectors.

Lemma 4.2. Let g be a uniform-sign vector. Then g is a circuit if and only if it is a unit vector.

Proof. Let ge1 be a unit vector with nonzero entry for e1 ∈ E, and note that it has coprime integer
components. Then supp(Bge1) contains all sets U ⊆ V with e1 ∈ E(G[U ]). Consider any vector
y ̸= 0 with supp(By) ⊆ supp(Bge1). Note that this implies supp(y) ⊆ supp(ge1) = {e1}. Then for
all U ,

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) y(e) = 0 if an only if

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) ge1(e) = 0. Thus, supp(By) = supp(Bge1), and

so ge1 is a circuit.
Conversely, let g be a uniform-sign vector with at least two nonzero entries and let y be a unit vector

corresponding to one of these nonzero entries, denoted e2. For any U ⊆ V ,
∑

e∈E(G[U ]) y(e) ̸= 0 if and

only if e2 ∈ E(G[U ]). Further, for any U ⊆ V with e2 ∈ E(G[U ]), we also have
∑

e∈E(G[U ]) g(e) ̸= 0,

as g is a uniform-sign vector. Thus supp(By) ⊆ supp(Bg) and, in fact, supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg), as
supp(y) ⊊ supp(g). This shows that g is not a circuit.

Due to Lemma 4.2, it suffices to consider mixed-sign vectors g for the remainder of this section.
We call both U ⊆ V and its corresponding induced subgraph G[U ] a balanced set or balanced subgraph
(with respect to g) if

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) g(e) = 0, i.e., if the row corresponding to U in B is not in supp(Bg).

Otherwise, we call the set imbalanced (with respect to g). When g is clear from the context, we
will leave out the ‘with respect to’ phrase and simply refer to a balanced or imbalanced set. We say
that an edge e is contained in a balanced (or imbalanced) set U if e ∈ E(G[U ]). Finally, we define
a balanced pair (e, f) with respect to g as a pair of edges e, f ∈ E such that there exists a balanced
subgraph G[U ] with respect to g with {e, f} = E(G[U ]) ∩ supp(g). Note then that g(e) = −g(f) for
a balanced pair.

Circuits are easily shown to be unique with respect to supp(Bg) [21, 23], but do not have to
be unique with respect to supp(g) itself, i.e., the corresponding edge set. Still, the consideration of
vectors y that satisfy supp(y) ⊊ supp(g) will prove to be a valuable tool. We can form such a vector
y through the drop of an edge or edge set (defined below) as well as the drop of a vector:

Definition 25. Let g be a vector. We say that an edge e or edge set F is dropped from g (or
supp(g)) to obtain a vector y when e ∈ supp(g)\ supp(y) or when F ⊆ supp(g)\ supp(y), respectively.

Definition 26. Let g be a vector. We say that a vector z with supp(z) ⊆ supp(g) is dropped
from g when z is subtracted from g to obtain vector y = g − z such that a new zero entry in y is
created, i.e., supp(y) ⊊ supp(g).

Note that the drop of an edge set or vector from g to arrive at y does not require supp(By) ⊆
supp(Bg). Further, the removal of edges from the support supp(g) does not necessarily mean that
the edges that remain in the support have not changed values. That is, dropping an edge set F
from supp(g) can correspond to the subtraction of a vector in two ways: first, the edges of F can be
dropped so that all entries in supp(g)\F remain the same; second, such that the entries in supp(g)\F
can change to arbitrary nonzero values. That is, for a single edge set F , there are many choices of
a vector z such that dropping z corresponds to dropping F . In the following, it will always be clear
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which of these situations arises. As we will see, in most of our arguments the specification of the set
F will imply exactly what happens to the entries in supp(g)\F .

Next, we observe some special circumstances under which a single edge can be dropped from a
mixed-sign vector g to acquire a vector y with supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). For a simple wording, we say
that such a y has reduced support ; likewise, we may refer to reducing the support to mean modifying
a vector such that its support with respect to B is reduced. We begin by connecting the concept of a
drop of an edge (or corresponding unit vector) with the concept of balanced sets.

Lemma 4.3. Let g be a mixed-sign vector and let e ∈ supp(g). If the (scaled) unit vector λge

corresponding to edge e (and some λ ≥ 0) can be dropped from g to arrive at a vector y = g − λge

with supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg), then the edge e is not in a balanced set. Conversely, if an edge e is not
in a balanced set, it can be dropped to reduce the support.

Proof. Let g be a mixed-sign vector and let e1 ∈ supp(g), and suppose that the unit vector ge1 is
dropped from g to obtain y = g − ge1 with supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg).

First, suppose for the sake of a contradiction that there exists a balanced set U ⊆ V with respect
to g which contains e1. Then we have

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) g(e) = 0, but

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) y(e) ̸= 0. Thus, supp(By)

is not a subset of supp(Bg), a contradiction. This proves the first claim.
Now, suppose that e1 is not in any balanced sets with respect to g. For all balanced sets U ⊆ V ,∑

e∈E(G[U ]) g(e) =
∑

e∈E(G[U ]) y(e) = 0, as they do not contain e1. Thus, supp(By) ⊆ supp(Bg) and,

in fact, supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg) because supp(y) ⊊ supp(g).

For a mixed-sign circuit g, Lemma 4.3 in particular implies that all edges in its support lie in
some balanced set. To set proper expectations, note that the number of vertex subsets U of V is
exponential in |V |, and thus there are many ‘options’ for this set. When restricted to 0/1 vectors,
this suggests that the property of an edge not being in a balanced set for some g is quite restrictive.
This can be validated already by considering vertex subsets U of sizes up to |U | = 4, as follows:

Let g be a mixed-sign vector. There exists a +-edge e (i.e., an edge with g(e) > 0), and there exists
a −-edge f (i.e., an edge with g(f) < 0). If g is a 0/1 vector, this implies g(e) = 1 and g(f) = −1.
Now, consider the subgraph G[U ] induced by the vertices of e and f . Suppose that U is an imbalanced
set. If e and f are incident, then E(G[U ]) ∩ supp(g) must be a triangle; if e and f are not incident,
then in E(G[U ]) ∩ supp(g) there must be an edge between the endpoints of e and f . For an edge e
to not lie in any balanced set, it must satisfy this (triangle or connectedness) condition for all other
edges f of opposite sign; this gives a restrictive property overall.

