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Abstract

A graph is prime if it does not admit a partition (A,B) of its vertex set such that min{|A|, |B|} ≥
2 and the rank of the A×B submatrix of its adjacency matrix is at most 1. A vertex v of a graph
is non-essential if at least two of the three kinds of vertex-minor reductions at v result in prime
graphs.

In 1994, Allys proved that every prime graph with at least four vertices has a non-essential
vertex unless it is locally equivalent to a cycle graph. We prove that every prime graph with at
least four vertices has at least two non-essential vertices unless it is locally equivalent to a cycle
graph. As a corollary, we show that for a prime graph G with at least six vertices and a vertex x,
there is a vertex v 6= x such that G \ v or G ∗ v \ v is prime, unless x is adjacent to all other vertices
and G is isomorphic to a particular graph on odd number of vertices.

Furthermore, we show that a prime graph with at least four vertices has at least three non-
essential vertices, unless it is locally equivalent to a graph consisting of at least two internally-
disjoint paths between two fixed distinct vertices having no common neighbors. We also prove
analogous results for pivot-minors.

1 Introduction

An edge e of a graph G is non-essential if the deletion of e in G, denoted by G \ e, or the contraction
of e in G, denoted by G/e, is simple and 3-connected. Tutte’s wheel theorem [23, (4.1)] states that
every simple 3-connected graph has a non-essential edge unless it is isomorphic to a wheel graph.
As a generalization, Oxley and Wu [20] showed that every simple 3-connected graph has at least
two non-essential edges unless it is isomorphic to a wheel graph, and in [19] determined all simple
3-connected graphs having exactly two non-essential edges. Moreover, they [21] investigated all simple
3-connected graphs having exactly three non-essential edges. Indeed, all of these results except the
last have corresponding results for matroids; see [19, 20, 24].

We aim to prove analogous theorems for the vertex-minor relation. In this paper, except for the
first paragraph, all graphs are assumed to be simple, meaning that they have neither loops nor parallel
edges. For a vertex v of a graph G, let G ∗ v be the graph obtained from G by deleting all edges
joining two neighbors of v and adding edges joining non-adjacent pairs of two neighbors of v. This
operation is called the local complementation at v to G. Two graphs are locally equivalent if one
can be obtained from the other by applying a sequence of local complementations. A graph H is a
vertex-minor of a graph G if H is an induced subgraph of a graph locally equivalent to G. For every
edge vw, G∗ v ∗w ∗ v = G∗w ∗ v ∗w by Bouchet [4, (8.2)]. For an edge vw, let G∧ vw := G∗ v ∗w ∗ v.
This operation is called the pivoting vw to G. Two graphs are pivot-equivalent if one can be obtained
from the other by applying a sequence of pivotings. A graph H is a pivot-minor of a graph G if H is an
induced subgraph of a graph pivot-equivalent to G. Graphs with the pivot-minor relation are closely
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Figure 1: Hn with odd n.

related to binary matroids with the minor relation. For example, fundamental graphs of a binary
matroid M are pairwise pivot-equivalent and fundamental graphs of minors of M are pivot-minors of
a fundamental graph of M ; see [17, Section 3] for details.

A split of a graph is a partition (A,B) of its vertex set such that min{|A|, |B|} ≥ 2 and for some
A′ ⊆ A and B′ ⊆ B, two vertices x ∈ A and y ∈ B are adjacent if and only if x ∈ A′ and y ∈ B′.
Equivalently, the partition (A,B) is a split if and only if min{|A|, |B|} ≥ 2 and the A×B submatrix
of the adjacency matrix of the given graph has rank at most 1. A graph is prime if it has no split.
Bouchet [5, Corollary 3] showed that locally equivalent graphs have the same set of splits. Thus, if a
graph G is prime, then every graph locally equivalent to G is prime.

For a vertex v and distinct neighbors w and w′ of v, G ∧ vw ∧ ww′ = G ∧ vw′; see Oum [17,
Proposition 2.5]. Hence G∧ vw \ v and G∧ vw′ \ v are pivot-equivalent (so locally equivalent) because
G∧ vw \ v ∧ww′ = G∧ vw′ \ v. Let G/v denote G∧ vw \ v for an arbitrary neighbor w of v if v has a
neighbor and G \ v otherwise. Note that G/v is well defined up to pivot equivalence (and up to local
equivalence). Bouchet [4, (9.2)] proved that for a graph G and a vertex v, every vertex-minor of G on
V (G)− {v} is locally equivalent to G \ v, G ∗ v \ v, or G/v.

A vertex v of a graph G is non-essential if at least two of G \ v, G ∗ v \ v, and G/v are prime.
Allys [1, Theorem 4.3] proved that every prime graph with more than 4 vertices has a non-essential
vertex unless it is locally equivalent to a cycle. We prove that, indeed, such graphs have at least two
non-essential vertices.

Theorem 1.1. Every prime graph with at least four vertices has at least two non-essential vertices
unless it is locally equivalent to a cycle.

As a corollary, we deduce the following strengthening of Allys [1, Theorem 5.3]. For a positive
integer n, let Hn be the graph on {v1, v2, . . . , vn} such that for every i and j with 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, vi is
adjacent to vj if and only if i is even or j is odd; see Figure 1. We note that if n is odd, then vn is a
unique vertex of degree n− 1 in Hn.

Corollary 1.2. Let G be a prime graph with at least six vertices and let x be a vertex of G. Then G
has a vertex v 6= x such that G\ v or G∗ v \ v is prime, unless |V (G)| is odd, x is adjacent to all other
vertices, and G is isomorphic to H|V (G)|.

A vertex v of a graph G is non-pivotal if G \ v or G/v is prime. Obviously, every non-essential
vertex is non-pivotal. However, a non-pivotal vertex is not necessarily non-essential; see Figure 2. As a
corollary of Theorem 1.1, every prime graph with at least 5 vertices has at least 2 non-pivotal vertices
unless it is locally equivalent to a cycle. We extend this observation for graphs not pivot-equivalent
to cycles.

Theorem 1.3. Every prime graph with at least four vertices has at least two non-pivotal vertices
unless it is pivot-equivalent to a cycle.

Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 do not imply each other immediately. As mentioned earlier, a non-pivotal
vertex need not be non-essential and therefore Theorem 1.3 does not seem to imply Theorem 1.1
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G \ v3 G ∗ v3 \ v3 G ∧ v2v3 \ v3

Figure 2: The set of non-essential vertices of G is {v1, v5, v8} and the set of non-pivotal vertices of G
is {v1, v2, v3, v4, v5, v8}. For instance, G \ v3 is prime and neither G ∗ v3 \ v3 nor G∧ v2v3 \ v3 is prime.

directly. Also, it is nontrivial to deduce Theorem 1.3 from Theorem 1.1, because locally equivalent
graphs need not be pivot-equivalent. For instance, for a cycle C of length at least 6 and its vertex v,
two graphs C and C ∗v are locally equivalent but not pivot-equivalent. We remark that if two bipartite
graphs are locally equivalent, then they are pivot-equivalent; shown by Fon-Der-Flaass [10, 11]. In
Section 7, we prove Theorem 1.3 using Theorem 1.1 together with nontrivial lemmas.

One can easily check that every cycle of length at least 5 has no non-pivotal vertex (and no non-
essential vertex). By limiting our focus to bipartite graphs, we obtain the following corollary. Note
that every pivot-minor of a bipartite graph is bipartite; see Oum [17, Corollary 2.3].

Corollary 1.4. Every prime bipartite graph with at least four vertices has at least two non-pivotal
vertices unless it is pivot-equivalent to an even cycle.

We remark that Corollary 1.4 is equivalent to Corollary 3.5 of Oxley and Wu [20] restricted to
binary matroids. We will explain this equivalence together with the relation between pivot-minors of
bipartite graphs and minors of binary matroids in Appendix B. It is easy to deduce from Corollary 1.4
a result of Oxley and Wu [20, Corollary 3.5] on graphs, which states that every 3-connected graph has
at least 2 non-essential edges unless it is isomorphic to a wheel graph.

We also characterize prime graphs with at least 3 non-essential (or non-pivotal) vertices as follows.
Let Θ be the set of graphs consisting of at least two internally-disjoint paths between two fixed distinct
vertices having no common neighbor.

Theorem 1.5. A prime graph with at least four vertices has at least three non-essential vertices if
and only if it is not locally equivalent to any graph in Θ.

Theorem 1.6. A prime graph with at least four vertices has at least three non-pivotal vertices if and
only if it is not pivot-equivalent to any graph in Θ.

As we deduced Corollary 1.4 from Theorem 1.3, we obtain the next corollary from Theorem 1.6.

Corollary 1.7. A bipartite prime graph with at least four vertices has at least three non-pivotal vertices
if and only if it is not pivot-equivalent to any bipartite graph in Θ.

We remark that similarly, Corollary 1.7 implies Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 of Oxley and Wu [19]
restricted to binary matroids. This implication will be explained in Appendix B.

Bouchet [3] showed that every prime graph with at least six vertices has a prime vertex-minor
with one fewer vertex, which was used in a recognition algorithm and the proof of obstructions for
circle graphs of Bouchet [3, 8]. From Theorem 1.5, we obtain the following strengthening of Bouchet’s
result.

3



Corollary 1.8. Let G be a prime graph with at least six vertices and let x and y be vertices of G.
Then there is a prime vertex-minor H of G such that |V (H)| = |V (G)| − 1 and x, y ∈ V (H).

Similarly, we deduce the following for pivot-minors from Theorems 1.3 and 1.6.

Corollary 1.9. Let G be a prime graph with at least four vertices and let x and y be vertices of G.
Then there is a prime pivot-minor H of G such that |V (H)| = |V (G)| − 1 and x, y ∈ V (H), unless

(i) G is pivot-equivalent to a cycle, or

(ii) x 6= y and G is pivot-equivalent to a graph consisting of at least three internally-disjoint paths
between x and y that have no common neighbor.

Our results heavily depend on the following theorem providing non-essential vertices in a prime
graph. The adjacency matrix AG = (avw) of a graph G = (V,E) is a V ×V matrix over the binary field
GF(2) such that avw = 1 if and only if vw ∈ E. The cut-rank function ρG of G is a function from 2V

to Z such that ρG(X) := rank(AG[X,V −X]), where AG[X,V −X] is the X×(V −X) submatrix of AG.
A tight path P in a 3-uniform hypergraph H is a hypergraph such that V (P ) ⊆ V (H), E(P ) ⊆ E(H),
and V (P ) admits an ordering v0, v1, . . . , vk+1 for which k ≥ 1 and E(P ) = {{vi−1, vi, vi+1} : 1 ≤ i ≤ k}.
An end of a tight path P is a vertex incident with exactly one edge of P . Note that if k ≥ 2, P has
exactly two ends v0 and vk+1, and if k = 1, then P has exactly three ends v0, v1, and v2.

Theorem 1.10. Let G be a prime graph with at least five vertices. Let H be a 3-uniform hypergraph
on V (G) such that E(H) = {X ⊆ V (G) : |X| = 3 and ρG(X) = 2}. If G is not locally equivalent to a
cycle, then at least two ends of a maximal tight path in H are non-essential in G.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we review graph-theoretic notions. In Section 3 we
review isotropic systems defined by Bouchet [2, 4, 5]. Isotropic systems capture the local equivalence of
graphs in terms of linear algebra. In Section 4 we define triangles in an isotropic system and describe
properties of paths formed by triangles, and we prove Theorems 1.10 and 1.1. In Section 5 we prove
half of Theorem 1.5. In order to complete the proof of Theorem 1.5, in Section 6 we classify graphs
consisting of internally-disjoint paths sharing their ends according to the number of non-essential
vertices. In Section 7 we prove Theorem 1.3, Theorem 1.6, Corollary 1.4, and Corollary 1.7. In
Section 8 we present proofs of Corollaries 1.2, 1.8, and 1.9.

2 Preliminaries

For a set X, we write 2X to denote the set of subsets of X. For sets X and Y , we write X△Y :=
(X−Y )∪ (Y −X). For an R×C matrix M over a field F and subsets X ⊆ R and Y ⊆ C, let M [X,Y ]
be the submatrix of M whose rows are indexed by X and columns are indexed Y .

For a graph G = (V,E) and v ∈ V , let G \ v denote a graph obtained from G by deleting v. For
X ⊆ V , let G[X] be the induced subgraph of G whose vertex set is X and let G−X := G[V −X]. Let
NG(v) be the set of neighbors of a vertex v. Subdividing an edge e = vw is an operation replacing e
with a path of length two whose ends are v and w. An isolated vertex of a graph is a vertex without
a neighbor, and a pendant vertex is a vertex with a unique neighbor. Two vertices are twins if none
of the other vertices are adjacent to exactly one of them.

For an integer k ≥ 3, we write Ck to denote a cycle graph of length k. For positive integers
ℓ1, ℓ2, . . . ℓm with |{i : ℓi = 1}| ≤ 1, let θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) be the graph consisting of m internally-disjoint
paths between two fixed vertices of lengths ℓ1, . . . , ℓm, respectively. Recall that Θ is the set of graphs
θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) such that m ≥ 2 and ℓi 6= 2 for all i.

Prime graphs Note that a partition (X,V − X) of V is a split of a graph G if and only if
min{|X|, |V −X|} ≥ 2 and ρG(X) ≤ 1. It is easy to observe the following.

Lemma 2.1. Every prime graph with at least 4 vertices is 2-connected and has no twins.

Thus one may observe that every prime graph with at least 4 vertices has neither isolated vertices
nor pendant vertices. It also follows that there is no prime graph with exactly 4 vertices.
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Figure 3: Local complementation and pivoting.

Vertex-minors Recall that for a graph G and a vertex v of G,

G ∗ v = (V (G), E(G)△{xy : x and y are two distinct neighbors of v}).

Proposition 2.2 (Oum [17, Proposition 2.1]). For a graph G and an edge vw of G, let G′ be a graph
on V (G) such that

E(G′) = E(G)△{xy : x ∈ NG(v)− (NG(w) ∪ {w}), y ∈ NG(w) − (NG(v) ∪ {v}})

△{xy : x ∈ NG(v)− (NG(w) ∪ {w}), y ∈ NG(v) ∩NG(w)}

△{xy : x ∈ NG(w)− (NG(v) ∪ {v}), y ∈ NG(v) ∩NG(w)}.

Then G∧ vw is equal to the graph obtained from G′ by exchanging the labels of v and w; see Figure 3.

A vertex v of a graph G is essential if at most one of G \ v, G ∗ v \ v, and G/v is prime, and v is
pivotal if neither G \ v nor G/v is prime. Note that every pivotal vertex is essential.

The following proposition can be seen easily from the theory of isotropic systems [4], and Geelen
and Oum [13] presented a short graph-theoretic proof.

Proposition 2.3 (Geelen and Oum [13, Lemma 3.1]). Let G be a graph and v,w be its vertices.

(i) If v 6= w and vw is not an edge of G, then G ∗w \ v, G ∗w ∗ v \ v, G ∗w/v are locally equivalent
to G \ v, G ∗ v \ v, G/v, respectively.

(ii) If v 6= w and vw is an edge of G, then G ∗ w \ v, G ∗w ∗ v \ v, G ∗ w/v are locally equivalent to
G \ v, G/v, G ∗ v \ v, respectively.

(iii) If v = w, then G ∗ w \ v, G ∗ w ∗ v \ v, G ∗ w/v are locally equivalent to G ∗ v \ v, G \ v, G/v,
respectively.