The above example on the importance of incidence and connectedness of edge pairs can serve
as a starting point for studying a more general question. Recall that 0/1 mixed-sign vectors which
contain one positive entry and one negative entry are circuits [32]. This type of circuit corresponds
to swapping a pair of edges when moving between two extreme-points of (MWF). One may then ask
how many such swaps can be performed in a single circuit step. First, let us consider the consequence
of combining two circuits whose supports are disconnected from each other.

As a motivating example, let g be a 0/1 circuit such that g(e1) = 1, g(e2) = −1, and g(e) = 0 for
all e ∈ E \ {e1, e2}. If x = g + ge3 for e3 ∈ E such that e3 does not share vertices with e1 and e2
then x is a circuit, as dropping (only) e3 causes the balanced pair (e2, e3) to become imbalanced. To
retain the balanced pair (e2, e3), e2 must also be dropped, but this in turn forces (e1, e2) to become
imbalanced. Thus, a drop of any edge would force the drop of all edges if the result needs to have
reduced support (and in particular, retain all balanced pairs).

In the following proofs, we will rely on Lemma 4.8 whose proof is delayed until Section 4.2. It
says that if a vector g ̸= 0 is not a circuit of (Rank), then not only does there exist a circuit y with
supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg), but in fact there exists such a circuit y with the additional property that
supp(y) ⊊ (supp(g).

Lemma 4.4. Let g and h be nonzero 0/1 vectors such that V [supp(g)] ∩ V [supp(h)] = ∅ (where
V [supp(·)] corresponds to the vertex set induced by the edge set of the support), and such that one of
the following holds:
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1. g is a uniform-sign vector, and h is either a mixed-sign circuit of (Rank) or a uniform-sign
vector that is the opposite sign of g or,

2. g and h are both mixed-sign circuits of (Rank).

Then z = g + h is also a circuit of (Rank).

Proof. Suppose for the sake of a contradiction that there exists a circuit y ̸= 0 with supp(By) ⊊
supp(Bz). This implies that if (e, f) is a balanced pair with respect to z, then we have that y(e) +
y(f) = 0. We will leverage this to show that y is a scalar multiple of z, contradicting either that y ̸= 0
or supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bz). By the later Lemma 4.8, we may assume further that supp(y) ⊊ supp(z).

Case 1: First, suppose g and h are both uniform-sign vectors of opposite sign. Then for any edge
ab ∈ supp(g) and edge cd ∈ supp(h), supp(z)∩E[{a, b, c, d}] = {ab, cd}, and since z(ab) = −z(cd),we
have that (ab, cd) is a balanced pair with respect to z. That is, for every +-edge e and −-edge f in
supp(z), we have y(e) = −y(f). Since, by definition, z(e) = −z(f) for all such pairs of edges, we have
that y is a scalar multiple of z, as desired.

Case 2: Now suppose g is a uniform-sign vector and h is a mixed-sign circuit. Assume without
loss of generality that g has only −-edges. Then for all edges e in supp(g) and all +-edges f in
supp(h), (e, f) is a balanced pair in z, and thus y(e) = −y(f).

First, suppose for the sake of a contradiction that y(e) = 0 for some e ∈ supp(g). As above, this
implies that for all +-edges f ∈ supp(h), y(f) = 0, and therefore also that for all edges e′ ∈ supp(g),
y(e′) = 0. However, this combined with the fact that supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bz) implies that in fact
supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bh), contradicting that h is a circuit.

Thus, we may assume without loss of generality y(e) = −1 for all e ∈ supp(g), and therefore that
y(f) = 1 for all +-edges f ∈ supp(h). Then since supp(y) ⊊ supp(z), we have that y(e) = 0 for some
−-edge e in supp(h). Consider the vector y′ obtained from y by restricting to the entries of supp(h).
Since V [supp(g)] ∩ V [supp(h)] = ∅, we have that for all sets S ⊆ supp(h) which are balanced with
respect to h, S is also balanced with respect to z. Since supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bz), we have that any such
set is balanced with respect to y, and therefore also y′. Moreover, supp(y′) ⊊ supp(h). Together,
these observations imply that supp(By′) ⊊ supp(Bh), contradicting that h is a circuit.

Case 3: Now suppose g and h are both mixed-sign circuits. Since supp(y) ⊊ supp(z), we
may assume without loss of generality that there exists an edge in supp(h)\supp(y). As in Case 2,
the vector y′ obtained by restricting y to supp(h) provides a contradiction to the fact that h is a
circuit.

In particular, Lemma 4.4 implies that combining 0/1 circuits whose edge sets do not share vertices
will create a new circuit, provided their combination does not create a uniform-sign vector. Because
of this, it becomes interesting to identify simple, connected edge sets that form circuits. We do so
by looking at an extension of the mixed-sign circuit in [1, 32], i.e., a single swap of adjacent edges.
We show that these adjacent swaps can be extended to alternating paths and even length alternating
cycles (i.e., alternating between +-edges and −-edges) of length at least 4 in Lemma 4.5.

Lemma 4.5. Let g be a mixed-sign 0/1 vector. If supp(g) corresponds to an alternating path or an
even length alternating cycle of length at least 4, then g is a circuit.

Proof. Suppose, to a contradiction, that g is a mixed-sign vector as described in the statement and
is not a circuit. Then there exists a nonzero y ∈ R|E| such that supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). This implies
that if (e, f) is a balanced pair with respect to g, then we have that y(e) + y(f) = 0. Due to the
alternating pattern of the edges in supp(g), every +-edge e ∈ supp(g) is in a balanced pair with every
−-edge f ∈ supp(g). Thus, from y(e) + y(f) = 0, we have that y(e) = −y(f) for all opposite sign
edges. Therefore, y is a scalar multiple of g, a contradiction.

In the proof of Lemma 4.5, we use that every +-edge e is contained in a balanced pair (e, f) with
all −-edges f . This is rather restrictive as it requires all edges of different signs to either be incident

24



to each other or to have at least two edges in the support separating their vertices. Relaxing this
restriction, i.e., there possibly existing at least one −-edge f that is not in a balanced pair with a
+-edge e, we expand the known types of 0/1 circuits to different alternating structures. The first of
these is what we call rooted alternating cycles, i.e., odd length alternating cycles. Figure 10 provides
an example of such a cycle.

Definition 27 (Rooted Alternating Cycle). Given a graph G and two forests F1 and F2 in G, g =
X(F1)−X(F2) corresponds to a rooted alternating cycle if supp(g) corresponds to an alternating
cycle of odd length in G, i.e., there is a single node along the cycle, called the root node, which is
incident to two edges from the same forest.