As a corollary, we deduce the following result.

Corollary 2.4. Locally equivalent graphs have the same set of non-essential vertices.

It is known from [17, Proposition 2.5] that G ∧ xz = G ∧ xy ∧ yz for two edges xy and xz in a
graph G, and therefore we deduce the following corollary.

Corollary 2.5. Pivot-equivalent graphs have the same set of non-pivotal vertices.

3-uniform hypergraphs and tight paths A pair H = (V,E) is a hypergraph if V is a finite set
and E is a set of nonempty subsets of V , and we denote the vertex set of H by V (H) = V and
denote the edge set of H by E(H) = E. A hypergraph is 3-uniform if every edge has cardinality 3. A
hypergraph H ′ is a partial hypergraph of a hypergraph H if V (H ′) ⊆ V (H) and E(H ′) ⊆ E(H).

Recall that for a 3-uniform hypegraph H, a tight path P in H is a partial hypergraph that admits
an ordering v0, v1, . . . , vk+1 of V (P ) where k ≥ 1 and E(P ) = {{vi−1, vi, vi+1} : 1 ≤ i ≤ k}. We usually
denote P by a sequence v0v1v2 . . . vk+1 of distinct vertices. The length of a tight path is its number of
edges. A tight path P in H is maximal if there is no tight path Q in H such that E(P ) ( E(Q).

5



Lemma 2.6. A tight path P = v0v1 . . . vk+1 of length k ≥ 1 in a 3-uniform hypergraph H is not
maximal if and only if at least one of the following holds:

(i) There is a vertex w such that v0v1 . . . vk+1w or wv0v1 . . . vk+1 is a tight path in H.

(ii) k = 1 and there is a vertex w such that v1v0v2w is a tight path in H.

(iii) k = 2 and there is a vertex w such that v0v2v1v3w or wv0v2v1v3 is a tight path in H.

Proof. If P is not maximal, then there is a tight path Q of length k + 1 containing P . In a vertex
ordering of Q certifying that Q is a tight path, a vertex ordering of P certifying that P is a tight
path can be obtained by deleting the first or the last vertex which is not a vertex of P . It remains to
enumerate all vertex ordering of P guaranteeing that P is a tight path.

If k ≥ 3, then P admits a unique vertex ordering v0v1 . . . vk+1 up to reversing. If k = 1, then P
admits three vertex ordering v0v1v2, v0v2v1, and v1v0v2 up to reversing. If k = 2, then P admits two
vertex orderings v0v1v2v3 and v0v2v1v3 up to reversing.

Recall that an end of a tight path P is a vertex incident with exactly one edge of P . An internal
vertex of P is a vertex incident with at least two edges of P . Equivalently, an internal vertex is a
vertex of P that is not an end. It is readily shown that the set of ends of P = v0v1 . . . vk+1 is {v0, vk+1}
if k ≥ 2, and V (P ) if k = 1.

3 Isotropic systems

We review isotropic systems defined by Bouchet [2, 4, 5]. We follow notations in [16, 18].
Let K = {0, α, β, γ} be a 2-dimensional vector space over the binary field GF(2), and let 〈·, ·〉K :

K ×K → GF(2) be a bilinear form such that 〈x, y〉K = 1 if and only if 0 6= x 6= y 6= 0. For a finite
set V , let KV be the set of functions from V to K, regarded as a 2|V |-dimensional vector space over
GF(2). Let 〈·, ·〉 : KV ×KV → GF(2) be a bilinear form such that 〈a,b〉 =

∑

v∈V 〈a(v),b(v)〉K . For
a subspace L of KV , let L⊥ := {a ∈ KV : 〈a,b〉 = 0 for all b ∈ L}. The support of a vector a ∈ KV ,
denoted by supp(a), is the set of elements v in V such that a(v) 6= 0. A vector a ∈ KV is complete if
supp(a) = V . Two vectors a and b in KV are supplementary if they are complete and a(v) 6= b(v)
for every v ∈ V .

A subspace L of KV is totally isotropic if 〈a,b〉K = 0 for all vectors a and b in L, equivalently,
L ⊆ L⊥. Note that for every subspace L of KV , we have dim(L) + dim(L⊥) = dim(KV ) = 2|V |; see
Lang [15, Theorem 6.4]. Hence for a totally isotropic subspace L of KV , we have dim(L) ≤ |V | where
the equality holds if and only if L⊥ = L. An isotropic system is a pair (V,L) consisting of a finite set
V and a subspace L of KV such that L is totally isotropic and dim(L) = |V |. For an isotropic system
S = (V,L), we call each element v ∈ V a vertex of S.

3.1 Minors

For a subset X of V , let pX be a map from KV to KX such that (pX(a))(v) = a(v). For a ∈ KV and
X ⊆ V , let a[X] be a vector in KV such that

a[X](v) =

{

a(v) if v ∈ X,

0 otherwise.

For a subspace L of KV , v ∈ V , and x ∈ K − {0}, let

L|vx := {pV−{v}(a) ∈ KV−{v} : a ∈ L and a(v) ∈ {0, x}}.

For an isotropic system S = (V,L), let S|vx := (V − {v}, L|vx) be the elementary minor of S at v ∈ V
with respect to x ∈ K − {0}. The isotropic system S has three elementary minors S|vα, S|

v
β , S|

v
γ

at v. Bouchet [2, (8.1)] proved that every elementary minor of an isotropic system is an isotropic
system. An isotropic system S is a minor of an isotropic system S′ if S = S′|v1x1

. . . |vtxt
for some vertices

v1, . . . , vt of S
′ and x1, . . . , xt ∈ K − {0}.
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3.2 Connectivity

For a subspace L of KV and a subset X of V , let

L|⊆X := {pX(a) : a ∈ L and supp(a) ⊆ X} and

L|X := {pX(a) : a ∈ L}.

The connectivity function of an isotropic system S = (V,L) is a function cS : 2V → Z such that
cS(X) = |X| − dim(L|⊆X). We omit the subscript S in cS if it is clear from the context.

Lemma 3.1 (Oum [18, Lemma 5.1]). Let L be a totally isotropic subspace of KV and X be a subset
of V . Then (L|⊆X)⊥ = L⊥|X .

For an isotropic system S = (V,L) and X ⊆ V , by Lemma 3.1, we have (L|⊆X)⊥ = L⊥|X = L|X .
Hence dim(L|⊆X) + dim(L|X) = dim(KX) = 2|X| and cS(X) = dim(L|X)− |X|.

Proposition 3.2 (Bouchet [5]; see Allys [1, Proposition 2.3.1]). Let S = (V,L) be an isotropic system
with the connectivity function c. Then for all subsets X, Y ⊆ V , the following hold.

(i) 0 ≤ c(X) ≤ |X|.

(ii) c(X) = c(V −X).

(iii) c(X) + c(Y ) ≥ c(X ∪ Y ) + c(X ∩ Y ).

The following two lemmas display handy properties of the connectivity function.

Lemma 3.3 (Allys [1, Lemma 3.1]). Let S = (V,L) be an isotropic system with the connectivity
function c. For a subset X ⊆ V and a vertex v ∈ V −X, the following hold.

(i) c(X)− 1 ≤ c(X ∪ {v}) ≤ c(X) + 1.

(ii) c(X ∪ {v}) ≤ c(X) if and only if L|⊆X∪{v} has a vector a such that a(v) 6= 0.

(iii) c(X ∪ {v}) = c(X)− 1 if and only if L|⊆X∪{v} has vectors a, b such that 0 6= a(v) 6= b(v) 6= 0.

Lemma 3.4 (Allys [1, Proposition 3.2]). Let S = (V,L) be an isotropic system and S|vx be its elemen-
tary minor such that L has no vector whose support is {v}. Let c and c′ be the connectivity functions
of S and S|vx, respectively. Then for a subset X of V − {v}, the following hold.

(i) c(X)− 1 ≤ c′(X) ≤ c(X) and c(X ∪ {v}) − 1 ≤ c′(X) ≤ c(X ∪ {v}).

(ii) c′(X) = c(X)− 1 if and only if L|⊆X∪{v} has a vector a such that a(v) = x.

For an isotropic system S and a positive integer k, a partition (X,Y ) of the vertex set of S is a
k-separation of S if min{|X|, |Y |} ≥ k and cS(X) < k. An isotropic system is k-connected if it has no
k′-separation with 1 ≤ k′ < k.

The following lemma is straightforward from the definition.

Lemma 3.5. If S = (V,L) is a 3-connected isotropic system with |V | ≥ 4, then |supp(a)| ≥ 3 for
every nonzero vector a ∈ L.

Proof. Suppose that there is a nonzero vector a ∈ L with |supp(a)| ≤ 2. Let X = supp(a). Then
dim(L|⊆X) ≥ 1 because of a, so cS(X) = |X| − dim(L|⊆X) ≤ |X| − 1. Therefore, S has an |X|-
separation (X,V −X), which contradicts the assumption that S is 3-connected.

For an isotropic system S, a vertex v is non-essential if at least two of S|vα, S|
v
β , S|

v
γ are 3-connected,

and essential otherwise.
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3.3 Fundamental graphs

For a graph G = (V,E) and two supplementary vectors a and b in KV , let LG be the subspace of KV

spanned by {a[NG(v)] + b[{v}] : v ∈ V }. Bouchet [4, (3.1)] proved that S = (V,LG) is an isotropic
system. We call a triple (G,a,b) a graphic presentation of S.

A vector a ∈ KV is an Eulerian vector of an isotropic system S = (V,L) if a is complete and
a[X] 6∈ L for every nonempty subset X of V .

Lemma 3.6 (Bouchet [4, (4.1)]). Let S be an isotropic system. For every complete vector c, there is
an Eulerian vector a of S supplementary to c.

Proposition 3.7 (Bouchet [4, (4.3) and (4.4)]). Let a be an Eulerian vector of an isotropic system
S = (V,L). Then for each v ∈ V , there is a unique vector bv ∈ L such that

(i) 〈bv(v),a(v)〉K = 1, and

(ii) 〈bv(w),a(w)〉K = 0 for all w ∈ V − {v}.

Moreover, bv(w) 6= 0 if and only if bw(v) 6= 0 for all distinct v,w ∈ V , and {bv : v ∈ V } is a basis
of L.

The set of such vectors bv for all v ∈ V is called the fundamental basis of L with respect to a. The
fundamental graph of an isotropic system S = (V,L) with respect to an Eulerian vector a is a graph
on V such that two vertices v and w are adjacent if and only if bv(w) 6= 0, where {bv : v ∈ V } is the
fundamental basis of S with respect to a. Let b be the complete vector such that b(v) = bv(v). Then
b is supplementary to a. The following proposition shows that (G,a,b) is a graphic presentation of S.

Proposition 3.8 (Bouchet [4, (4.5)]). Let S be an isotropic system.

(i) If (G,a,b) is a graphic presentation of S, then a is an Eulerian vector of S.

(ii) For an Eulerian vector a of S, let G be the fundamental graph of S with respect to a, let
{bv : v ∈ V } be the fundamental basis of S with respect to a, and let b be the complete vector
such that b(v) = bv(v) for all v ∈ V . Then (G,a,b) is a graphic presentation of S. Furthermore,
if (G,a,b′) is a graphic presentation of S, then b′ = b.

Bouchet [5] explains a relation between the connectivity function of an isotropic system and the
cut-rank of its fundamental graph.

Proposition 3.9 (Bouchet [5, Theorem 6]). Let G be a fundamental graph of an isotropic system S.
Then cS(X) = ρG(X) for every subset X of the vertex set of G.

Corollary 3.10 (Bouchet [5, Theorem 11]). Let G be a fundamental graph of an isotropic system S
with at least four vertices. Then S is 3-connected if and only if G is prime.

Lemma 3.11 (Bouchet [5, Theorem 23]). No isotropic system on 4 vertices is 3-connected.

An isotropic system is cyclic if it has a cycle graph of length at least 5 as a fundamental graph.

Lemma 3.12 (Bouchet [5, Theorem 23]). An isotropic system on 5 vertices is 3-connected if and only
if it is cyclic.

For a vertex v of Cn with n ≥ 5, neither Cn \ v nor Cn/v is prime, and therefore we deduce the
following.

Lemma 3.13 (Allys [1, Lemma 4.2]). If S is a cyclic isotropic system with at least 5 vertices, then S
is prime and every vertex is essential.

We dedicate the remainder of this subsection to explaining the relation between minors of an
isotropic system and vertex-minors of its fundamental graph.
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Lemma 3.14 (Bouchet [2, (9.4)]). Let a be an Eulerian vector of an isotropic system S = (V,L), and
let v be a vertex of S. Let a′ and a′′ be two complete vectors such that a[V − {v}] = a′[V − {v}] =
a′′[V − {v}] and {a(v),a′(v),a′′(v)} = K − {0}. Then exactly one of a′ and a′′ is an Eulerian vector
of S.

We write a ∗ v to denote such an Eulerian vector a′ or a′′ in Lemma 3.14.

Lemma 3.15 (Bouchet [4, (7.1)]). Let a and b be Eulerian vectors of an isotropic system S. Then
there is a sequence of vertices v1, v2, . . . , vk such that b = a ∗ v1 ∗ v2 ∗ · · · ∗ vk.

Proposition 3.16 (Bouchet [4, (7.6) and (8.3)]). Let (G,a,b) be a graphic presentation of S. For a
vertex u and an edge vw of G,

(G,a,b) ∗ u := (G ∗ u, a+ b[{u}], a[NG(u)] + b)

and
(G,a,b) ∧ vw := (G ∧ vw, a[V − {v,w}] + b[{v,w}], a[{v,w}] + b[V − {v,w}])

are graphic presentations of S.

Therefore, fundamental graphs of an isotropic system are locally equivalent. We say that two
graphic presentations (G,a,b) and (H, c,d) of an isotropic system are locally equivalent if (H, c,d) =
(G,a,b) ∗ v1 · · · ∗ vm for some vertices v1, . . . , vm. They are pivot-equivalent if (H, c,d) = (G,a,b) ∧
e1 · · · ∧ em for some edges e1, . . . , em.

Proposition 3.17 (Bouchet [4, (9.1)]; see Oum [18, Proposition 3.7]). Let (G,a,b) be a graphic
presentation of S = (V,L). Then one of the following is a graphic presentation of S|vx.

(i) (G \ v, pV−{v}(a), pV−{v}(b)) if either x = a(v) or v is an isolated vertex,

(ii) (G ∧ vw \ v, pV−{v}(a[V − {v,w}] + b[{v,w}]), pV−{v}(a[{v,w}] + b[V − {v,w}])) if x = b(v)
and w is a neighbor of v, and

(iii) (G ∗ v \ v, pV−{v}(a), pV−{v}(a[NG(v)] + b)) otherwise.

Corollary 3.18. Let G be a fundamental graph of an isotropic system S with at least five vertices. A
vertex of S is non-essential in S if and only if it is non-essential in G.

4 Triangles in 3-connected isotropic systems

Let S = (V,L) be an isotropic system. A triangle in S is a vector in L such that the size of its
support is 3. Let H(S) be the 3-uniform hypergraph on V whose edge set is the set of supports of
triangles in S. First, we present several lemmas of Allys [1] which show the existence of triangles
whose supports contain some essential vertices in a 3-connected isotropic system.

Lemma 4.1 (Allys [1, Lemma 3.3]). Let S = (V,L) be a 3-connected isotropic system with |V | ≥ 4.
If t and t′ are triangles in S, then one of the following holds.

(i) supp(t) and supp(t′) are disjoint.

(ii) supp(t) ∩ supp(t′) = {v} and t(v) = t′(v) for some v ∈ V .

(iii) supp(t) ∩ supp(t′) = {v,w}, t(v) 6= t′(v), and t(w) 6= t′(w) for some v,w ∈ V .

(iv) t = t′.

By Lemma 4.1, in a 3-connected isotropic system S with at least 4 vertices, triangles have distinct
supports, and thus there is a bijection from the set of triangles of S to the set of edges of H(S). Now
we investigate what vertices of a tight path in H(S) are essential or non-essential in S. Recall that a
vertex v of S is essential if at least two of S|vα, S|

v
β, S|

v
γ are 3-connected.
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Lemma 4.2. Let S be an isotropic system with at least 5 vertices, and let t be a triangle in S. Then
for each v in the support of t, S|v

t(v) is not 3-connected.

Proof. A minor S|v
t(v) has a nonzero vector pV−{v}(t) whose support has size 2. By Lemma 3.5, S|v

t(v)
is not 3-connected.

Lemma 4.3. Let S be a 3-connected isotropic system with at least 5 vertices. Every internal vertex
of a tight path in H(S) is essential in S.

Proof. It is enough to prove that if t and t′ are triangles in S such that supp(t) ∩ supp(t′) = {v,w},
then v is essential in S. By Lemma 4.2, neither S|v

t(v) nor S|v
t′(v) is 3-connected. By Lemma 4.1,

t(v) 6= t′(v) and, therefore, v is essential in S.

Lemma 4.4. Let S be a 3-connected isotropic system. For distinct vertices u and v of H(S), there
are at most three edges of H(S) incident with both u and v.

Proof. Suppose that there are four distinct triangles t1, t2, t3, and t4 in S whose supports contain
both u and v. Then tk(u) ∈ K − {0} = {α, β, γ} for each 1 ≤ k ≤ 4. So ti(u) = tj(u) for some
distinct i and j. By Lemma 4.1, ti = tj, which is a contradiction.

Lemma 4.5. Let S be a 3-connected isotropic system. Let {u, v, w1} and {u, v, w2} be distinct edges
in H(S). If e is an edge incident with u in H(S), then e is incident with at least one of v, w1, and w2.

Proof. Let t1 and t2 be triangles in S whose supports are {u, v, w1} and {u, v, w2}, respectively.
Let t be a triangle whose support is e. By Lemma 4.1, t1(u) 6= t2(u). Without loss of generality,
t(u) 6= t1(u). By Lemma 4.1, |supp(t) ∩ supp(t1)| = 2, so e is incident with v or w1.

Lemma 4.6 (Allys [1, Lemma 3.5]). Let S = (V,L) be a 3-connected isotropic system with at least 4
vertices. For a vertex v ∈ V and two distinct x, y ∈ K − {0}, if neither S|vx nor S|vy is 3-connected,
then S has a triangle t such that t(v) ∈ {x, y}.

Lemma 4.6 implies that for a 3-connected isotropic system S with at least 4 vertices, if a vertex is
essential, then it is incident with an edge of H(S).

Lemma 4.7 (Allys [1, Lemma 3.5]1). Let t be a triangle in a 3-connected isotropic system S with at
least 4 vertices, where supp(t) = {u, v, w}. For x ∈ K − {0, t(u)} and y ∈ K − {0, t(w)}, if neither
S|ux nor S|wy is 3-connected, then there are triangles t1 and t2 (possibly t1 = t2) such that t1(u) = x,
t2(w) = y, and t1(v) = t2(v).

Lemma 4.8. For a 3-connected isotropic system S with at least 4 vertices, if an edge e of H(S) is
incident with at least two essential vertices in S, then H(S) has an edge e′ such that |e ∩ e′| = 2.

Proof. Let u,w ∈ e be distinct essential vertices in S and let t be a triangle in S such that supp(t) = e.
Because u and w are essential, we have x ∈ K − {0, t(u)} and y ∈ K − {0, t(w)} such that neither
S|ux nor S|wy is 3-connected. By Lemma 4.7, S has a triangle t1 such that t1(u) = x. Then an edge
e′ := supp(t1) of H(S) satisfies that |e ∩ e′| = 2 by Lemma 4.1.

Lemma 4.8 provides a sufficient condition for extending a tight path of length 1. Now we aim to
prove that two ends of a maximal tight path in H(S) are non-essential unless S is cyclic.

In the next two lemmas, we show that under some assumptions, no internal vertex of a tight path
of length at least 3 in H(S) is incident with edges not on the path. By Figure 4, it is necessary to
require that S does not have C5 or C6 as a fundamental graph. Our proof of the following lemma is
motivated by the proof of Claim 3 in Allys [1, Theorem 4.3] proving a weaker statement.

Lemma 4.9. Let S = (V,L) be a 3-connected isotropic system and let P = v0v1v2v3v4 be a tight path
in H(S). If neither C5 nor C6 is a fundamental graph of S, then P contains every edge of H(S)
incident with v2.

1In [1], there are two Lemmas 3.5, and this is the second Lemma 3.5.
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C5 C6

Figure 4: Illustrations of H(S) for an isotropic system S whose fundamental graph is C5 or C6.

Proof. By Lemma 3.12, we may assume that |V | ≥ 6. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, let ti be a triangle whose
support is {vi−1, vi, vi+1}. By Lemma 4.1 applied to t1 and t3, we have t1(v2) = t3(v2). By Lemma 4.1
applied to t1 and t2, we have t1(v1) 6= t2(v1) and t1(v2) 6= t2(v2). Also by applying Lemma 4.1 to t2
and t3, we have t2(v2) 6= t3(v2) and t2(v3) 6= t3(v3).

Suppose for contradiction that S has a triangle t such that v2 ∈ supp(t) and t 6= ti for all
i ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

We first claim that t(v2) = t2(v2). Suppose that t(v2) 6= t2(v2). By Lemma 4.1, |supp(t) ∩
supp(t2)| = 2. Therefore there is a unique j ∈ {1, 3} such that vj ∈ supp(t)∩supp(t2) and furthermore
t2(vj) 6= t(vj). By reversing the path if necessary, we may assume that j = 3 and v1 /∈ supp(t). Since
v2, v3 ∈ supp(t)∩ supp(t3), by applying Lemma 4.1, we deduce that t(v3) 6= t3(v3) and t(v2) 6= t3(v2).
Since t3(v2) 6= t2(v2), we deduce that t(v2) = t2(v2)+t3(v2) = t2(v2)+t1(v2) 6= t1(v2). By Lemma 4.1,
|supp(t) ∩ supp(t1)| = 2 and therefore v0 ∈ supp(t). Thus we deduce that supp(t) = {v0, v2, v3}. As
t1(v3) = 0 and t2(v3) 6= t(v3), we deduce that t1, t2, t are linearly independent, so c({v0, v1, v2, v3}) =
4−dim(L|⊆{v0,v1,v2,v3}) ≤ 1, where c is the connectivity function of S. This contracts to the assumption
that S is 3-connected. Therefore, t(v2) = t2(v2).

By Lemma 4.1 for t and t2, the support of t contains neither v1 nor v3. Since t(v2) 6= t1(v2),
by Lemma 4.1, supp(t) contains v0 and t(v0) 6= t1(v0). Similarly, as t(v2) 6= t3(v2), the support
of t contains v4 and t(v4) 6= t3(v4). Hence supp(t) = {v0, v2, v4} and t1, t2, t3, t are linearly
independent, so c({v0, v1, v2, v3, v4}) ≤ 5−dim(L|⊆{v0,v1,v2,v3,v4}) = 1. Since S is 3-connected, we have
|V −{v0, v1, v2, v3, v4}| ≤ 1 and therefore |V | = 6. Let v5 denote the vertex of V other than v0, . . . , v4.
Because of t1, we have dim(L|⊆{v0,v1,v2}) ≥ 1. By Proposition 3.2(ii), c({v3, v4, v5}) = c({v0, v1, v2})
and thus dim(L|⊆{v3,v4,v5}) = dim(L|⊆{v0,v1,v2}) ≥ 1. Then S has a nonzero vector t4 such that
supp(t4) ⊆ {v3, v4, v5}. By Lemma 3.5, t4 is a triangle whose support is {v3, v4, v5}. Similarly, because
of t2 and t3, there are triangles t5 and t0 whose supports are {v4, v5, v0} and {v5, v0, v1}, respectively.
Let v−1 := v5, v6 := v0, t6 := t0, and t7 := t1. Let C6 be the cycle graph on {v0, v1, . . . , v5} in
this order and let a and b be vectors in KV such that a(vi) = ti+1(vi) and b(vi) = ti(vi) for each
0 ≤ i ≤ 5. Then, for every 0 ≤ i ≤ 5,

• a and b are supplementary by Lemma 4.1,

• ti(vi+1) = ti+2(vi+1) = a(vi+1) by Lemma 4.1,

• ti(vi−1) = a(vi−1) by the definition of a,

• ti(vi) = b(vi) by the definition of b, and

• ti(w) = 0 for all w ∈ V \ supp(ti).

Then ti = a[NC6
(vi)] + b[{vi}] for each i. Therefore (C6,a,b) is a graphic presentation of S and so

C6 is a fundamental graph of S, contradicting the assumption.
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Lemma 4.10. Let S be a 3-connected isotropic system. Let P = v0v1v2v3v4v5 be a tight path in H(S).
If v0 is non-essential in S, then P contains every edge of H(S) incident with v1.

Proof. Suppose that there is an edge e of H(S) incident with v1 and not in P . By Lemma 4.5, e is
incident with at least one of v0, v2, and v3. Since v0 is non-essential in S, C6 is not a fundamental
graph of S and therefore neither v2 nor v3 is incident with e by Lemma 4.9. Thus e is incident with
both v0 and v1. Let v 6= v0, v1 be a vertex incident with e. Then vv0v1v2 is a tight path and by
Lemma 4.3, v0 is essential in S, contradicting the assumption.

By Lemmas 4.9 and 4.10, we deduce the following.

Proposition 4.11. For a 3-connected isotropic system S, if H(S) has a tight path P = v0v1 · · · vk+1

of length k ≥ 4 such that v0 and vk+1 are non-essential in S, then P contains every edge of H(S)
incident with at least one of v1, v2, . . . , vk.

Lemma 4.12. Let S = (V,L) be a 3-connected isotropic system. If X is a subset of V such that
min{|X|, |V −X|} ≥ 2 and dim(L|⊆X) ≥ |X| − 2, then dim(L|X) = |X|+ 2.

Proof. Recall that by Lemma 3.1, dim(L|⊆X) + dim(L|X) = dim(KX) = 2|X| and c(X) = |X| −
dim(L|⊆X) = dim(L|X)−|X|. Hence dim(L|X) = 2|X|−dim(L|⊆X) ≤ |X|+2. Since S is 3-connected
and min{|X|, |V −X|} ≥ 2, we have c(X) ≥ 2 and so dim(L|X) = |X| + c(X) ≥ |X| + 2. Therefore,
dim(L|X) = |X| + 2.

Lemma 4.13. Let S = (V,L) be a 3-connected isotropic system. Let v0v1 · · · vk+1 be a tight path of
length k ≥ 3 in H(S). If {vk, vk+1, v0} is an edge of H(S), then Ck+2 is a fundamental graph of S.

Proof. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ k, let ti be a triangle in S whose support is {vi−1, vi, vi+1}. Let tk+1 be
a triangle in S whose support is {vk, vk+1, v0}. By Lemma 4.1, we deduce that tk+1(v0) = t1(v0)
and ti−1(vi) = ti+1(vi) for every 2 ≤ i ≤ k. Also by Lemma 4.1, we have that ti(vi) 6= ti+1(vi) and
ti(vi+1) 6= ti+1(vi+1) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k.

Let X = {v2, v3, . . . , vk}. We claim that pX(t1), pX(t2), . . . , pX(tk+1) are linearly independent.
Suppose that

∑k+1
i=1 cipX(ti) = 0 for some c1, c2, . . . , ck+1 ∈ GF(2). For 1 < j < k+1,

∑k+1
i=1 citi(vj) =

cj−1tj−1(vj)+cjtj(vj)+cj+1tj+1(vj) = cjtj(vj)+(cj−1+cj+1)tj+1(vj) and thus cj = 0 because tj(vj)
and tj+1(vj) are linearly independent in K. So c1pX(t1) + ck+1pX(tk+1) = 0. Since 0 = c1t1(v2) +
ck+1tk+1(v2) = c1t1(v2), we deduce that c1 = 0 and so ck+1 = 0. Therefore pX(t1), pX(t2), . . . , pX(tk+1)
are linearly independent. This also implies that t1, t2, . . . , tk+1 are linearly independent.

Hence c({v0, v1, . . . , vk+1}) = k + 2 − dim(L|⊆{v0,v1,...,vk+1}) ≤ 1. Since S is 3-connected, |V −
{v0, v1, . . . , vk+1}| ≤ 1. Hence |V | = k + 3 or k + 2.

We have dim(L|⊆X) ≥ k − 3 = |X| − 2 because t3, t4, . . . , tk−1 are linearly independent. By
Lemma 4.12, dim(L|X) = |X|+2 = k+1. Therefore pX(t1), pX(t2), . . . , pX(tk+1) form a basis of L|X .

Suppose |V | = k+3. Let w be the vertex of V other than v0, v1, . . . , vk+1. Let a and b be vectors
in L such that {t1, . . . , tk+1,a,b} is a basis of L. Since {pX(t1), pX(t2), . . . , pX(tk+1)} is a basis of
L|X , we may assume that pX(a) = 0 and pX(b) = 0. Hence the supports of a and b are subsets
of V − X = {v0, v1, vk+1, w}. Then supp(a) ∩ supp(t2) ⊆ {v1}, so 0 = 〈a, t2〉 = 〈a(v1), t2(v1)〉K . It
implies that a(v1) ∈ {0, t2(v1)} and similarly b(v1) ∈ {0, t2(v1)}. Then one of a, b, and a+ b, say c,
satisfies c(v1) = 0. Then supp(c) ⊆ {v0, vk+1, w}. Since S is 3-connected and c is a nonzero vector,
supp(c) = {v0, vk+1, w} by Lemma 3.5. Then supp(c)∩ supp(tk+1) = {v0, vk+1}. Since v0 ∈ supp(t1),
by Lemma 4.5, the support of t1 contains vk, vk+1, or w, contradicting that supp(t1) = {v0, v1, v2}.
Therefore, |V | = k + 2.

Let t0 be a vector in L such that {t0, t1, . . . , tk+1} is a basis of S. Since {pX(t1), . . . , pX(tk+1)} is
a basis of L|X , we may assume that pX(t0) = 0 and therefore the support of t0 is a subset of V −X =
{vk+1, v0, v1}. Since S is 3-connected and t0 is nonzero, by Lemma 3.5, supp(t0) = {vk+1, v0, v1}.
Let a,b ∈ KV be vectors such that a(vi) = ti+1(vi) and b(vi) = ti(vi) for all 0 ≤ i ≤ k + 1, where
tk+2 := t0. Let Ck+2 be the cycle graph on {v0, v1, . . . , vk+1} in this order. Let v−1 := vk+1, vk+2 := v0,
and tk+3 := t1. Then, for all i ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , k + 1},

• 〈a(vi),b(vi)〉K = 〈ti+1(vi), ti(vi)〉K = 1 by Lemma 4.1,
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• ti(vi+1) = ti+2(vi+1) = a(vi+1) by Lemma 4.1,

• ti(vi−1) = a(vi−1) by the definition of a,

• ti(vi) = b(vi) by the definition of b, and

• ti(u) = 0 for all u ∈ V with u 6= vi−1, vi, vi+1 because supp(ti) = {vi−1, vi, vi+1}.