Lemma 4.6. Let g be a mixed-sign 0/1 vector. If supp(g) corresponds to a rooted (odd length)
alternating cycle of length at least 5, then g is a circuit.

Proof. Suppose, to a contradiction, that g is a mixed-sign vector as in the statement and not a circuit.
Then there exists a nonzero y ∈ R|E| such that supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). This implies that if (e, f) is
a balanced pair with respect to g, then we have that y(e) + y(f) = 0. We aim to show that for any
+-edge e and −-edge f , y(e) = −y(f) (even if e and f are not in a balanced pair), i.e., y is a scalar
multiple of g and supp(By) = supp(Bg).

Note that every +-edge e not incident to the root node forms a balances pair with every −-edge
f also not incident to the root node. Therefore, we need only show that the edges connected to
the root node satisfy y(e) = −y(f). Without loss of generality, assume the edges e0, e1 ∈ supp(g)
connected to the root node are +-edges. Due to the lower bound of 5 on the length of the cycle,
e0 and e1 are contained in at least one balanced pair with the respective −-edges, f0 and f1 which
are incident to them, i.e., (e0, f0) and (e1, f1) are balanced pairs. Then if we let e′ be a +-edge
distinct from e0 and e1, we have that e′ is in a balanced pair with both f0 and f1. Thus, we have
y(e0) = −y(f0) = y(e′) = −y(f1) = y(e0). Therefore, y is a scalar multiple of g, a contradiction.

4 3

5 1 2

Figure 10: A rooted alternating cycle with root node 1. Edges of the same line pattern belong to the
same forest.

Note that in Lemma 4.6 we require a length of at least 5 to avoid the triangle case discussed
earlier. We can extend the arguments to what we call pseudo-alternating paths and pseudo-alternating
cycles wherein single edges of a given sign are replaced with paths of that sign; see Definition 28 for
a formal description. We call these types of paths and cycles pseudo-alternating because they can be
contracted to true alternating paths and cycles; Figure 11 shows an example.

Definition 28 (Pseudo-alternating Structure). A pseudo-alternating structure on a path or cycle H
is a sequence of subpaths (Hi)i∈Z of H such that all e ∈ E(Hi) are +-edges for all even i and all
f ∈ E(Hi) are −-edges for all odd i. Each subpath can be contracted to a single +- or −-edge to form
a true alternating structure (on the appropriate contraction of H).

Lemma 4.7. Let g be a mixed-sign 0/1 vector, and let the edges in supp(g) form one of the following
structures in G:

1. a pseudo-alternating path with at least 4 subpaths Hi all having length at least 2, or

2. a pseudo-alternating cycle with at least 4 subpaths Hi where |Hi| ≥ 2 for even i and |Hi| ≥ 3
for odd i.
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(a) Pseudo-alternating cycle

3 4

57

(b) Alternating cycle after contractions.

Figure 11: A pseudo-alternating cycle and its underlying structures after contraction. Edges of the
same line pattern belong to the same forest.

Then g is a circuit.

Proof. Suppose g is not a circuit and let y ̸= 0 be such that supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). Note that
this implies that if (e, f) is a balanced pair with respect to g, then we have that y(e) + y(f) = 0.
We will leverage this to show that y is, in fact, just a scalar multiple of g, contradicting either that
y ̸= 0 or that supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). Specifically, we will show that for any −-edge e and +-edge
f , y(e) = −y(f) (even if they do not form a balanced pair). This will prove the claim. Note that if
e = tu is a −-edge and f = vw is a + edge, then (e, f) is a balanced pair unless E[{t, u, v, w}] is a
path of length 3, i.e., one of t or u is adjacent to one of v or w.

Let e0 ∈ supp(g), and without loss of generality suppose it is a −-edge. Then there exist at most
two +-edges f1, f2 ∈ supp(g) such that (e0, f1) and (e0, f2) are not balanced pairs, i.e., (e0, f) is
a balanced pair for all +-edges f such that f ̸= f1, f2. In fact, all edges in supp(g) are contained
in at least two balanced pairs due to the minimum length requirements for the pseudo-alternating
structures in the statement.

First suppose only f1 exists, i.e., there is only one +-edge such that (e0, f1) is not a balanced pair.
By the minimum length requirements, there exists a −-edge e1 ̸= e0 ∈ supp(g) such that (e1, f1) is a
balanced pair and there exists a +-edge f3 ̸= f1 such that (e1, f3) is a balanced pair. Because f1 is the
only +-edge that does not form a balanced pair with e0, (e0, f3) is a balanced pair. Then we have that
y(f1) = −y(e1) = y(f3) = −y(e0). Thus, for all +-edges f ∈ supp(g), we have that y(e0) = −y(f),
as desired.

Now, suppose that both f1 and f2 exist (and see Figure 12). Then f1 and f2 are both distance 2
from e0 in supp(g). Since each subpath has length at least two, without loss of generality the edge e1
between f1 and e0 in supp(g) is a −-edge. Likewise, the other edge f3 incident to f1 in supp(g) is a
+-edge. We need to show that y(f1) = −y(e0) = y(f2).

Case 1: Suppose supp(g) is a pseudo-alternating cycle. Then since e0 is a −-edge, it is in
a subpath Hi with i odd, and so |Hi| ≥ 3. In this case, both edges incident to e0 in supp(g) are
−-edges. Let the one between e0 and f2 be denoted e2. Since all subpaths have length at least two,
f2 is incident to a +-edge f4. We have that (f1, e1), (e1, f4), and (e0, f4) are balanced pairs, and
so y(f1) = −y(e0). Likewise we have that (f2, e2), (e2, f3), and (f3, e0) are balanced pairs, and so
y(f2) = −y(e0), as desired.

Case 2: Suppose supp(g) is a pseudo-alternating path. If the edge between e0 and f2 is a −-edge,
then the argument for Case 1 works. Thus, we now assume that the edge between e0 and f2 is a
+-edge f4. Since there are at least four subpaths, there exists a −-edge e2 such that both (e2, f1) and
(e2, f4) are balanced pairs. Then we have that (e0, f4), (f4, e2), and (e2, f1) are balanced pairs, and so
y(f1) = −y(e0). Moreover, (f1, e1) and (e1, f2) are balanced pairs, and so y(f2) = y(f1) = −y(e0),
as desired.

Note that the length requirements in Lemma 4.7 apply both to the number of subpaths and to
the minimum length of each subpath. These technical conditions ensure not only that the graph is
large enough for the balanced pairs used in the proof to exist, but also that there are few edges like
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e1 e0f1f3 f2

Figure 12: The case in the proof of Lemma 4.7 wherein both f1 and f2 exist. A depiction of the edges
of distance at most 3 from e0 in supp(g). Solid edges are +-edges and dashed edges ei are −-edges.
Dotted edges could be either +- or −-edges, but at least one of them is a +-edge.

f1 which one needs to consider. What matters is not just the diameter of the graph formed from
supp(g), but also the distance between edges of opposite sign. This distance determines whether all
edges of opposite sign are far enough apart to form balanced pairs, such that one can connect any
+-edge e and −edge f via said balanced pairs and show y(e) = −y(f).

For example, suppose supp(g) forms a path whose first edge is a +-edge and all remaining edges
are −-edges. Then g is not a circuit: dropping the +-edge e forces one to drop all −-edges except
the −-edge f which is one edge away from e along the path. Indeed, the circuit gf satisfies that
supp(Bgf ) ⊊ supp(Bg). Even though supp(g) could have arbitrarily large diameter, it is still not a
circuit.

4.2 General Mixed-Sign Vectors

Next, we establish more general properties distinguishing 0/1 circuits from non-circuits. In Lemma
4.4, we saw that in many situations, vectors whose supports induce disconnected graphs are circuits.
In turn, non-circuits are found more easily when examining vectors whose supports induce connected
graphs. As we will see in Theorem 4.12, we are able to significantly expand on this observation:
either there exists a unit vector that can be used to disprove that a given 0/1 vector is a circuit, or
the support of the non-circuit is 1) connected, and 2) the union of two graphs with low diameter.
Note that these two properties together imply that the supports of such non-circuits are also of low
diameter.

We can simplify our discussion by proving that non-circuits g can be certified to not be circuits
by comparing to vectors y with supp(y) ⊊ supp(g).

Lemma 4.8. Let g ̸= 0 be a non-circuit of (Rank). Then there exists a circuit y of (Rank) with
supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg) and supp(y) ⊊ supp(g).

Proof. Let g ̸= 0 be a non-circuit of (Rank). As g is a non-circuit, there exists a circuit y of (Rank)
with supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). If y satisfies supp(y) ⊊ supp(g), we are done. Thus, let us assume that
y satisfies supp(y) = supp(g).

Let B0 denote the row submatrix of B consisting of exactly those rows i with (Bg)i = 0, i.e., the
rows for balanced sets with respect to g. As supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg), we have λy ̸= g and we know
that B0(g + λy) = 0 for all λ ∈ R. As y ̸= g, there exists an edge e ∈ supp(y) = supp(g) such that
g(e) = λ′y(e) ̸= 0 for some nonzero λ′ ̸= 1. Since y ̸= −g, the vector z = g − λ′y satisfies z ̸= 0,
and by construction it satisfies B0z = 0 and z(e) = 0 ̸= y(e), and thus supp(z) ⊊ supp(y) = supp(g)
and supp(Bz) ⊊ supp(Bg). If z is a circuit, we are done. If not, then there exists a circuit y′ with
supp(By′) ⊊ supp(Bz) ⊊ supp(Bg), in which case supp(y′) ⊆ supp(z) ⊊ supp(g), as desired.

Recall that, for a vector g, a vector y with supp(y) ⊊ supp(g) can be constructed through the
drop of an edge set or vector; c.f., Definitions 25 and 26. First, let us take a closer look at a situation
where there exists a uniform-sign vector z that can be dropped from a vector g to obtain a vector
y = g − z of reduced support, i.e., supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). We show that if y has reduced support
and z is a uniform-sign vector then there exists a unit vector z′ such that y′ = g − z′ satisfies
supp(By′) ⊊ supp(Bg).

Lemma 4.9. Let g be a (mixed-sign) vector. If a uniform-sign vector z can be dropped from g to give
a vector y = g − z with supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg), then there exists an edge that can be dropped from g
to reduce the support.

27



Proof. We consider the vector y = g − z resulting from a drop of z from g. Recall that this drop
guarantees that there exists an edge f ∈ supp(g) \ supp(y). Suppose that there exists a balanced
set U ⊆ V with respect to g with f ∈ E(G[U ]). Then we have

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) g(e) = 0, but since

z is a uniform-sign vector,
∑

e∈E(G[U ]) y(e) ̸= 0. Thus, supp(By) is not a subset of supp(Bg), a

contradiction. This implies that all sets U ′ ⊆ V containing f are imbalanced with respect to g. By
Lemma 4.3, f can be dropped from g to arrive at a reduced support. This proves the claim.

Lemma 4.9 means that, if it is possible to reduce the support supp(Bg) of vector g by dropping
a uniform-sign vector, then there exists just a single edge f which is not in any balanced set, and it
suffices to drop f to reduce the support. In other words, it suffices to drop a scaling of the unit vector
zf to arrive at y = g− λzf , as doing so gives

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) g(e) =

∑
e∈E(G[U ]) y(e) = 0 for all balanced

sets with respect to g.
Let us exchange the roles of y and zf . Let g be a (mixed-sign) vector and suppose dropping λzf

from g gives y = g − λzf with supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). Observe that λzf = g − y, i.e., dropping the
(mixed-sign) vector y from g gives a (scaled) unit vector zf . We obtain supp(Bzf ) ⊊ supp(Bg), as
clearly supp(zf ) ⊊ supp(g) and any balanced sets with respect to g do not contain f . This proves
the following corollary to Lemmas 4.3 and 4.9.

Corollary 4.10. Let g be a (mixed-sign) vector. The (scaled) unit vector λge corresponding to an
edge e (and some λ ≥ 0) can be dropped from g to reduce the support if and only if the unit vector ge

satisfies supp(Bge) ⊊ supp(Bg).

Recall that unit vectors are circuits; c.f., Lemma 4.2. Thus ge in the above statement is a circuit.
Combining observations so far, we can characterize those situations in which there exists a uniform-
sign vector z that can be dropped from a vector g to obtain a vector with reduced support as being
exactly the same as those situations in which there exists a unit-vector circuit ge with inclusion-wise
smaller support. In other words, consideration of unit-vector circuits suffices to disprove that such
vectors are circuits.