Thus ti = a[NCk+2
(vi)] + b[{vi}] for all i and therefore (Ck+2,a,b) is a graphic presentation of S. So

Ck+2 is a fundamental graph of S.

The following lemma provides a sufficient condition to extend a tight path.

Lemma 4.14. Let S = (V,L) be a 3-connected isotropic system. Let v0v1 . . . vk+1 be a tight path of
length k ≥ 2 in H(S). If S is not cyclic and vk+1 is essential in S, then H(S) has a vertex vk+2 such
that

(i) v0v1v2v3v4 or v0v2v1v3v4 is a tight path in H(S) if k = 2, and

(ii) v0v1 . . . vk+1vk+2 is a tight path in H(S) if k ≥ 3.

Proof. Observe that |V | ≥ 6 by Lemmas 3.11 and 3.12 because S is 3-connected and not cyclic and
|V | ≥ k + 2 ≥ 4.

Let a and b be triangles in S whose supports are {vk−2, vk−1, vk} and {vk−1, vk, vk+1}, respectively.
By Lemma 4.1, a(vk−1) 6= b(vk−1) and a(vk) 6= b(vk).

Since vk+1 is essential, there is x ∈ K − {0,b(vk+1)} such that S|
vk+1
x is not 3-connected. By

Lemma 3.5, S|vk
a(vk)

is not 3-connected because the support of pV−{vk}(a) has size 2. Applying

Lemma 4.7 for b, S|vk
a(vk)

, and S|
vk+1
x , we obtain a triangle c in S such that

c(vk+1) = x 6= b(vk+1).

By Lemma 4.1 for b and c, the support of c contains exactly one of vk−1 and vk.
As S is 3-connected, c({vk−2, vk−1, vk, vk+1}) ≥ 2 and therefore dim(L|⊆{vk−2,vk−1,vk,vk+1}) ≤ 2.

Observe that a, b, and c are linearly independent. Since the supports of a and b are subsets
of {vk−2, vk−1, vk, vk+1}, the support of c is not a subset of {vk−2, vk−1, vk, vk+1} because other-
wise L|⊆{vk−2,vk−1,vk,vk+1} contains three linearly independent vectors. Thus vk−2 6∈ supp(c), be-
cause |supp(c) ∩ {vk−1, vk, vk+1}| = 2. If k = 2, then c = {v2, v3, v4} or {v1, v3, v4} for some
v4 ∈ V \ {v0, v1, v2, v3} and therefore v0v1v2v3v4 or v0v2v1v3v4 is a tight path in H(S). Hence we
may assume that k ≥ 3.

Since neither C5 norC6 is a fundamental graph of S, by Lemma 4.9, a tight path vk−3vk−2vk−1vkvk+1

contains every edge of H(S) incident with vk−1 and so vk−1 /∈ supp(c). This implies that vk, vk+1 ∈
supp(c). For each i ∈ {0, . . . , k−3}, as a cycle Ck−i+2 is not a fundamental graph of S, by Lemma 4.13
applied to a tight path vivi+1 · · · vkvk+1, a set {vi, vk, vk+1} is not an edge of H(S). Hence none of v0,
v1, . . ., vk−3 is in the support of c. Recall that vk−2 /∈ supp(c). Therefore supp(c) = {vk, vk+1, vk+2}
for some vk+2 ∈ V \ {v0, . . . , vk+1} and v0v1v2 · · · vk+1vk+2 is a tight path in S.

For a 3-connected isotropic system S with at least five vertices, Lemma 4.3 states that if v0v1 . . . vk+1

is a tight path of length k ≥ 2 in H(S), then v1, v2, . . . , vk are essential in S. The following proposition
provides a feature of ends of a maximal tight path when S is not cyclic. Recall that a tight path has
exactly two ends if its length is at least 2.

Proposition 4.15. Let S be a 3-connected isotropic system with at least 5 vertices. If S is not cyclic,
then at least two ends of a maximal tight path in H(S) are non-essential in S.

Proof. Let v0v1 . . . vk+1 be a maximal tight path in H(S). If k ≥ 2, then v0 and vk+1 are non-essential
in S by Lemma 4.14. If k = 1, then at least two of v0, v1, v2 are non-essential in S by Lemma 4.8.
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Figure 5: 5 types of partial hypergraphs.

By Proposition 3.9 and Lemma 3.5, for a prime graph G with at least five vertices and X ⊆ V (G),
a subset X has size 3 and |ρG(X)| = 2 if and only if S has a triangle t with supp(t) = X, where S is
an isotropic system having G as its fundamental graph. Therefore, Proposition 4.15 and Theorem 1.10
are equivalent.

It is straightforward to prove Theorem 1.1 from Proposition 4.15.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let G = (V,E) be a prime graph with at least four vertices which is not
locally equivalent to a cycle graph. As no graph on four vertices is prime, |V | ≥ 5. Let a and b be
supplementary vectors in KV . Let S be an isotropic system having a graphic presentation (G,a,b).
Then S is not cyclic because all fundamental graphs of S are locally equivalent. By Corollary 3.10, S
is 3-connected. By Corollary 3.18, v ∈ V is non-essential in G if and only if it is non-essential in S.
Therefore, it suffices to show that S has at least two non-essential vertices.

We may assume that S has an essential vertex. Then by Lemma 4.6, S has a triangle and so
H(S) has a maximal tight path. By Proposition 4.15, at least two ends of the maximal tight path are
non-essential, and therefore S has at least two non-essential vertices.

In the remainder, we describe a structure of a 3-connected isotropic system in terms of triangles,
which will be a major ingredient to prove Theorem 1.5. We first define 5 types of partial hypergraphs.
Let H = (V,E) be a 3-uniform hypergraph and N be a subset of V .

• An N -ear in H is a tight path P of length at least 2 such that two ends are in N , all internal
vertices are in V −N , and no edge in E(H)− E(P ) is incident with an internal vertex of P .

• An N -triangle in H is a partial hypergraph (V ′, E′) of H without isolated vertices such that

(△1) V ′ ⊆ N ,

(△2) |E′| = 1,

(△3) |V ′ ∩ e| 6= 2 for all edges e of H.

• An N -windmill in H is a partial hypergraph (V ′, E′) of H without isolated vertices for which
there is a vertex v /∈ N such that

(W1) V ′ − {v} ⊆ N ,
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(W2) E′ is the set of all edges of H incident with v,

(W3) E′ 6= ∅,

(W4) |e ∩ e′| 6= 2 for all edges e of H and all edges e′ in E′.

• An N -tripod in H is a partial hypergraph (V ′, E′) of H without isolated vertices for which there
are two distinct vertices v,w /∈ N such that

(Y1) V ′ − {v,w} ⊆ N ,

(Y2) E′ is the set of all edges of H incident with both v and w,

(Y3) |E′| = 3,

(Y4) no edge of H is incident with exactly one of v and w.

• An N -table in H is a partial hypergraph (V ′, E′) of H without isolated vertices for which there
are three distinct vertices u, v, w /∈ N such that

(T1) V ′ − {u, v, w} ⊆ N ,

(T2) E′ is the set of all edges of H incident with at least two of u, v, and w,

(T3) |E′| = 4,

(T4) e ∩ {u, v, w} 6= e′ ∩ {u, v, w} and e− {u, v, w} 6= e′ − {u, v, w} for distinct edges e, e′ in E′,

(T5) no edge of H is incident with exactly one of u, v, and w.

See Figure 5 for illustrations for these 5 types of hypergraphs. It is easy to observe the following two
lemmas from the definition.

Lemma 4.16. Let H be a 3-uniform hypergraph and N ⊆ V (H). If each of H1 and H2 is an N -ear,
an N -triangle, an N -windmill, an N -tripod, or an N -table in H, then H1 = H2 or (V (H1) − N) ∩
(V (H2)−N) = ∅.

Lemma 4.17. Let H be a 3-uniform hypergraph and N ⊆ V (H). Let H ′ be an N -ear, an N -triangle,
an N -windmill, an N -tripod, or an N -table of H.

(i) If P is a tight path of H such that E(P ) ∩ E(H ′) 6= ∅, then E(P ) ⊆ E(H ′).

(ii) If P is a maximal tight path of H contained in H ′, then V (P )−N = V (H ′)−N .

Theorem 4.18. Let S be a 3-connected isotropic system with at least 5 vertices and let N be the
set of non-essential vertices in S. If N 6= ∅, then the set of edge sets of all N -ears, N -triangles,
N -windmills, N -tripods, and N -tables in H(S) is a partition of the edge set of H(S).

Proof. As N 6= ∅, by Lemma 3.13, S is not cyclic. Note that for distinct x and y in N , there is at most
one edge of H(S) containing both x and y by Lemma 4.3. It suffices to show that each edge e of H(S)
is contained in an N -ear, an N -triangle, an N -windmill, an N -tripod, or an N -table, because if e is
contained in two of such partial hypergraphs H1 and H2, then either both H1 and H2 are N -triangles,
meaning that H1 = H2, or e is incident with a vertex not in N , implying that H1 and H2 share a
vertex not in N , thus H1 = H2 by Lemma 4.16.

If all three vertices incident with e are non-essential in S, then a hypergraph (e, {e}) is an N -
triangle in H(S) because (△3) holds by Lemma 4.3. Therefore, we may assume that e is incident
with an essential vertex in S. Let P be a maximal tight path in H(S) containing e. We denote P
by a sequence av1v2 · · · vkb of distinct vertices, where k is the length of P . If k ≥ 2, then the internal
vertices v1, . . . , vk of P are essential in S by Lemma 4.3. If k = 1, then by relabelling, we may assume
that v1 is essential in S. By Proposition 4.15, two ends a and b of P are non-essential in S.

Suppose that P includes every edge of H(S) incident with some of v1, v2, . . . , vk. If k = 1, then P
is an N -windmill because (W4) holds by the assumption that P is maximal. If k > 1, then P is an
N -ear. Therefore, we may assume that H(S) has an edge f 6∈ E(P ) incident with some of v1, . . . , vk.
If the length of P is more than 3, then no such f exists by Proposition 4.11. Hence k ≤ 3.
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Case I. k = 3.
By Lemma 4.9, f is not incident with v2. Without loss of generality, we may assume that f is

incident with v1. Since v1 ∈ f and v2 6∈ f , by Lemma 4.5 applied to edges {a, v1, v2} and {v1, v2, v3},
we deduce that f is incident with a or v3. By Lemma 4.3, f is not incident with a because otherwise
f and {a, v1, v2} form a tight path, implying that a is essential in S. Therefore, f = {v1, v3, c} for
some c ∈ V (H(S))− V (P ).

Now we show that H ′ := (V (P ) ∪ {c}, E(P ) ∪ {f}) is an N -table in H(S). Note that V (H ′) =
{a, b, c, v1, v2, v3} and E(H ′) = {{a, v1, v2}, {b, v2, v3}, {c, v1, v3}, {v1, v2, v3}}. Thus (T3) holds and
(T4) holds for {u, v, w} = {v1, v2, v3}. By Lemma 4.9 applied to tight paths av1v2v3b, av2v1v3c, and
bv2v3v1c, we deduce that H ′ has all edges of H incident with v1, v2, or v3. This implies not only (T2)
and (T5), but also c ∈ N by Proposition 4.15 because av2v1v3c is a maximal tight path. It follows
that (T1) holds.

Case II. k = 2.
We prove that H ′ := (V (P )∪ f,E(P )∪ {f}) is an N -tripod in H(S). Trivially (Y3) holds. To see

(Y4) with v := v1 and w := v2, suppose that there is an edge g of H(S) incident with exactly one of
v1 and v2, say v1 by symmetry. By Lemma 4.5 applied to {v1, v2, a} and {v1, v2, b}, we deduce that g
is incident with a or b. However, by Lemma 4.3, g ∩ {a, v1, v2} 6= {a, v1} and g ∩ {v1, v2, b} 6= {v1, b},
contradicting our previous conclusion. This proves (Y4). This also implies that f = {v1, v2, c} for
some c ∈ V (H(S))− V (P ).

By Lemma 4.4, H ′ satisfies (Y2). By (Y4), av1v2c is a maximal tight path in H. By Proposi-
tion 4.15, c ∈ N and so V (H ′)− {v1, v2} = {a, b, c} ⊆ N , implying (Y1).

Case III. k = 1.
Let E′ be the set of edges incident with v1 and let V ′ be the set of all vertices incident with

an edge in E′. We show that H ′ := (V ′, E′) is an N -windmill. By definition, (W2) holds and
e = {a, v1, b} ∈ E′, implying (W3).

To see (W1) with v := v1, suppose that there is an edge g incident with both v1 and a vertex not
in N ∪ {v1}. Let Q be a maximal tight path containing g. By Proposition 4.15, the length of Q is at
least 2 and v1 is not an end of Q. Then Q has two edges e1 and e2 such that both are incident with v1
and |e1 ∩ e2| = 2. By Lemma 4.5 applied to e1 and e2, |{a, v1, b}∩ ei| ≥ 2 for some i ∈ {1, 2}. We may
assume that |{a, v1, b} ∩ e1| ≥ 2. Since P is a maximal tight path, we deduce that |{a, v1, b} ∩ e1| 6= 2
and therefore {a, v1, b} = e1. Then P is a proper subpath of Q, contradicting the assumption that P
is a maximal tight path. Thus, (W1) holds.

If there are edges g ∈ E(H(S)) and g′ ∈ E′ such that |g∩g′| = 2, then by Lemma 4.3, g′ is incident
with at least two essential vertices in S, contradicting (W1). Therefore, (W4) holds.

Corollary 4.19. Let S be a 3-connected isotropic system with at least 5 vertices and let N be the
set of non-essential vertices in S. Let P1 and P2 be maximal tight paths of H(S). If N 6= ∅, then
V (P1)−N and V (P2)−N are equal or disjoint.

Proof. Suppose that there is a vertex v ∈ (V (P1)−N)∩ (V (P2)−N). For i ∈ {1, 2}, let ei be an edge
of Pi incident with v. By Theorem 4.18, for each i ∈ {1, 2}, there is a partial hypergraph Hi of H
such that Hi includes ei and Hi is an N -ear, an N -windmill, an N -tripod, or an N -table. We remark
that since v /∈ N , Hi is not an N -triangle. By Lemma 4.17(i), E(Pi) ⊆ E(Hi). By Lemma 4.16,
H1 = H2. Since P1 and P2 are maximal tight paths of H contained in H1 = H2, by Lemma 4.17(ii),
V (P1)−N = V (P2)−N .

5 Prime graphs with at most two non-essential vertices

We prove a part of Theorem 1.5, that is, if a prime graph with at least 5 vertices has at most 2
non-essential vertices, then it is locally equivalent to θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) for some m and ℓi. We first prove
some lemmas in order to obtain a specific Eulerian vector of an isotropic system.