For the remainder of the discussion, we consider dropping a set S that contains both +- and
−-edges (which we refer to as a mixed-sign set), or dropping a mixed-sign vector z from a mixed-sign
vector g to arrive at a vector y. If y is a uniform-sign vector, then by Lemma 4.2 it is a circuit if and
only if it is a unit vector. In turn, Corollary 4.10 tells us that it suffices to drop a (scaled) unit vector
z′ from g to reduce the support. Thus, we may restrict to the case where y is a mixed-sign vector as
well.

We are interested in understanding the structure of 0/1 vectors in this remaining setting. Recall
the discussion after Lemma 4.3, wherein we observed a surprisingly restrictive property for 0/1 vectors
to not be circuits: circuits cannot have an edge e that only lies in imbalanced sets; otherwise, e could
be dropped to reduce the support. Our goal is to generalize this property: instead of a drop of a
single edge e, we consider the drop of a set of edges.

More precisely, let g be a mixed-sign 0/1 vector and let S ⊆ E such that g has ±-edges in both
S and E\S. We consider a drop of S to reduce the support. We show that this is only possible if
supp(g) corresponds to the union of two low-diameter graphs.

Theorem 4.11. Let g be a mixed-sign 0/1 vector and let S ⊆ E be such that g has ±-edges in both
S and E\S. Let y be obtained from g by dropping the edge set S, and suppose that y is mixed-sign
and supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). Then supp(g) is the disjoint union of two edge sets which each induce a
connected graph of diameter at most 5.

Before we prove this theorem, we illustrate an example in Figure 13. The graph consists of two
partitions, S = {(1, 2), (4, 5), (5, 6), (1, 7)} and E \S = {(2, 3), (3, 4), (3, 6), (3, 7)}, that have 0/1 edges
of mixed signs. Observe that all edges lie in some balanced set due to having a neighbor of the
opposite sign and that the structure is triangle-free. The edges which correspond to S can be dropped
to reduce the support (and, in fact, obtain a 0/1 circuit). Dropping all edges except these 4 edges also
gives a 0/1 circuit.
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(a) A graph corresponding to a mixed-sign 0/1
vector.
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(b) A graph corresponding to a mixed-sign 0/1
vector of reduced support.

Figure 13: An example for the drop of a mixed-sign edge set from a mixed-sign 0/1 vector to reduce
the support. Edges of the same line pattern are the same sign.

Proof of Theorem 4.11. Let g, S, and y be defined as in the statement. In this proof, for the sake of
simplicity we will refer to distance between objects in G[supp(g)] as simply the distance. Note that
since supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg), there does not exist any set U which is balanced with respect to g but
imbalanced with respect to y. Consider any pair of edges e = uv in S and f = rs in E \ S such that
g(e) and g(f) are nonzero and of opposite sign. Let U = {u, v}∪{r, s}. Note that it is not necessarily
the case that {u, v}∩{r, s} = ∅. If E[U ] = {e, f}, then U is a balanced pair with respect to g but not
y, a contradiction. Thus there exists at least one additional edge h ∈ E[U ]. If e and f are incident,
U induces a triangle; if they are not incident, then they are connected via at least one edge. Thus,
for any such pair of edges e and f , their vertices are at distance at most 3 from each other in G.

Now let e = uv and f = rs be such that either both are in S or both are in E \ S, and such that
g(e) and g(f) are nonzero and of the same sign. Without loss of generality, suppose they are both
in S and both positive. Since E \ S contains both +-edges and −-edges, there is a −-edge h = tw
in E \ S, and per the above argument, the largest possible distance between any of u, v, r, or s and
either of t or w is 3. It follows that the largest possible distance between any pair of u, v, r, or s is 5.

To conclude the proof, let R1 be the set of −-edges of S and +-edges of E \ S, and let R2 be the
set of +-edges of S and −edges of E \ S. Then supp(g) = R1 ∪R2, and as above, each of G[R1] and
G[R2] has graph diameter at most 5, as desired.

To summarize, Lemma 4.9 shows that if a 0/1 vector g can be certified as a non-circuit by dropping
a uniform-sign vector, then it can be certified as a non-circuit by dropping an edge. Theorem 4.11
covers the case where the certification that g is not a circuit requires dropping a mixed-sign vector. It
concludes that, in such a case, supp(g) is the disjoint union of two edges sets, both inducing connected
graphs of low diameter. In combination, our statements exhaustively describe that only two situations
can arise when a 0/1 vector g is not a circuit. One is a very simple case, and the other is a highly
restricted case. Next, we strengthen Theorem 4.11 by showing that, in the situation it covers, we have
the stronger property that supp(g) itself induces a connected graph.

Theorem 4.12. Let g ̸= 0 be a 0/1 vector which is not a circuit of (Rank). Then either

1. there exists e ∈ supp(g) such that supp(Bge) ⊊ supp(Bg), or

2. supp(g) induces a connected graph, and is the disjoint union of two edge sets which each induce
a connected graph of diameter at most 5.

Proof. In this proof, for the sake of simplicity we will refer to distance between objects in G[supp(g)]
as simply the distance. Let g be a 0/1 non-circuit and let y be a vector of reduced support arising
from a drop of an edge set S or vector z (i.e., y = g− z) and satisfying supp(By) ⊊ supp(Bg). Case
1 arises in three situations. First, it arises when g is a uniform-sign vector but not a unit vector,
as in Lemma 4.2. Second, it covers the situation where y is a uniform-sign vector, again by Lemma
4.2. Third, it captures situations in which the difference between g and y is a uniform-sign vector, by
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Lemma 4.9 and Corollary 4.10. Note that together, these cover all situations in which at least one of
g, z, or y is uniform-sign.

We still have to show that case 2 captures the remaining situations in which all of g, z, and y
are mixed-sign. Thus, let g be a mixed-sign vector and let mixed-sign edge set S, or corresponding
mixed-sign vector z, be dropped to obtain a mixed-sign vector y = g − z of reduced support. Note
that we satisfy the prerequisites of Theorem 4.11. Thus, supp(g) is known to be the disjoint union of
two edge sets which each induce a connected graph of diameter at most 5. It remains to prove that
H = G[supp(g)] is connected.

For the purpose of contradiction, assume H has several components. As supp(g) is the union of
two edge sets, each inducing connected graphs, H has two components C1, C2. In the following, we
consider the relation between the set S ⊆ supp(g) and the components C1, C2.

First, assume that one of the components is uniform-sign with respect to g. Without loss of
generality, let C2 have only −-edges. Note that this implies that C1 has at least one +-edge. The
whole component C2 is then contained in either S or E\S along with all +-edges from C1; otherwise a
balanced pair of a +-edge from C1 and a −-edge from C2 with respect to g is not one for y. However,
this implies that the other set from S or E\S is uniform-sign with respect to g, as it can only contain
the −-edges from C1; a contradiction.