For two vectors a ∈ KA and b ∈ KB with disjoint sets A and B, let a⊕ b be a vector in KA∪B
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such that

(a⊕ b)(v) =

{

a(v) if v ∈ A,

b(v) otherwise.

If |B| = 1 and b(w) = x for w ∈ B, then we simply write a ⊕ b as a⊕ x. Let 0A be the zero vector
in KA.

Lemma 5.1. Let S = (V,L) be an isotropic system, v be a vertex in V , and x ∈ K − {0}. If
a ∈ KV−{v} is an Eulerian vector of S|vx and 0V−{v} ⊕ x 6∈ L, then a⊕ x is an Eulerian vector of S

Proof. Suppose that a⊕x is not an Eulerian vector of S. We have a nonempty subset X of V such that
(a⊕ x)[X] ∈ L. Then a[X −{v}] ∈ L|vx. Since a is an Eulerian vector of S|vx, we deduce X −{v} = ∅.
Hence X = {v} and therefore 0V −{v} ⊕ x = (a⊕ x)[X] ∈ L, which is a contradiction.

Lemma 5.2. Let W = {w1, w2, . . . , wk} be a set of vertices in an isotropic system S, and let xi ∈
K − {0} for 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Let a1,a2, . . . ,ak be vectors in L such that 〈ai(wi), xi〉K = 1 for every
1 ≤ i ≤ k, and 〈ai(wj), xj〉K = 0 for all 1 ≤ j < i ≤ k. Then S has an Eulerian vector c such that
c(wi) = xi for every 1 ≤ i ≤ k.

Proof. We proceed by induction on k ≥ 0. For k = 0, by Lemma 3.6, S has an Eulerian vector. Now we
assume that k ≥ 1. Observe that pV−{w1}(ai) ∈ L|w1

x1
for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k, and 〈pV−{w1}(ai)(wi), xi〉K =

〈ai(wi), xi〉K = 1 for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k, and 〈pV−{w1}(ai)(wj), xj〉K = 〈ai(wj), xj〉K = 0 for all 2 ≤ j <
i ≤ k. By the induction hypothesis, S|w1

x1
has an Eulerian vector c′ such that c′(wi) = xi for every

2 ≤ i ≤ k. A vector 0V−{w1} ⊕ x1 is not in L, since 〈a1, 0V −{w1} ⊕ x1〉 = 〈a1(w1), x1〉K = 1. Thus, by
Lemma 5.1, the proof is completed.

Lemma 5.3. Let S = (V,L) be a 3-connected isotropic system with at least 5 vertices. Then for
distinct u, v ∈ V and nonzero x, y ∈ K, there is a vector a in L such that 〈a(u), x〉K = 1 and
〈a(v), y〉K = 0.

Proof. Since S is 3-connected, by Lemma 3.5, 0V −{v} ⊕ x /∈ L = L⊥ and therefore L has a vector a1
such that 〈a1(u), x〉K = 1.

Let c ∈ KV be a vector such that c(u) = x, c(v) = y, and c(w) = 0 for all w ∈ V − {u, v}. Again
by Lemma 3.5, c /∈ L = L⊥, and therefore L has a vector a2 such that 〈a2(u), x〉K 6= 〈a2(v), y〉K .

We may assume that 〈a1(v), y〉K = 1, since otherwise we finish the proof by taking a = a1. We
may assume that 〈a2(u), x〉K = 0 and 〈a2(v), y〉K = 1, since otherwise we finish the proof by taking
a = a2. Then a = a1 + a2 satisfies the desired condition.

Proposition 5.4. Let G be a prime graph with at least 5 vertices. If G has at most 2 non-essential
vertices, then G is locally equivalent to a graph isomorphic to θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) for some m and ℓi.

Proof. Since a cycle graph of length k is isomorphic to θ(1, k−1), we may assume that G is not locally
equivalent to a cycle graph. Then by Theorem 1.1, G has exactly two non-essential vertices u and v.

Let V = V (G) and let S be an isotropic system having G as a fundamental graph. Then S is not
cyclic, since all fundamental graphs of S are locally equivalent. Furthermore, S is 3-connected and
has exactly two non-essential vertices by Corollaries 3.10 and 3.18.

By Lemma 4.6, every essential vertex in S is in a tight path of H(S). By Proposition 4.15,
every maximal tight path has u and v as its ends. By Corollary 4.19, there are maximal tight paths
P1, P2, . . . , Pm of H(S) such that V (P1) − {u, v}, V (P2) − {u, v}, . . . , V (Pm) − {u, v} partition the
set of essential vertices in S. Let us denote Pi as a sequence uvi,1 . . . vi,ℓ(i)v. We may assume that
ℓ(1) ≤ ℓ(2) ≤ · · · ≤ ℓ(m). Let ti,j be a triangle in S whose support is {vi,j−1, vi,j, vi,j+1} for each
1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ(i), where vi,0 := u and vi,ℓ(i)+1 := v for each i.

Since all fundamental graphs of S are locally equivalent, it is enough to show that S has a funda-
mental graph isomorphic to θ(ℓ(1) + 1, ℓ(2) + 1, . . . , ℓ(m) + 1) or θ(1, ℓ(1) + 1, ℓ(2) + 1, . . . , ℓ(m) + 1).

Since u, v, and vi,j for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ(i) are distinct, by symmetry of the nonzero
elements in K, we can assume that t1,1(u) = t1,ℓ(1)(v) = α and ti,j(vi,j) = β for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m and
1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ(i). If ℓ(1) = ℓ(2) = 1, then v1,1uvv2,1 is a tight path properly containing P1 and P2,
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which contradicts that P1 and P2 are maximal tight paths. Thus, 2 ≤ ℓ(2) ≤ · · · ≤ ℓ(m). Then
by Lemma 4.1, ti,1(u) = t1,1(u) = α and ti,ℓ(i)(v) = t1,ℓ(1)(v) = α for all 2 ≤ i ≤ m. Applying
Lemma 4.1, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 2 ≤ j ≤ ℓ(i) − 1, we have ti,j−1(vi,j) = ti,j+1(vi,j) 6= ti,j(vi,j) = β.
By symmetry in K − {0}, we can assume that ti,j−1(vi,j) = ti,j+1(vi,j) = α for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m and
2 ≤ j ≤ ℓ(i) − 1. Similarly, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m with ℓ(i) ≥ 2, we have ti,2(vi,1) 6= ti,1(vi,1) = β and
ti,ℓ(i)−1(vi,ℓ(i)) 6= ti,ℓ(i)(vi,ℓ(i)) = β, and thus we can assume that ti,2(vi,1) = ti,ℓ(i)−1(vi,ℓ(i)) = α. In
short, we assumed that

ti,j(vi,j−1) = ti,j(vi,j+1) = α and ti,j(vi,j) = β

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ(i).
By Lemma 5.3, there exist vectors a and b in L such that 〈a(u), α〉K = 1, 〈a(v), α〉K = 0,

〈b(u), α〉K = 0, and 〈b(v), α〉K = 1. Let us denote T := {ti,j : 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ(i)}. Since
〈ti,j(u), α〉K = 〈ti,j(v), α〉K = 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ(m), {a,b}∪T is linearly independent.
Then {a,b} ∪ T is a basis of L because |T | =

∑m
i=1 ℓ(i) = |V | − 2,

Let w1, w2, . . . , wn be all vertices of V such that w1 = u and w2 = v. Let a1 = a and a2 = b.
For k ≥ 3, let ak = ti,j if wk = vi,j. Then 〈ak(wk), α〉K = 1 for all k, and 〈ak(ws), α〉K = 0 for
1 ≤ s < k ≤ n. By applying Lemma 5.2 for w1, . . . , wn and a1, . . . ,an, we obtain an Eulerian vector c
of S such that c(wk) = α for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Let G′ be the fundamental graph of S with respect
to c. Then vi,j is only adjacent to vi,j−1 and vi,j+1 in G′ for each 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ(i)
because ti,j is a vector in the fundamental basis of S with respect to c. Therefore, G′ is isomorphic to
θ(ℓ(1)+1, . . . , ℓ(m)+1) or θ(1, ℓ(1)+1, . . . , ℓ(m)+1) depending on the adjacency between u and v.

6 Graphs consisting of internally-disjoint paths

To complete the proof of Theorem 1.5, we investigate the condition that θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) is prime and
has at most 2 non-essential vertices.

The following lemma provides three ways to extend a prime graph. For a graph G and its induced
subgraph H, a sequence v0, v1, . . . , vℓ of distinct vertices of G is a handle of H if ℓ ≥ 3, {v0, . . . , vℓ} ∩
V (H) = {v0, vℓ}, and vi is only adjacent to vi−1 and vi+1 in G[V (H) ∪ {v1, . . . , vℓ−1}] for every
1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ − 1. We say that G[V (H) ∪ {v1, . . . , vℓ−1}] is obtained from H by adding a handle of
length ℓ.

Lemma 6.1 (Geelen [12]). Let G be a graph with at least 5 vertices.

(a) If G has a vertex v of degree at least 2 such that G \ v is prime and v has no twin in G, then G
is prime.

(b) If G is obtained from its prime induced subgraph with at least 4 vertices by adding a handle, then
G is prime.

(c) If G has an edge e such that both ends of e have degree 2 and G/e is prime, then G is prime.

Proof. Both (a) and (b) were proved by Geelen in Lemma 5.3 and Proposition 5.5, respectively, of [12].
For (c), G/e is isomorphic to G ∗ v \ v, where e = vw. Since G ∗ v \ v is prime with at least 4 vertices,
it is easy to check that none of the two neighbors of v is a twin of v in G ∗ v, and the neighbor of w
other than v is not a twin of v in G ∗ v. Hence v has no twin in G ∗ v. By (a), G ∗ v is prime and
therefore G is prime.

Proposition 6.2. Let m ≥ 2 and ℓ1, . . . , ℓm be positive integers, and G = θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) be a graph
with at least 5 vertices. Then G is prime if and only if |{i : ℓi = 2}| ≤ 1.

Proof. If |{i : ℓi = 2}| ≥ 2, then G has twins and thus it is not prime. Now, let us prove the backward
direction. By Lemma 6.1(c), it suffices to show that θ(1, 2, 3, . . . , 3), θ(2, 3, . . . , 3), θ(1, 3, . . . , 3), and
θ(3, . . . , 3) are prime. By Lemma 6.1(b), it is enough to show that θ(1, 2, 3), θ(2, 3), θ(1, 3, 3), and
θ(3, 3) are prime. Since θ(2, 3) and θ(3, 3) are cycles of length 5 and 6, respectively, they are prime.

18



For the unique common neighbor v of two degree-3 vertices in θ(1, 2, 3), the graph θ(1, 2, 3) ∗ v is
isomorphic to C5 and therefore θ(1, 2, 3) is prime. For an edge e in θ(1, 3, 3) whose both ends have
degree 2, the graph θ(1, 3, 3) ∧ e is isomorphic to C6 and so θ(1, 3, 3) is prime.

The following lemma is useful for finding pivotal vertices in a graph. Remember that all pivotal
vertices are essential.

Lemma 6.3. If v and w are adjacent vertices of degree 2 in a graph G with at least 5 vertices, then
both v and w are pivotal in G.

Proof. By Lemma 2.1, neither G \ v nor G∧ vw \ v is prime and therefore v is pivotal in G. Similarly,
w is pivotal in G.

To find non-essential vertices of θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm), we will use the next two lemmas. A graph is
outerplanar if it has a planar embedding such that every vertex lies on the boundary of the outer face.

Lemma 6.4. An outerplanar graph with at least 5 vertices is prime if and only if it is 2-connected.

Proof. By Lemma 2.1, it is enough to prove the backward direction. Let G be a 2-connected outerpla-
nar graph with at least 5 vertices. We fix an embedding of G into the plane such that the boundary
of the outer face contains every vertex of G. Since G is 2-connected, there is a cycle C in G corre-
sponding to the boundary of the outer face. Let v1, v2, . . . , vn be the vertices of C in the clockwise
order, starting at a vertex v1. Suppose that G has a split (X,Y ). We may assume that |X| ≥ 3 by
swapping X and Y if necessary. By rotational symmetry, we may assume that vn−1 ∈ X and vn ∈ Y .

We claim that if vi ∈ Y for some i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n − 3}, then vi+1 ∈ Y . Suppose that vi+1 ∈ X.
Since (X,Y ) is a split, vi is adjacent to vn−1, and vi+1 is adjacent to vn, contradicting the assumption
that G is outerplanar. This proves the claim.

By the claim, Y −{vn−1, vn} = Y −{vn} = {vi : j ≤ i ≤ n−2} for some j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n−1}. Since
|X| ≥ 3 and |Y | ≥ 2, we deduce that 3 ≤ j ≤ n− 2. Since (X,Y ) is a split, v1, vj−1 ∈ X, vn, vj ∈ Y ,
and v1vn, vj−1vj ∈ E(G), we deduce that v1vj, vj−1vn ∈ E(G), contradicting the assumption that G
is outerplanar.

Lemma 6.5. Let G be a graph and V1, V2, V3 be disjoint subsets of V (G) such that |Vi| ≥ 2 for all i.
If G− Vi is prime for each i, then G is prime.

Proof. Suppose that G is not prime. Then G has a split (X,Y ). We call vertices in X red and vertices
in Y blue.

If neither Vi nor Vj is monochromatic for some distinct i, j, then G − Vk has a split for k 6= i, j,
contradicting that G−Vk is prime. Thus, there is at most one non-monochromatic Vi. We may assume
that V1 and V2 are monochromatic. If V1 and V2 have different colors, then G− V3 has a split, which
is a contradiction. Therefore, we may assume that V1 and V2 are red. Then all blue vertices belong
to V (G)− (V1 ∪ V2) and therefore G− V1 has a split, which is a contradiction.

Now we prove two lemmas presenting non-essential vertices of θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm).

Lemma 6.6. Let G = θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) such that m ≥ 3, ℓ1 ≤ · · · ≤ ℓm, ℓ1 6= 2, ℓ2 ≥ 3, and if m = 3,
then ℓ1 ≥ 3 or ℓ2 ≥ 4. For a vertex x of G, the following are equivalent: (i) x has degree larger than
2, (ii) x is non-pivotal, and (iii) x is non-essential. In particular, G has exactly two non-essential
vertices.

Proof. Trivially, (iii) implies (ii). Observe that |V (G)| = 2 +
∑m

i=1(ℓi − 1) ≥ 6. By Lemma 6.3, (ii)
implies (i). Therefore, it suffices to show that (i) implies (iii). Let u and v be the two distinct vertices
of degree m in G, which are the only vertices of degree larger than 2. We prove that u and v are
non-essential in G. By symmetry, it is enough to show that u is non-essential.

We claim that both G ∗ u \ u and G ∧ uw \ u are prime. This claim implies that u is non-essential
in G.

We proceed by induction on m ≥ 3. Suppose that ℓ1 = 1 and ℓ2 = 3. Then m ≥ 4. For the
middle edge e of a path of length 3 between u and v in G, a graph H := G ∧ e is isomorphic to
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u v

w

G = θ(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3)

u v

G ∗ u \ u

w v

u

G ∧ uw \ u

Figure 6: θ(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3) with 3 ≤ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2 ≤ ℓ3 and its vertex-minors.

u v

G = θ(1, ℓ2, ℓ3)

u v

G ∗ u \ u

v u

G ∧ uv \ u

Figure 7: θ(1, ℓ2, ℓ3) with 4 ≤ ℓ2 ≤ ℓ3 and its vertex-minors.