Thus, both components C1, C2 are mixed-sign with respect to g. Next, observe that if either of S
or E \S is contained entirely in one of C1 or C2, some balanced pair with respect to g is not one with
respect to y: Without loss of generality, let S ⊆ C1. Then C2 ⊆ E\S, and any balanced pair (e, f)
with edge e ∈ S and f ∈ C2 can be used to validate the claim. This shows that both components C1

and C2 contain edges from both of S and E \S. Let CS
1 = C1 ∩S,C

E\S
1 = C1 ∩ (E\S), CS

2 = C2 ∩S,

and C
E\S
2 = C2 ∩ (E\S). By the above, all of these sets are non-empty.

Next we argue that each of these four edge sets must be uniform-sign. Without loss of generality,
assume CS

1 ⊆ S is mixed-sign. As C2 is mixed-sign and disconnected from C1, there exist balanced

pairs (e, f) with edge e ∈ CS
1 and f ∈ C

E\S
2 with respect to g that are not balanced pairs with respect

to y. For the same reason, it also holds that the edges of CS
1 and C

E\S
2 share the same sign (w.l.o.g.

+-edges), and the edges of CS
2 and C

E\S
1 share the same, other sign (w.l.o.g. −-edges).

Recall that each component C1 and C2 is mixed-sign and thus has pairs of incident ± edges. These

pairs (e, f) of incident edges are split between +-edges in CS
1 and −-edges in C

E\S
1 for C1, and −-edges

in CS
2 and +-edges in C

E\S
2 for C2. The set U of three vertices of such a pair (e, f) induce a triangle

in H; otherwise (e, f) is a balanced pair with respect to g but not y, a contradiction. Note that the
third edge of the triangle lies in the same of the four parts as the other edge in that triangle which
shares its sign.

Consider a pair E[U1], E[U2] of such mixed-sign triangles induced by vertex sets U1 and U2, one
from each component C1 and C2, respectively. It is readily verified that one can always select 5 vertices
U from the 6 vertices U1 ∪ U2, such that one has a balanced set with respect to g: U is constructed
to induce two +- and two −edges; the set U can be built by choosing the vertices Ui of one of the
triangles and adding the two vertices of an edge fU of the “missing” sign from the other.

We claim that the balanced set U or one of its balanced subsets with respect to g is imbalanced
with respect to y. Without loss of generality, let Ui = U1. Note that only one or three of the four

edges in E(U) lie in E\S: If G[U1] has two +-edges in CS
1 and one −-edge in C

E\S
1 , then the additional

−-edge fU lies in CS
2 ; if G[U1] has one +-edge in CS

1 and two −-edges in C
E\S
1 , then the additional

+-edge fU lies in C
E\S
2 . If only one edge from E(U) is in E\S, then clearly U is imbalanced with

respect to y. If three edges lie in E\S, then either U or some balanced pair (e, f) contained in E[U ]
with e ∈ U1 and f ∈ U2 is imbalanced with respect to y. This shows our final contradiction, proving
that supp(g) must be connected unless case 1 applies.

Note that the two cases are not exclusive from each other. For example, a uniform-sign vector
with two nonzero entries would satisfy both cases 1 and 2. Theorem 4.12 tells us that either a unit
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vector can be used to disprove that a non-circuit 0/1 vector is, in fact, not a circuit—a situation that
is quite rare, because it would require the existence of an edge that is not in any balanced set (recall
the discussion after Lemma 4.3)—or the support of the non-circuit 0/1 vector must be connected, of
very low diameter, and decompose into two connected components with a special structure and which
are themselves of very low diameter. In particular, this implies that 0/1 vectors with a support of
diameter greater than 10 (and that do not have an edge that is not in a balanced set) must be circuits.

4.3 Constant Circuit Diameters

We prove a constant upper and lower bound on the circuit diameter of the polyhedron given by
(MWF). The arguments build on the insight gained in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 on the relation of circuits,
non-circuits, alternating structures, and connectedness. We begin with a general upper bound of 9 on
the circuit diameter. Later, we will reduce this bound for special cases.

Theorem 4.13. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and let P be the polyhedron defined by (MWF). Then P
has circuit diameter at most 9.

Proof. If |V | ≤ 4, then P is known to have circuit diameter at most 6 [1, 33]. Thus, we may assume
|V | ≥ 5. Further, note that all feasible 0/1 vectors are extreme-points. Our proof strategy is as
follows. We show that any extreme-point x of P is at most 5 circuit steps (using 0/1 circuits and step
lengths 1) from 0, and vice versa. This gives an upper bound of 10 on the circuit diameter of P . We
then explain a refinement that improves the bound from 10 to 9.

Let x = X(F ) be an extreme-point of P where F is a forest containing edge e = uv and where u is
a leaf. Let Fv := {vw ∈ F : w ̸= u}, and recall that ge denotes the unit vector circuit corresponding
to e. Starting from 0, consider the following sequence of 5 circuit steps:

(1) + ge (2) − ge +X(Fv) (3) + ge (4) − ge +X(F\Fv) (5) + ge.

Steps 1, 3, and 5 are along the unit vector circuit corresponding to edge e. Steps 2 and 4 remove edge
e again, but add all edges incident or non-incident to v from F\{e}, respectively. If F\Fv or Fv are
empty, we reduce this sequence to steps 1,2,3 or steps 1,4,5, respectively.

Each intermediate solution has support contained in F , and thus this is a feasible walk. The
vector −ge +X(Fv) in step 2 is a circuit, as there is only one −-edge e and all +-edges are incident
to the same vertex v; each pairing of e and any +-edge corresponds to a balanced pair. The vector
−ge +X(F\Fv) in step 4 is a circuit by point 1 of Lemma 4.4.

Thus, we have verified that there is a circuit walk of at most 5 steps from 0 to X(F ). The
construction is reversible, as all intermediate points are extreme-points; for the reversed walk from
X(F ) to 0, one performs the reversed sequence of opposite steps (negated in sign). By the arbitrary
choice of F , we obtain a bound of 10 on the circuit diameter of P .