θ(3, ℓ3, . . . , ℓm). By the inductive hypothesis, both H ∗ u \ u and H ∧ uw \ u are prime. Hence both
G ∗ u \ u = (H ∧ e) ∗ u \ u = (H ∗ u \ u) ∧ e and G ∧ uw \ u = (H ∧ e) ∧ uw \ u = (H ∧ uw \ u) ∧ e are
prime. Therefore we can assume that ℓ1 ≥ 3 or ℓ2 ≥ 4.

Let P1, . . . , Pm be internally-disjoint paths between u and v of lengths ℓ1, . . . , ℓm, respectively, in G
and let Vi := V (Pi)− {u, v} for each i. Then |Vi| = ℓi − 1 ≥ 2 for all i ≥ 2. Let w be the neighbor of
u in P1.

We first consider the case that m = 3 and ℓ1 ≥ 3; see Figure 6. Then |V1| = ℓ1 − 1 ≥ 2. For each
i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, (G ∗ u \ u) − Vi is a cycle of length |Vj | + |Vk| + 1 ≥ 5, where {i, j, k} = {1, 2, 3}, and
thus it is prime. Therefore, G ∗ u \ u is prime by Lemma 6.5. Note that G ∧ uw \ u \ w is isomorphic
to θ(ℓ1 − 2, ℓ2, ℓ3) and thus it is prime by Proposition 6.2. Since w has degree 2 and has no twin in
G ∧ uw \ u, by Lemma 6.1(a), G ∧ uw \ u is prime.

Next we consider the case that m = 3 and ℓ1 = 1; see Figure 7. Then ℓ2 ≥ 4 and w = v because
v is the neighbor of u in P1. Both G ∗ u \ u and G ∧ uv \ u \ v are 2-connected outerplanar and thus
they are prime by Lemma 6.4. Since v has degree 2 and has no twin in G ∧ uv \ u, by Lemma 6.1(a),
G ∧ uv \ u is prime.

Now it remains to consider the case that m ≥ 4. For each 2 ≤ i ≤ 4, as G − Vi is isomorphic to
θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓi−1, ℓi+1, . . . , ℓm), we deduce that both (G∗u\u)−Vi = (G−Vi)∗u\u and (G∧uw\u)−Vi =
(G − Vi) ∧ uw \ u are prime by the inductive hypothesis. Thus by Lemma 6.5, both G ∗ u \ u and
G ∧ uw \ u are prime.

Lemma 6.7. Let G be θ(1, 2, ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) or θ(2, ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) with m ≥ 2 and min{ℓ1, . . . , ℓm} ≥ 3. For
a vertex x of G, the following are equivalent: (i) x has degree larger than 2 or has no neighbor of degree
2, (ii) x is non-pivotal, and (iii) x is non-essential. In particular, G has exactly three non-essential
vertices.

Proof. Note that |V (G)| = 3 +
∑m

i=1(ℓi − 1) ≥ 7. By definition, (iii) implies (ii) and by Lemma 6.3,
(ii) implies (i). Thus, it suffices to show that (i) implies (iii). Let u and v be the two vertices of degree
at least 3 in G and let w be the common neighbor of u and v. Note that w is the unique vertex that
has degree 2 and has no neighbor of degree 2. We claim that u, v, and w are non-essential.

Since θ(1, 2, ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) and θ(2, ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) are locally equivalent by applying a local complementa-
tion at w, we may assume that G = θ(2, ℓ1, . . . , ℓm). Observe that G\w is isomorphic to θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm),
and G ∗w \w is isomorphic to θ(1, ℓ1, . . . , ℓm). By Proposition 6.2, G \w and G ∗w \w are prime and
therefore w is non-essential in G.

Since a cycle graph of length at least 5 has no non-essential vertex, G is not locally equivalent
to a cycle graph. By Theorem 1.1, G has at least two non-essential vertices. Therefore, u or v is
non-essential in G, and by symmetry, both u and v are non-essential in G.
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A graph θ(ℓ1, ℓ2) is a cycle of length ℓ1 + ℓ2, which is prime and has no non-essential vertex if
ℓ1 + ℓ2 ≥ 5. By Proposition 6.2, for positive integers m ≥ 3 and ℓ1 ≤ · · · ≤ ℓm with ℓ2 ≥ 2, a graph
θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) is prime if and only if either (i) ℓ2 ≥ 3 or (ii) ℓ1 = 1, ℓ2 = 2, and ℓ3 ≥ 3. In the next
proposition, we determine the number of non-essential vertices in θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) when it is prime and
m ≥ 3.

Proposition 6.8. Let m and ℓ1, . . . , ℓm be positive integers with m ≥ 3, ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2 ≤ · · · ≤ ℓm, and
ℓ3 ≥ 3 such that either ℓ2 ≥ 3 or (ℓ1, ℓ2) = (1, 2). Let G = θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm).

(1) If ℓ1 = 1, m = 3, and ℓ2 ≤ 3, then G is locally equivalent to a cycle of length ℓ2 + ℓ3 and has no
non-essential vertex.

(2) If ℓ1 = 1, m = 3, and ℓ2 ≥ 4, then G has exactly 2 non-essential vertices.

(3) If ℓ1 = 1, m ≥ 4, and ℓ2 = 2, then G has exactly 3 non-essential vertices.

(4) If ℓ1 = 1, m ≥ 4, and ℓ2 ≥ 3, then G has exactly 2 non-essential vertices.

(5) If ℓ1 = 2, then G has exactly 3 non-essential vertices.

(6) If ℓ1 ≥ 3, then G has exactly 2 non-essential vertices.

Proof. It is obvious to check (1). Lemma 6.6 implies (2), (4), and (6). Lemma 6.7 implies (3)
and (5).

By the preceding proposition, every graph in Θ has at most 2 non-essential vertices. We now prove
Theorem 1.5 from Propositions 5.4 and 6.8.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Let G be a prime graph with at least four vertices. Then |V (G)| ≥ 5 because
no graph on four vertices is prime. Suppose that G is locally equivalent to a graph H ∈ Θ consisting
of m internally-disjoint paths between two fixed distinct vertices having no common neighbors, where
m ≥ 2. If m = 2, then H is a cycle and thus G has no non-essential vertex. If m ≥ 3, then by
Proposition 6.8, G has at most 2 non-essential vertices.

Now, we prove the backward direction. Suppose that G has at most 2 non-essential vertices. By
Proposition 5.4, G is locally equivalent to a graph isomorphic to θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓm) for some m and ℓi.
Since G is prime, m ≥ 2. We may assume that G is not locally equivalent to a cycle graph because
a cycle graph of length k is isomorphic to θ(1, k − 1). Thus m ≥ 3. By Proposition 6.8, we conclude
that ℓi 6= 2 for all i.

7 Pivot-minors and non-pivotal vertices

We prove Theorems 1.3 and 1.6, which are analogues of Theorems 1.1 and 1.5 for pivot-minors. We
also prove Corollaries 1.4 and 1.7. We present useful results first.

Lemma 7.1. A graph is locally equivalent to a cycle of length 5 if and only if it is pivot-equivalent to
a cycle of length 5.

Proof. The backward direction is trivial. The forward direction is easily seen by Figure 8 which depicts
all graphs locally equivalent to a cycle of length 5 up to isomorphism. In Figure 8, G1∧e is isomorphic
to C5, and G2 ∧ e′ is isomorphic to G1. Therefore C5, G1, and G2 are pivot-equivalent.

Theorem 7.2. Let S = (V,L) be an isotropic system, and let (G,a,b) and (H, c,d) be graphic
presentations of S. Then there are nonnegative integers m, k, ℓ, vertices v1, v2, . . ., vm, and edges
e1, e2, . . ., ek, e

′
1, e

′
2, . . ., e

′
ℓ such that the following hold.

(i) For 1 ≤ i ≤ k, ei is an edge of G ∧ e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ei−1.

(ii) {v1, v2, . . . , vm} is an independent set of vertices in G ∧ e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ek.
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C5

pivoting e

e

G1

pivoting e′

e′

G2

Figure 8: All graphs locally equivalent to C5 up to isomorphism.

(iii) For 1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ, e′j is an edge of G ∧ e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ek ∗ v1 ∗ · · · ∗ vm ∧ e′1 ∧ · · · ∧ e′j−1.

(iv) (H, c,d) = (G,a,b) ∧ e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ek ∗ v1 ∗ · · · ∗ vm ∧ e′1 ∧ · · · ∧ e′ℓ

Theorem 7.2 is a slight strengthening of Fon-Der-Flaass [10] in Russian; see also [11, Theorem 3.4].
His theorem states that for two locally equivalent graphs G and H, there are vertices v1, . . . , vm and
edges e1, . . . , ek, e

′
1, . . . , e

′
ℓ satisfying (i)–(iii) and the following replacement of (iv):

(iv′) H = G ∧ e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ek ∗ v1 ∗ · · · ∗ vm ∧ e1 ∧ · · · ∧ e′ℓ.

Our proof of Theorem 7.2 uses the divergence. This technique was introduced by Fon-Der-Flaass [9]
for graphs, and used for isotropic systems by Bouchet [7].

Proof. Let (G′,a′,b′) and (H ′, c′,d′) be graphic presentations pivot-equivalent to (G,a,b) and (H, c,d),
respectively. For v ∈ V , let

dG′,H′(v) :=











0 if c′(v) = a′(v),

1 if c′(v) = b′(v),

2 otherwise.

and let D(G′,H ′) :=
∑

v∈V dG′,H′(v). For each i ∈ {0, 1, 2}, let Ai be the set of vertices v ∈ V such
that dG′,H′(v) = i.

We take G′ and H ′ minimizing D(G′,H ′). To complete the proof, it suffices to show that
(H ′, c′,d′) = (G′,a′,b′) ∗ v1 · · · ∗ vm for some independent set {v1, . . . , vm} in G′. We present four
claims step by step.

Claim I. No vertex in A1 is adjacent to vertices in A1 ∪A2 in G′. Suppose that there is vw ∈ E(G′)
for some v ∈ A1 and w ∈ A1 ∪A2. By Proposition 3.16,

dG′∧vw,H′(v) = 0,

dG′∧vw,H′(w) =

{

0 if w ∈ A1,

2 otherwise,

dG′∧vw,H′(x) = dG′,H′(x) for all x ∈ V − {v,w}.

Therefore, D(G′ ∧ vw,H ′) ≤ D(G′,H ′) − 1, which contradicts our choice of G′ and H ′. This proves
Claim I.

Claim II. A1 = ∅. Suppose that A1 has a vertex v. By Claim I, NG′(v) ⊆ A0. Since (G′,a′,b′) is a
graphic presentation of S = (V,L), L has a vector b′

v such that

b′
v(w) =











b′(v) if w = v,

a′(w) if w is a neighbor of v in G′,

0 otherwise.

Then c′[{v} ∪NG′(v)] = b′
v ∈ L, violating that c′ is an Eulerian vector of S. This proves Claim II.

Note that for each v ∈ A2, d
′(v) is either a′(v) or b′(v) because c′(v) = a′(v) + b′(v). Let B be

the set of vertices v ∈ A2 such that d′(v) = a′(v).
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Claim III. The set A2 is independent in H ′. Suppose that there is vw ∈ E(H ′) for some v,w ∈ A2.
By Proposition 3.16, for each x ∈ {v,w},

dG′,H′∧vw(x) =

{

0 if x ∈ B,

1 otherwise,

and for each y ∈ V − {v,w}, dG′,H′∧vw(y) = dG′,H′(y). Therefore, D(G′,H ′ ∧ vw) ≤ D(G′,H ′) − 2,
a contradiction. This proves Claim III.

Claim IV. B = ∅. Suppose that B has a vertex v. By Claims II and III, NH′(v) ⊆ A0. Since
(H ′, c′,d′) is a graphic presentation of S, there is a vector d′

v in L such that

d′
v(w) =











d′(v) if w = v,

c′(w) if w is a neighbor of v in H ′,

0 otherwise.

Then a′[{v} ∪ NH′(v)] = d′
v ∈ L, which contradicts that a′ is an Eulerian vector of S. This proves

Claim IV.

In conclusion, V − A0 is independent in H ′ and for each v ∈ V − A0, c′(v) = a′(v) + b′(v)
and d′(v) = b′(v). By Propositions 3.16 and 3.8(ii), (G′,a′,b′) = (H ′, c′,d′) ∗ vm · · · ∗ v1 where
{v1, . . . , vm} = V − A0. Equivalently, (H ′, c′,d′) = (G′,a′,b′) ∗ v1 · · · ∗ vm. It is easy to check that
{v1, . . . , vm} is independent in G′ = H ′ ∗ vm · · · ∗ v1.

Corollary 7.3. Let G be a prime graph with at least 5 vertices and let S be an isotropic system
associated with a graphic presentation (G,a,b) such that {a(v),b(v)} = {α, β} for all v ∈ V (G). For
each graphic presentation of (H, c,d) of S, either {v ∈ V (G) : c(v) = γ or d(v) = γ} is empty or has
at least 3 vertices.

Proof. Denote W := {v ∈ V (G) : c(v) = γ or d(v) = γ}. By Proposition 3.16 and Theorem 7.2, we
may assume that (H, c,d) = (G,a,b) ∗ v1 ∗ · · · ∗ vm for some distinct and pairwisely non-adjacent
vertices v1, . . . , vm in G. By Proposition 3.16, c(vi) = γ for all i ∈ [m]. Thus, we may assume
that m ≤ 2. Suppose that m = 1. Then for each w ∈ NG(v1), d(w) = γ by Proposition 3.16
and therefore W = {v1} ∪ NG(v1). Since G is prime and |V (G)| ≥ 5, the minimum degree of G
is 2 or more, which implies that |W | ≥ 3. Hence we may assume that m = 2. Because G has no
twins, |NG(v1)△NG(v2)| ≥ 1. By Proposition 3.16, W = {v1, v2} ∪ (NG(v1)△NG(v2)) and therefore
|W | ≥ 3.

The following corollary was conjectured by Bouchet [6] and proved by Fon-Der-Flaass [10, 11].
It will be used to prove Corollary 1.4. We remark that this corollary is also a consequence of the
following facts on binary matroids and their relation to bipartite graphs. Seymour [22] showed that
if two connected binary matroids on the same ground set have identical connectivity functions, then
they are equal up to duality. It is well known that a binary matroid is uniquely determined by its
fundamental graph, which is bipartite. Oum [17] observed that the connectivity function of a binary
matroid is precisely the cut-rank function of its fundamental graph and locally equivalent graphs have
the same cut-rank functions.

Corollary 7.4 (Fon-Der-Flaass [10, 11]). If two bipartite graphs are locally equivalent, then they are
pivot-equivalent.

For the convenience of readers, we include a proof by Fon-Der-Flaass using Theorem 7.2.

Proof. Let G and H be locally equivalent bipartite graphs. By Theorem 7.2, H = G ∧ e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ek ∗
v1 ∗ · · · ∗ vm ∧ e′1 ∧ · · · ∧ e′ℓ for some edges e1, . . ., ek, e

′
1, . . ., e

′
ℓ and an independent set {v1, . . . , vm} of

G ∧ e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ek. Let G′ := G ∧ e1 ∧ · · · ∧ ek and H ′ := H ∧ e′ℓ ∧ · · · ∧ e′1. Observe that both G′ and
H ′ are bipartite and H ′ = G′ ∗ v1 ∗ · · · ∗ vm. Now it is easy to see that G′ = H ′.
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Lemma 7.5 (Oum [18, Proposition 10.1]). Let (G1,a1,b2) and (G2,a2,b2) be graphic presentations
of an isotropic system. If {a1(v),b1(v)} = {a2(v),b2(v)} for each vertex v, then G1 and G2 are
pivot-equivalent.

Now we prove Theorem 1.3 using Theorem 1.1 together with preceding results.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let G be a prime graph with at least four vertices which has at most 1 non-
pivotal vertex. Denote V := V (G). Then |V | ≥ 5 since no graph on four vertices is prime. If |V | = 5,
then G is locally equivalent to a cycle and therefore it is pivot-equivalent to a cycle by Lemma 7.1.
Thus, we may assume that G has at least 6 vertices.

Since every non-essential vertex is non-pivotal, G has at most 1 non-essential vertex. By Theo-
rem 1.1, G is locally equivalent to a cycle H. It is enough to show that G is pivot-equivalent to H.

Let S be an isotropic system associated with a graphic presentation (G,a,b) where a,b ∈ KV are
supplementary vectors such that a(v) = α and b(v) = β for each v ∈ V . Since H is locally equivalent
to G, there exist supplementary vectors c and d such that (H, c,d) is a graphic presentation of S. A
vertex v is non-pivotal in G if and only if S|vα or S|vβ is 3-connected by Proposition 3.17.

For every vertex v, a vertex-minor H ∗ v \ v is prime and therefore S|v
c(v)+d(v) is 3-connected by

Proposition 3.17. So if c(v) + d(v) ∈ {α, β}, then v is non-pivotal in G. Since G has at most 1 non-
pivotal vertex, by Corollary 7.3, c(v) + d(v) /∈ {α, β} for all v ∈ V (G) and therefore {c(v),d(v)} =
{α, β}. By Lemma 7.5, G and H are pivot-equivalent.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. By Lemma 6.6, every graph in Θ has at most 2 non-pivotal vertices. Thus, it
suffices to show that if a prime graph G with at least 5 vertices has at most 2 non-pivotal vertices, then
G is pivot-equivalent to a graph in Θ. Denote V := V (G). Then |V | ≥ 5 because no graph on four
vertices is prime. If |V | = 5, then G is locally equivalent to a cycle and therefore it is pivot-equivalent
to a cycle by Lemma 7.1. Thus, we may assume that G has at least 6 vertices.

Because G has at most 2 non-essential vertices, by Theorem 1.5, G is locally equivalent to a graph
H ∈ Θ consisting of internally-disjoint paths P1, . . . , Pm between two fixed vertices x and y such that
m ≥ 2 and no Pi has length 2.

Let S be an isotropic system associated with a graphic presentation (G,a,b) where a,b ∈ KV are
supplementary vectors such that a(v) = α and b(v) = β for each v ∈ V . Since G and H are locally
equivalent, there are supplementary vectors c and d such that (H, c,d) is a graphic presentation of
S. By Proposition 3.17, a vertex v is non-pivotal in G if and only if S|vα or S|vβ is 3-connected.

If v is a vertex of degree 2 in H, then H ∗ v \ v is prime by Proposition 6.2. Therefore, S|v
c(v)+d(v)

is 3-connected by Proposition 3.17. So if c(v) + d(v) ∈ {α, β}, then v is non-pivotal in G.
IfH is a cycle, then sinceG has at most 2 non-pivotal vertices, by Corollary 7.3, c(v)+d(v) /∈ {α, β}

for all v ∈ V and therefore {c(v),d(v)} = {α, β}.
If H is not a cycle, then by Lemma 6.6, H has exactly 2 non-essential vertices that are x and y.

Then x and y are non-essential in G and thus they are non-pivotal in G. Therefore no vertex of
degree 2 in H is non-pivotal in G and so {c(v),d(v)} = {α, β} for every vertex v of degree 2 in H.
By Corollary 7.3, {c(x),d(x)} = {c(y),d(y)} = {α, β}.

In both cases, it implies that G is pivot-equivalent to H ∈ Θ by Lemma 7.5.

Here is an easy observation on bipartite graphs.

Lemma 7.6. If G is bipartite and uv is an edge of G, then G ∧ uv is bipartite.

Finally, we are ready to prove Corollaries 1.4 and 1.7.

Proof of Corollary 1.4 using Theorem 1.3. Let G be a prime bipartite graph such that |V (G)| ≥ 4 and
G has fewer than two non-pivotal vertices. Then by Theorem 1.3, G is pivot-equivalent to a cycle C.
By Lemma 7.6, C is bipartite and so it is an even cycle.

Proof of Corollary 1.7 using Theorem 1.6. Let G be a prime bipartite graph such that |V (G)| ≥ 4
and G has fewer than three non-pivotal vertices. Then by Theorem 1.6 and Lemma 7.6, G is pivot-
equivalent to some bipartite graph in Θ.
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In the remainder of this section, we will show that Corollary 1.4 can be deduced directly from
Theorem 1.1 without using Theorem 1.3. For that, we will need several properties of bipartite graphs.

Lemma 7.7 (Allys [1, Lemma 5.2]). No bipartite graph is locally equivalent to an odd cycle of length
at least five.

Allys proved the preceding lemma by using isotropic systems. Lemma 7.7 is also implied by the
following theorem of Fon-Der-Flaass [9], which was published earlier than [1]. We provide another
proof of Lemma 7.7 in Appendix A.

Theorem 7.8 (Fon-Der-Flaass [9, Theorem 5.1]). Every graph locally equivalent to a cycle of length
at least five is Hamiltonian.

Allys stated that Lemma 7.7 can be used to show that Theorem 4.3 of [1] implies the wheel and
whirl theorem of Tutte [24, 8.2] for binary matroids. However, we believe that the next lemma is
necessary to complete this implication.

Lemma 7.9. A bipartite graph with at least five vertices is locally equivalent to a cycle if and only if
it is pivot-equivalent to an even cycle.

Proof. Since the backward direction is trivial, we now prove the forward direction. Let G be a bipartite
graph locally equivalent to a cycle C of length at least 5. By Lemma 7.7, C must be an even cycle
and by Corollary 7.4, G and C are pivot-equivalent.

Proof of Corollary 1.4 using Theorem 1.1. It is straightforward from Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 7.9.

8 Proofs of Applications

We present proofs of Corollaries 1.8, 1.9, and 1.2.

Proof of Corollary 1.8. It suffices to show that G has a vertex v ∈ V (G) − {x, y} such that G \ v,
G ∗ v \ v, or G/v is prime. By Theorem 1.5, we may assume that G is locally equivalent to a graph
G′ in Θ. As |V (G′)| = |V (G)| ≥ 6 and G′ has at most two vertices of degree larger than 2, there is
a vertex v ∈ V (G′) − {x, y} such that degG′(v) = 2. By Proposition 6.2, (G′ ∗ v) \ v is prime and so
G \ v, G ∗ v \ v, or G/v is prime.

Proof of Corollary 1.9. It suffices to show that G has a non-pivotal vertex v in V (G)−{x, y} unless (i)
or (ii) holds. By Theorem 1.6, we may assume that G is pivot-equivalent to a graph G′ in Θ. By (i),
we may assume that G′ is a graph consisting of at least three internally-disjoint paths between two
vertices a and b having no common neighbor. Note that θ(1, 3, ℓ) with ℓ ≥ 3 is pivot-equivalent to a
cycle of length ℓ+3. By (ii), {a, b} 6= {x, y} and we take v ∈ {a, b}−{x, y}. Then by Lemma 6.6, v is
non-pivotal in G′ and so it is non-pivotal in G.

Now let us show Corollary 1.2.

Lemma 8.1. Let G be a graph locally equivalent to the cycle graph Cn = ({v1, . . . , vn}, {vivi+1 : 1 ≤
i ≤ n}), where n ≥ 6 and vn+1 := v1. If G/vi is prime for every 1 ≤ i ≤ n − 1, then n is odd and
G = Hn.

Proof. Let S be an isotropic system associated with a graphic presentation (Cn,a,b), where a and b

are supplementary vectors in KV (Cn) such that a(vi) = α and b(vi) = β for all i. Since G is locally
equivalent to Cn, by Proposition 3.16, there is a pair of supplementary vectors c and d in KV (Cn)

such that (G, c,d) is a graphic presentation of S. As Cn ∗ vi \ vi is prime for each 1 ≤ i ≤ n, by
Proposition 3.17 and Corollary 3.10, S|viγ is 3-connected. Note that neither Cn \vi nor Cn/vi is prime,
implying that neither S|viα nor S|viβ is 3-connected. From the assumption that G/vi is prime for all
1 ≤ i ≤ n − 1, again by Proposition 3.17 and Corollary 3.10, we deduce that d(vi) = γ for each
1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1.

25



Let {ti : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} and {ui : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} be the fundamental bases of L with respect to Eulerian
vectors a and c, respectively, such that ti(vi) = b(vi) = β and ui(vi) = d(vi) for all i. Then for each
i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we have ti(vi−1) = a(vi−1) = α, ti(vi+1) = a(vi+1) = α, and supp(ti) = {vi−1, vi, vi+1}
where v0 := vn. For all i, j ∈ {2, . . . , n}, we have uj(vi) = d(vi) = γ if i = j and uj(vi) = c(vi) 6= γ
otherwise.

Claim I. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1, ui(vn) ∈ {β, γ} and one of the following holds:

• ui(vi+1) ∈ {0, α} and ui(vj) = β for all 1 ≤ j ≤ i− 1.

• ui(vi−1) ∈ {0, α} and ui(vj) = β for all i+ 1 ≤ j ≤ n− 1.

Let us fix i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}. As 0 = 〈ui, ti〉 = 〈ui(vi−1), α〉K + 〈ui(vi), β〉K + 〈ui(vi+1), α〉K =
1+〈ui(vi−1), α〉K+〈ui(vi+1), α〉K , we have that for some s ∈ {1,−1}, ui(vi−s) ∈ {β, γ} and ui(vi+s) ∈
{0, α}. By reversing the labels of vertices if necessary, we may assume that s = −1. Recall that
ui(vj) 6= d(vj) = γ for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n} − {i, n}. Hence ui(vi+1) = β unless i+ 1 = n.

Now let us show that

ui(vj) =

{

β if i+ 1 ≤ j ≤ n− 1,

β or γ if j = n.

We proceed by induction on j. We already show this for j = i + 1 and therefore we may assume
that j ≥ i + 2. By the induction hypothesis, ui(vj−1) = β. Again by the induction hypothesis,
ui(vj−2) = β if j − 2 > i. Note that ui(vi) = γ and therefore 〈ui(vj−2), α〉K = 1. Hence 0 =
〈ui, tj−1〉 = 〈ui(vj−2), α〉K + 〈ui(vj−1), β〉K + 〈ui(vj), α〉K = 1 + 〈ui(vj), α〉K and so we deduce that
ui(vj) ∈ {β, γ}. If j < n, then ui(vj) = β because ui(vj) 6= d(vj) = γ. Therefore Claim I is proved.

Claim II. For all 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1, c(vi) = β.
Let us fix 3 ≤ i ≤ n − 3. By Claim I, either ui(vi+1) = ui(vi+2) = · · · = ui(vn−1) = β or

ui(vi−1) = ui(vi−2) = · · · = ui(v1) = β. By reversing the labels of vertices if necessary, we may
assume that ui(vi+1) = ui(vi+2) = · · · = ui(vn−1) = β. So c(vi+1) = c(vi+2) = · · · = c(vn−1) = β.
Then by Claim I, we may assume that ui+1(vi+2) = β, because otherwise c(vj) = ui+1(vj) = β for all
1 ≤ j ≤ i. As ui+1(vi+2) = β 6= 0, by Proposition 3.7, ui+2(vi+1) 6= 0. Then ui+2(vi+1) = c(vi+1) = β.
By Claim I, for all 1 ≤ j ≤ i+ 1, ui+1(vj) = β and thus c(vj) = β. Hence Claim II is proved.

Let t :=
∑n

i=1 ti. Then t(vi) = β for all i. By Claim II, un(vj) ∈ {0, c(vj)} = {0, β} for all
1 ≤ j ≤ n− 1. Then as 0 = 〈un, t〉 = 〈un(vn), β〉K , we deduce that un(vn) ∈ {0, β}. Then un(vn) = β
because un(vn) = d(vn) 6= 0. Thus,

d(vi) =

{

β if i = n,

γ otherwise.

Then c(vn) is α or γ because c(vn) 6= d(vn) = β. By Claim I, c(vn) = u1(vn) ∈ {β, γ} and therefore
by Claim II,

c(vi) =

{

γ if i = n,

β otherwise.

Hence by Claim I, ui(vn) = c(vn) = γ for every 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1.

Claim III. If 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 2 and ui(vi+1) = 0, then for each j with i+ 1 ≤ j ≤ n− 1,

ui(vj) =

{

0 if j 6≡ i (mod 2),

β otherwise.

We may assume that i+2 ≤ n−1. By Claim II, ui(vi+2) ∈ {0, β}. Since ui(vi) = γ and ui(vi+1) =
0, we have 0 = 〈ui, ti+1〉 = 〈ui(vi), α〉K + 〈ui(vi+1), β〉K + 〈ui(vi+2), α〉K = 1 + 〈ui(vi+2), α〉K and so
ui(vi+2) = β. Therefore we may assume that j ≥ i + 3. By Claim II, ui(vj−2), ui(vj−1), and ui(vj)
are in {0, β}. Then 0 = 〈ui, tj−1〉 = 〈ui(vj−2), α〉K + 〈ui(vj), α〉K and so ui(vj−2) = ui(vj). This
proves Claim III.
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By Claim I, u1(vn) = c(vn) = γ and u1(v2) = 0. Then 0 = 〈u1, tn〉 = 〈u1(v1), α〉K+〈u1(vn), β〉K+
〈u1(vn−1), α〉K = 〈u1(vn−1), α〉K . Hence u1(vn−1) = 0 because c(vn−1) = β. Then by Claim III, n is
odd.

By Claims I and III,

u1(vj) =











0 if j ∈ {2, 4, 6, . . . , n− 1},

γ if j ∈ {1, n},

β otherwise.

Then by Proposition 3.7, uj(v1) = 0 for j ∈ {2, 4, 6, . . . , n − 1}. Then again by Claims I and III, for
each i ∈ {2, 4, 6, . . . , n− 1},

ui(vj) =











0 if j ∈ {1, 3, 5, . . . , i− 1},

γ if j ∈ {i, n},

β otherwise.

By symmetry, we also conclude that for each i ∈ {1, 3, 5, . . . , n− 2},

ui(vj) =











0 if j ∈ {n− 1, n − 3, n− 5, . . . , i+ 1},

γ if j ∈ {i, n},

β otherwise.

Note that for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, two vertices vi and vj are adjacent in G if and only if ui(vj) 6= 0.
Therefore, G = Hn.

Proof of Corollary 1.2. If G is not locally equivalent to a cycle, then by Theorem 1.1, G has a non-
essential vertex v ∈ V (G) − {x} and so G \ v or G ∗ v \ v is prime. Therefore we may assume that G
is locally equivalent to a cycle C. Suppose that for all v ∈ V (G)− {x}, neither G \ v nor G ∗ v \ v is
prime. Because C ∗ v \ v is prime, G/v is prime. By Lemma 8.1, |V (G)| is odd, G is isomorphic to
H|V (G)|, and x is adjacent to all other vertices, a contradiction.
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A Lemma 7.7: An alternative proof

To prove Lemma 7.7 without using isotropic systems and Theorem 7.8, we first review double occur-
rence words, chord diagrams, and circle graphs based on Bouchet [8].