It remains to explain a refinement of this upper bound to 9. Let F1 ̸= F2 be two nonempty forests.
A circuit walk of at most 10 steps from F1 to F2 as explained above would perform the reversed walk
from X(F1) to 0, and then perform the stated walk from 0 to X(F2). Let e1 ∈ F1 and e2 ∈ F2 be the
leaf edges used in the construction. Since the vector ge2 − ge1 is a circuit, the last step of the walk
from X(F1) to 0 and the first step of the walk from 0 to X(F2) can be replaced by a single step. This
gives a total of 9 steps to walk from F1 to F2, as desired.

Next, we show that if the underlying graph is complete, the strategy can be improved to obtain
an upper bound of 7.

Theorem 4.14. Let G = (V,E) be a complete graph and let P be the polyhedron defined by (MWF).
Then P has circuit diameter at most 7.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 4.13, recall that all feasible 0/1 vectors of P are extreme-points
and that we may assume |V | ≥ 5. Let x and y be two extreme points of P . Our proof strategy is as
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follows: We show that x (y, respectively) is only at most 2 circuit steps from an extreme-point x′ (y′,
respectively) whose support is a path of length 3. As unit vectors ge and differences of unit vectors
ge − gf are circuits, x′ and y′ are connected by a circuit walk of at most 3 steps. This gives a circuit
walk between x and y of at most 7 steps. Note that if the support of x (y, respectively) itself has
at most 3 edges, then part of the construction can be skipped, as such an extreme-point is at most 3
circuit steps from y′ (x′, respectively).

Let x = X(F ) be an extreme-point of P where F is a forest with more than 3 edges. Any nonempty
forest F has at least two leaves u and v. Let f and h be the edges of F containing u and v, respectively,
and let e = uv. Note that e ∈ E exists since G is a complete graph. Note further that possibly e ∈ F ;
in this case, we have e = f = h. It suffices to exhibit that x is at most 3 circuit steps (using 0/1
circuits and step lengths 1) away from an extreme-point x′ whose support is a path of length 3, and
vice versa. As in the proof of Theorem 4.13, this sequence of steps only visits extreme-points of P
and thus is reversible.

First, we resolve the case e /∈ F . Let x′′ = X({e, f, h}) and note that e /∈ F implies e ̸= f, h and
f ̸= h. If x′′ does not correspond to a triangle, then it corresponds to a path of length 3 and we set
x′ = x′′. This x′ is an extreme-point of P and x′ − x is a circuit since it corresponds to an edge set
of two uniform-sign components of opposite signs, by Lemma 4.4. Thus, one can walk from x′ to x in
one step, and vice versa.

If x′′ instead does correspond to a triangle, then x′′ /∈ P and we construct x′ = X({e, f ′, h})
from x′′ by replacing the edge f ∈ F incident to leaf u by an edge f ′ /∈ F incident to u and f ′ ̸= e.
Note that such an edge exists since |V | ≥ 5. This x′ corresponds to a path of length 3 and is an
extreme-point of P . Further, x̃′ = X({e, h}) = x′−gf ′ is an extreme-point, and one circuit step −gf ′

away from x′. Finally, x̃′ − x is a circuit since it corresponds to an edge set set of two uniform-sign
components of opposite sign, again by Lemma 4.4. Thus, one can walk from x′ to x in at most 2
steps, and vice versa.

Next, we resolve the case e ∈ F , which implies that e = f = h and e constitutes its own component
of F . We construct x̃ = X(F\{e} ∪ {f ′, h′}) from x by removing e and adding two other edges
f ′, h′ /∈ F incident to u and v, respectively, and not incident to each other. Again, such edges exist
since |V | ≥ 5. By construction, x̃ corresponds to a forest and thus is an extreme-point of P . Further,
x̃ − x is a circuit by Lemma 4.5, as it corresponds to an alternating path of length 3. Let now
x′ = X({e, f ′, h′}), and note that it corresponds to a path of length 3 and is an extreme-point. Then
x′ − x̃ is a circuit by the same argument as above. Thus, in all cases, x is at most 2 steps from some
extreme-point x′ whose support is a path of 3 edges. By the discussion preceding this argument,
this means that between any two extreme-points x and y there is a circuit walk of at most 7, as
desired.

Finally, we devise a lower bound of 3 on the circuit diameter.

Theorem 4.15. Let G = (V,E) be a graph on |V | ≥ 4 vertices with a spanning forest F ⊆ E of at
least 3 edges, and let P be the polyhedron defined by (MWF). Then P has circuit diameter at least 3.

Proof. The extreme-points of (MWF) are feasible 0/1 vectors and correspond to the characteristic
vectors of forests in G. We consider a walk from 0 to X(F ), where F is a spanning forest of at least
3 edges as in the statement. At 0, all feasible circuits are unit vectors. Assume the first circuit step
taken is ge1 for some e1 ∈ E. The next feasible circuit step taken can either be along another unit
vector or a mixed-sign vector. Since F has at least 3 edges, one cannot do better than 3 steps if the
second step is another unit vector.

If the second step is a mixed-sign vector g, it has g(e1) < 0 and g(e) > 0 for some number of other
edges e. Due to X(F ) being an extreme-point, we may assume that the step along g arrives at a new
extreme-point as otherwise (at least) a third step is required to arrive at X(F ). This implies that g
is a 0/1 vector and the step length is 1. We will conclude by showing that, in all cases, there exists
some edge in F that still has to be added after the second step along g.
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If e1 ∈ F , at least one more circuit step is required to move to X(F ) because e1 has to be added;
recall it was dropped in the second step. If e1 /∈ F , then since F is spanning, the vertices of e1 are
connected by a path P in F of at least two edges. Regardless of the length of P, we will show that
at least one edge in P was not added in the second circuit step. If P has two edges, then it forms a
triangle with e1 and only one of the two edges in P can be added by the second circuit step. If P
has at least 3 edges, then it contains an edge f incident to e1 and an edge h incident to f but not
e1. In this case, the second circuit step cannot remove e1 and add both f and h: with g(e1) = −1
for the only −-edge e1 and g(f) = g(h) = 1, h is not in any balanced subgraphs with respect to g; a
contradiction to g being a circuit by Lemma 4.3. This again means that at least one more circuit step
is required. Thus, in all cases we have a circuit walk of at least 3 steps. This proves our claim.