A double occurrence word is a sequence of letters such that each letter appears exactly twice.
The circle graph A(m) of a double occurrence word m is a graph such that (i) its vertex set is the
set of letters appearing in m, and (ii) two vertices v and w are adjacent if and only if they appear
alternatively in m, that is, m = (· · · v · · ·w · · · v · · ·w · · · ) or (· · ·w · · · v · · ·w · · · v · · · ). For instance,
A(abacbc) is a path with 3 vertices.

Given a double occurrence word m, let us write letters of the word along a circle. Then by
connecting the same letters by a chord, we obtain a chord diagram D(m); see Figure 9. We can regard
every chord diagram as a cubic multigraph whose vertices are ends of chords, and edges are chords
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Figure 9: Drawings of D(m) and T (m), where m = (ababcc).
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Figure 10: A drawing of D(m7).

and segments of the circle cut by ends of chords. By contracting all chords of D(m), we obtain a
4-regular multigraph T (m).

For a double occurrence word m and a letter v in m, let m ∗ v be the double occurrence word
obtained from m by reversing the sub-word between two v’s. For instance, (abcdabcd)∗b = (abadcbcd).
One may observe that A(m ∗ v) = A(m) ∗ v and T (m ∗ v) = T (m).

The square G2 of a graph G is a graph on V (G) such that two vertices are adjacent in G2 if and
only if their distance is at most two in G.

Lemma A.1 (see Godsil and Royle [14, Lemma 17.5.1]). Let m be a double occurrence word. Then
D(m) is a planar graph if and only if A(m) is bipartite.

Proof of Lemma 7.7. Suppose that a bipartite graph G is locally equivalent to an odd cycle Ck with
k ≥ 5. The odd cycle Ck is a circle graph, and let mk be a double occurrence word such that
A(mk) = Ck; see Figure 10. Since G and Ck are locally equivalent, there is a sequence a1, a2, . . . , at
of vertices such that G = Ck ∗ a1 ∗ · · · ∗ at = A(mk) ∗ a1 ∗ · · · ∗ at = A(mk ∗ a1 ∗ · · · ∗ at). Let
m := mk ∗a1 ∗ · · · ∗at. By Lemma A.1, D(m) is planar. Then T (m) is planar because T (m) is a minor
of D(m).

It is easy to see that T (mk) is isomorphic to C2
k . Note that C

2
5 is isomorphic to the complete graph

with 5 vertices, and C2
ℓ+2 with ℓ ≥ 3 has a minor isomorphic to C2

ℓ . Therefore, T (mk) is not planar,
and this contradicts that T (mk) = T (m) is planar.

B Binary matroids with few non-essential elements

In this section, we will explain why our theorems restricted to bipartite graphs are equivalent to known
theorems on binary matroids due to Oxley and Wu. We use the same terminology as used in Oxley
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and Wu [19, 20]. An element e of a 3-connected matroid M is deletable if M \ e is 3-connected, and
it is contractible if M/e is 3-connected. We say e is non-essential if it is deletable or contractible.

B.1 Fewer than two non-essential elements

We first review the result of Oxley and Wu [20] extending Tutte’s wheel and whirl theorem [24, 8.3].

Theorem B.1 (Oxley and Wu [20, Corollary 3.5]). Let M be a 3-connected matroid with at least four
elements. Then M has fewer than two non-essential elements if and only if M is a wheel or a whirl.

Since whirls are non-binary, we obtain the following consequence for binary matroids.

Corollary B.2. Let M be a 3-connected binary matroid with at least four elements. Then M has
fewer than two non-essential elements if and only if M is a wheel.

We will show the equivalence of Corollary B.2 and Corollary 1.4. For a base B of a matroid M ,
the fundamental graph of M with respect to B is a graph on E(M) such that two vertices x and y are
adjacent if and only if B△{x, y} is a base of M . It is well known that fundamental graphs determine
connected binary matroids up to duality.

The connectivity function of a matroid M with the rank function r is defined as a function, denoted
by λM , on subsets of E(M) such that λM (X) = r(X)+ r(E(M)−X)− r(E(M)) for each X ⊆ E(M).
Oum [17] observed that if G is a fundamental graph of a binary matroid M , then λM (X) is equal to
the cut-rank function of G and therefore M is 3-connected if and only if G is connected and prime.
Since all prime graphs with at least four vertices are connected, we deduce the following easily.

Lemma B.3. Let M be a binary matroid with at least four elements and let G be its fundamental
graph. Then M is 3-connected if and only if G is prime.

Minors of binary matroids correspond to pivot-minors of their fundamental graphs as follows.

Lemma B.4 (Oum [17]). Let G be the fundamental graph of a binary matroid M with respect to a
base B. Then the following hold.

(i) For an edge uv of G, G ∧ uv is the fundamental graph of M with respect to B△{u, v}.

(ii) For v ∈ E(M)−B, G \ v is the fundamental graph of M \ v with respect to B.

(iii) For v ∈ B, G \ v is the fundamental graph of M/v with respect to B − {v}.

It is easy to see that U2,4 is the unique 3-connected matroid on four elements and therefore there
is no binary 3-connected matroid on four elements. So we deduce the following by using the previous
two lemmas.

Lemma B.5. Let M be a 3-connected binary matroid with at least four elements and let G be its
fundamental graph. Then e ∈ E(M) is non-essential in M if and only if it is non-pivotal in G.

Now we are ready to show how Corollary 1.4 implies Corollary B.2.

Proof of Corollary B.2 using Corollary 1.4. Suppose that M has fewer than two non-essential ele-
ments. Let G be a fundamental graph of M . Then V (G) = E(M) and by Lemmas B.3 and B.5, G is
prime and has fewer than two non-pivotal vertices. By Corollary 1.4, G is pivot-equivalent to an even
cycle C. By Lemma B.4(i), C is a fundamental graph of M and so M is a wheel.

Conversely, a wheel with at least six elements has no non-essential elements. This completes the
proof.

Finally, we prove that Corollary B.2 implies Corollary 1.4.

Proof of Corollary 1.4 using Corollary B.2. Suppose that G is a prime bipartite graph with at least
four vertices having fewer than two non-pivotal vertices. Let M be a binary matroid having G as a
fundamental graph. Then by Lemmas B.3 and B.5, M is 3-connected and has fewer than two non-
essential elements. By Corollary B.2, M is a wheel and by Lemma B.4(i), G is pivot-equivalent to an
even cycle.
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y1
x2

x1 y2 c

Figure 11: A twisted wheel (left) and a multidimensional wheel (right).

B.2 Exactly two non-essential elements

We now discuss the relation between Corollary 1.7 and the results of Oxley and Wu [19]. Before stating
theorems in [19] and their corollary restricted to binary matroids, we quickly review some graphs and
binary matroids defined in [19].

A twisted wheel is a graph obtained from the disjoint union of two paths P1 from x1 to y1 and
P2 from x2 to y2, each of length at least 2, by adding edges from xi to every vertex of P3−i for all
i = 1, 2 and adding an edge y1y2, see Figure 11(left). Note that if M is the cycle matroid of a twisted
wheel, then its fundamental graph with respect to the base marked by thick edges in Figure 11(left)
is isomorphic to θ(1, a, b) with odd integers a, b ≥ 5.

A multidimensional wheel is a graph obtained from θ(ℓ1, . . . , ℓk) with k ≥ 3 and ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ≥ 2
by adding a new vertex c adjacent to all the other vertices, see Figure 11(right). If M is the cycle
matroid of such a multidimensional wheel and B is its base consisting of the edges incident with c,
then its fundamental graph with respect to B is isomorphic to θ(2ℓ1, . . . , 2ℓk) and the two vertices of
degree k belong to B.

For a binary matroids M1 and a matroid M2, if T := E(M1) ∩ E(M2) is a triangle in both M1

and M2, then there is a unique matroid PT (M1,M2), called the generalized parallel connection of M1

and M2 across T , on E(M1) ∪ E(M2) such that for every subset X of E(M1) ∪ E(M2), it is a flat in
PT (M1,M2) if and only if X ∩ E(M1) is a flat in M1 and X ∩ E(M2) is a flat in M2. Observe that if
M1 and M2 have binary representations

M1 :





1 0 1
0 1 1

A1

0 B1



 , M2 :





1 0 1
0 1 1

A2

0 B2





where the first three columns are indexed by elements of T in the same order and 0 represents a zero
matrix, then PT (M1,M2) has the following binary representation









1 0 1
0 1 1

A1 A2

0 B1 0

0 0 B2









.

For a positive integer k, a binary matroid Λk is the vector matroid associated with the following
(k + 1)× (2k + 2) binary matrix

(

Ik 0 1− Ik 1

0 1 1 1

)

,

where 1 is a matrix whose every entry is 1. If k is odd, then let b1, . . . , bk, x, a1, . . . , ak, y be the indices
of the columns in order, and if k is even, then let b1, . . . , bk−1, ak, x, a1, . . . , ak−1, bk, y be the indices of
the columns in order; see [19, page 225]. Then by rearranging the columns b1, . . . , bk, y, a1, . . . , ak, x in
order and taking elementary row operations, we obtain another binary representation of Λk as follows:

(

Ik 0 Ik 1

0 1 1 δk

)

where δk :=

{

1 if k is odd,

0 otherwise.
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Note that for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}, Ti := {y, ai, bi} is a triangle of Λk. We are going to define matroids
M1(n1, n2, . . . , nk) and M2(n1, n2, . . . , nk) for positive integers n1, n2, . . . , nk. Let W1,W2, . . . ,Wk be
matroids such that for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}, Wi

∼= M(Wni+2), E(Wi) ∩ E(Λk) = Ti, and Ti is a
triangle of Wi. For each i ∈ {0, 1, 2 . . . , k}, let

Ni =

{

Λk if i = 0,

PTi
(Wi, Ni−1) \ xi otherwise

where xi is the unique element of Ti in a rim of Wi. If xi = ai for each i = 1, 2, . . . , k, then we
define M1(n1, . . . , nk) := Nk. If xi = ai for each i = 1, 2, . . . , k − 1 and xk = bk, then we define
M2(n1, . . . , nk) := Nk. Then M1(n1, . . . , nk) has the following standard binary representation:











In1
· · · 0 0 An1

· · · 0 1
...

. . .
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 · · · Ink

0 0 · · · Ank
1

0 · · · 0 1 Rn1
· · · Rnk

δk











where An is an n × n matrix such that all diagonal entries and (i + 1, i)-entries with 1 ≤ i ≤ n − 1
are one and the other entries are zero, and Rn is a 1× n matrix such that (1, n)-entry is one and the
other entries are zero. Similarly, M2(n1, . . . , nk) has the following standard binary representation:











In1
· · · 0 0 An1

· · · 0 1
...

. . .
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 · · · Ink

0 0 · · · Ank
1

0 · · · 0 1 Rn1
· · · Rnk

1− δk











.

Then we deduce that M1(n1, . . . , nk) has a fundamental graph isomorphic to θ(1, 2n1+1, . . . , 2nk+1)
if k is odd and θ(2n1 + 1, . . . , 2nk + 1) otherwise. Similarly M2(n1, . . . , nk) has a fundamental graph
isomorphic to θ(2n1 + 1, . . . , 2nk + 1) if k is odd and θ(1, 2n1 + 1, . . . , 2nk + 1) otherwise.

Now we state two results of Oxley and Wu [19] and their corollary for binary matroids.

Theorem B.6 (Oxley and Wu [19, Theorem 1.3]). The class of 3-connected matroids that have exactly
two non-essential elements, each of which is deletable, coincides with the class of matroids that are
constructed as described in (i)–(vi) of [19, Theorem 1.3].

Theorem B.7 (Oxley and Wu [19, Theorem 1.4]). The class of 3-connected matroids that have exactly
two non-essential elements, one of which is deletable and one of which is contractible, coincides with
the non-wheels and non-whirls that are in the class of matroids constructed as described in (i)–(vi)
of [19, Theorem 1.4].

Because deletable elements of a matroid are precisely contractable elements of its dual matroid,
the above two theorems give a full characterization of 3-connected matroids that have exactly two
non-essential elements. The construction of matroids described in Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 in [19] is
complicated, but it is simpler for binary matroids as described below. The following corollaries can
be deduced directly from Corollary 5.4 (or Theorems 5.1 and 5.2) in [19].

Corollary B.8. The class of 3-connected binary matroids that have exactly two non-essential elements,
each of which is deletable, coincides with the class of the cycle matroids of multidimensional wheels.

Corollary B.9. The class of 3-connected binary matroids that have exactly two non-essential elements,
one of which is deletable and one of which is contractible, coincides the class of

(i) the cycle matroids of twisted wheels and

(ii) M1(n1, . . . , nk) and M2(n1, . . . , nk) for k ≥ 3 and n1, . . . , nk ≥ 1.
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If a matroid M is isomorphic to U1,3, U2,3, or the cycle matroid of a triangle-sum of n wheels with
n ≥ 2, then M has exactly three non-essential elements; see the first two lines of page 225 and the
first sentence of the proof of Theorem 1.2 in [19]. Thus, we deduce the following proposition from [19,
Corollary 5.4].

Proposition B.10. A 3-connected binary matroid with at least four elements has exactly two non-
essential elements if and only if it is isomorphic to one of the following matroids:

(i) the cycle matroid of a twisted wheel,

(ii) the cycle or cocycle matroid of a multidimensional wheel, and

(iii) M1(n1, . . . , nk) or M2(n1, . . . , nk) for some k ≥ 3 and n1, . . . , nk ≥ 1.

Then Corollaries B.8 and B.9 follow Proposition B.10 by checking whether non-essential elements
in matroids from (i)–(iii) in Proposition B.10 are deletable or contractible. This can be easily done
by observing their fundamental graphs.

As an example, let us check non-essential elements in the cycle matroid M of a twisted wheel. Let
B be its base inducing a fundamental graph G isomorphic to θ(1, a, b) with odd a, b ≥ 5. Let x and y
be vertices of degree 3 in G such that x ∈ B and y ∈ V (G) −B, respectively. Then as G/x and G/y
are prime, by Lemmas B.4 and B.3, x is deletable and y is contractible in M . Moreover, since neither
G \ x nor G \ y is prime, x is not contractible and y is not deletable in M . This strategy of deciding
deletable and contractible elements similarly works for other matroids in the previous proposition.

Now, the following lemma immediately shows that Proposition B.10 and Corollary 1.7 are equiv-
alent, assuming Corollary 1.4. We omit its easy proof.

Lemma B.11. The following are equivalent for a binary matroid M .

(i) M is isomorphic to one of (i)–(iii) in Proposition B.10.

(ii) M has a fundamental graph isomorphic to one of the following.

• θ(1, a, b) with odd integers a, b ≥ 5,

• θ(2ℓ1, . . . , 2ℓk) with k ≥ 3 and ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ≥ 2, and

• θ(2n1 + 1, . . . , 2nk + 1) or θ(1, 2n1 + 1, . . . , 2nk + 1) with k ≥ 3 and n1, . . . , nk ≥ 1.

(iii) M has a fundamental graph that is isomorphic to a graph in Θ and is not pivot-equivalent to an
even cycle.
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