We note that quite restrictive properties are required to make the bound of 3 in Theorem 4.15
tight. In fact, in most situations a circuit walk from 0 to X(F ) for a spanning forest F requires at
least 4 steps. Recall that the eccentricity of a vertex is the maximum distance from that vertex to
any other vertex and the radius of a connected graph is the minimum eccentricity over all vertices.
To achieve a walk of exactly 3 steps, one would need either at least one component with radius 1
where the spanning forest of that component utilizes all the edges of the vertex whose eccentricity in
that component is 1, or to have a component which is a path of length less or equal to 3. In all other
cases, a lower bound on the number of circuit steps is 4. When the spanning forest is built using all
edges from a vertex with eccentricity 1 in its component, it means the third and final circuit step is
the unit vector e1. A vertex with eccentricity 1 in its component is adjacent to all other vertices in
the same component, so the second circuit step can add all edges in the forest except the edge which
was removed. The same situation plays out when the graph contains a path of length 3 or less as a
component as e1 can correspond to the middle edge in the path of length 3.

5 Conclusion and Final Remarks

In this work, we studied circuits and circuit walks with an interest in their interpretability relative
to the underlying application. While the inclusion-minimal support of circuits makes them prime
candidates to this end, a high circuit imbalance works directly against interpretability. Even for the
highly structured matrices arising in combinatorial optimization, this poses a significant challenge. We
exhibited a number of constructions of simple, polynomially sized matrices with rows corresponding
to characteristic vectors of “simple” edge sets, all of which lead to an exponential imbalance. This
holds even for very restrictive edges sets, such as all those of paths of length 3 or cycles of length
at most 4. Similarly simple collections of constraints appear commonly as part of formulations of
graph-theoretic problems, and so it becomes natural to restrict the entries of circuits for the purpose
of recovering interpretability. We followed such an idea for the study of polytopes coming from two
classic problems: vertex coloring and (max weight) forest problems (i.e., graphic matroids). We
studied their 0/1 circuits and showed that they suffice for the construction of short walks between
the meaningful extreme-points of the underlying application; this point of view closely relates to the
field of combinatorial reconfiguration. In fact, for the coloring problem, we saw that the 0/1 circuits
generalize classic Kempe swaps and guarantee the ability to transform any coloring into any other—a
property that Kempe swaps alone do not have.

Our work leads quite naturally to more general questions. As discussed in Section 1 and as we
have seen in some of this work, the set of just the 0/1 circuits often suffices to find short circuit walks
between extreme-points of polyhedra coming from combinatorial optimization. A natural direction for
further investigation is to determine conditions under which this is the case. In general, a polyhedron
may not have any 0/1 circuits, so the existence of such circuits is of course necessary and an interesting
question in its own right. We say a polyhedron P satisfies 0/1 circuit reachability if for all ordered
pairs of extreme-points (u,v) of P , there exists a circuit walk from u to v in P using only 0/1 circuits.
This too is necessary, but it does not suffice in order to conclude that there exist short circuit walks
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using only 0/1 circuits. An example is given in Figure 14, which depicts a polytope P which is the
convex hull of the points (0, 0), (ε, 0), (M + 1 + ε,M), and (M + 1 + ε,M + ε) for some ε and M
with ε ≪ M . It’s only 0/1 circuits are ±(1, 0) and ±(0, 1), and so any circuit walk from (0, 0) to
(M + 1 + ε,M + ε) using only 0/1 circuits requires a number of circuit steps at least on the order of
2M

ε .
This example demonstrates that the guaranteed existence of short paths using only 0/1 circuits

is not only a property of the circuits themselves (which only depend on the constraint matrices of
a given polyhedron, but not the right-hand-side vectors), but is also sensitive to the geometry of
the polyhedron (i.e., also the right-hand-side vectors). This should be unsurprising, but it does make
explicitly clear the fact that, if one wants to characterize the conditions under which the 0/1 circuits of
a polyhedron suffice to give short paths between all pairs of extreme-points, this characterization must
involve a close interplay between the constraint matrices defining the polyhedron and the polyhedron
itself.

There is some additional and interesting nuance in this possible direction of research. Circuits
inherently are a concept of linear programming, not integer programming (where the equivalent Graver
bases would arise [23]). One commonly uses the circuits of the relaxation of an integer formulation
of, say, a graph-theoretic problem. This allows one to traverse the relaxed polyhedron, which may
have fractional extreme-points that do not appear in the integer hull of the original problem, as is
the case with the fractional coloring polytope studied here. Though we studied the circuits of the
fractional coloring polytope, we restricted our attention to circuit walks that moved only between
integral extreme points. It is potentially interesting to characterize when it is possible to reach the
fractional extreme-points of the LP relaxation of an IP, but still under a restriction to 0/1 circuits.

Conversely, it may be more justified to restrict definitions like that of the proposed “0/1 circuit
reachability” to only consider reachability and distance of 0/1 (or integral) extreme-points, and pos-
sibly further restricting the walks to only stop at integral points, just as we did for the fractional
coloring polytope. Note that for many problems, this could further serve the goal of maintaining in-
terpretability, with these added restrictions enforcing interpretability not just of the circuits used, but
of the intermediary solutions visited. Which of these regimes may be more interesting or useful could
very well be context-dependent. This setup contrasts with the much stronger property satisfied by
some polyhedra in which all circuit walks stop only at integral points [11], such as polyhedra described
with a totally-unimodular matrix.

Most of the above discussion on working only with the 0/1 circuits also holds for more general
but still restricted subsets of the set of circuits—for example those adhering to fixed upper bounds on
the absolutes of entries or on the circuit imbalance. In particular, it is easy to exhibit the zig-zagging
behavior displayed in Figure 14 in more general settings. Further, the questions we pose are equally
relevant to circuit augmentation. In [16, 19], the authors devised bounds on circuit diameters and the
number of iterations of a circuit augmentation algorithm based on the circuit imbalance measure of
the underlying set of circuits. These bounds become particularly strong when the circuit imbalance is
low, like for totally-unimodular matrices. We see an exciting research direction in investigating under
which circumstances these or similar bounds can be established when working with a restricted set of
circuits of low imbalance (while the underlying problem still has a high imbalance). However, as with
many results about the theoretical performance of circuit augmentation algorithms, the arguments
in [16, 19] crucially rely on using the whole set of circuits, and therefore must parameterize by the
imbalance of the whole set. As such, we expect that new tools will have to be developed in order to
explore this further.
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(0, 0) (ε, 0)

(M + 1 + ε,M)

(M + 1 + ε,M + ε)

Figure 14: A polytope satisfying that 1) each extreme-point can be reached from each other extreme-
point via a circuit walk using only 0/1 circuits, and 2) any circuit walk from (0, 0) to (M+1+ε,M+ε)
using only 0/1 circuits requires a number of steps at least on the order of 2M

ε . The dashed lines give
an example of such a circuit walk.
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