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Abstract

An integer linear system (ILS) is a linear system with integer constraints. The solution
graph of an ILS is defined as an undirected graph defined on the set of feasible solutions
to the ILS. A pair of feasible solutions is connected by an edge in the solution graph if the
Hamming distance between them is 1. We consider a property of the coefficient matrix of
an ILS such that the solution graph is connected for any right-hand side vector. Especially,
we focus on the existence of an elimination ordering (EO) of a coefficient matrix, which is
known as the sufficient condition for the connectedness of the solution graph for any right-
hand side vector. That is, we consider the question whether the existence of an EO of the
coefficient matrix is a necessary condition for the connectedness of the solution graph for
any right-hand side vector. We first prove that if a coefficient matrix has at least four rows
and at least three columns, then the existence of an EO may not be a necessary condition.
Next, we prove that if a coefficient matrix has at most three rows or at most two columns,
then the existence of an EO is a necessary condition.

1 Introduction

An integer linear system (ILS) has an m × n real coefficient matrix A, an m-dimensional real
vector b, and a positive integer d. In this case, a feasible solution of the ILS is an n-dimensional
integer vector x ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d}n such that Ax ≥ b. The solution graph of an ILS is defined as an
undirected graph defined on the set of feasible solutions to the ILS. A pair of feasible solutions
is connected by an edge in the solution graph if the Hamming distance between them is 1.

We consider a property of the coefficient matrix of an ILS such that the solution graph is
connected for any right-hand side vector. Especially, we focus on the existence of an elimination
ordering (EO) of a coefficient matrix, which is know as the sufficient condition for the connect-
edness of the solution graph for any right-hand side vector. (See Section 2 for the definition
of an EO.) That is, we consider the question whether the existence of an EO of the coefficient
matrix is a necessary condition for the connectedness of the solution graph for any right-hand
side vector.

The results of this paper are summarized as follows. We first prove that if a coefficient
matrix has at least four rows and at least three columns, then the existence of an EO may not
be a necessary condition (Theorem 1). On the other hand, we also prove that if a coefficient
matrix has at most three rows or at most two columns, then the existence of an EO is a necessary
condition (Theorem 2). In fact, we prove the contraposition of the statement. That is, we prove
that if a coefficient matrix does not have an EO, then there exists an right-hand side vector
such that the solution graph is not connected.
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Kimura and Suzuki [5] proved that if the coefficient matrix of an ILS has an EO, then the
solution graph of the ILS is connected for any right-hand side vector. Precisely speaking, Kimura
and Suzuki [5, Theorem 5.1] proved that if the complexity index of the coefficient matrix of an
ILS introduced by Kimura and Makino [4] is less than 1, then the solution graph is connected.
Furthermore, Kimura and Makino [4, Lemma 3] proved that the complexity index is less than 1
if and only if the coefficient matrix has an EO. The complexity index of the coefficient matrix of
an ILS is a generalization of the complexity index for the Boolean satisfiability problem (SAT)
introduced by Boros, Crama, Hammer, and Saks [1], and it depends only on the sign of the
elements of the matrix. It is known that we can determine whether the coefficient matrix of an
ILS has an EO in polynomial time.

The connectedness of the solution graph of an ILS is closely related to a reconfiguration
problem of the ILS. A reconfiguration problem is a problem of finding a sequence of feasible
solutions from the initial solution to the target solution (see, e.g., [3, 6]). For ILS, the standard
reconfiguration problems asks whether a given pair of feasible solutions to the ILS belong to the
same connected component of the solution graph of the ILS. Therefore, if the solution graph
of an ILS is connected, then the answer is always YES. Kimura and Suzuki [5] proved that
computational complexity of the reconfiguration problem for the set of feasible solutions of an
ILS has trichotomy.

An ILS is closely related to SAT. An instance of SAT can be formulated by an ILS. It is known
that computational complexity of the reconfiguration problem of SAT has dichotomy [2, 7].

See Appendix for the proofs of the statements marked by ⋆.

2 Preliminaries

In this paper, let R and Z>0 denote the sets of real numbers and positive integers, respectively.
For all integers n ∈ Z>0, we define [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}. First, we formally define an integer
linear system and its solution graph. Throughout this paper, we fix a positive integer d. Define
D := {0, 1, . . . , d}. The set D represents the domain of a variable in an integer linear system.

Definition 1 (Integer linear system). An integer linear system (ILS) has a coefficient matrix
A = (aij) ∈ R[m]×[n] and a vector b ∈ R[m]. This ILS is denoted by I = (A, b). A feasible
solution to I is a vector x ∈ D[n] such that Ax ≥ b. The set of feasible solutions to I is denoted
by R(I) or R(A, b).

Definition 2 (Hamming distance). Define the function dist : R[n] × R[n] → R by dist(x, y) :=
|{j ∈ {1, . . . , n} : xj ̸= yj}| for all vectors x, y ∈ R[n]. This function is called the Hamming
distance on R[n].

Definition 3 (Solution graph). Let R be a subset of D[n]. We define the vertex set V (R) := R
and the edge set E(R) := {{x, y} : x, y ∈ V (R),dist(x, y) = 1}. We define the solution graph
G(R) as the undirected graph with the vertex set V (R) and the edge set E(R). Furthermore, for
each ILS I, we define G(I) := G(R(I)).

Next, we define elimination and an eliminated matrix. These concepts are used to define an
elimination ordering (EO).

Definition 4 (Elimination). Let A = (aij) be a matrix in R[m]×[n]. Let j be an integer in [n].
We say that A can be eliminated at the column j if it satisfies at least one of the following
conditions.

(i) For all integers i ∈ [m], if aij > 0, then aij′ = 0 for all integers j′ ∈ [n] \ {j}.
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(ii) For all integers i ∈ [m], if aij < 0, then aij′ = 0 for all integers j′ ∈ [n] \ {j}.
Definition 5 (Eliminated matrix). Let A be a matrix in R[m]×[n]. Let J be a subset of [n].
We define the eliminated matrix elm(A, J) ∈ R[m]×([n]\J) as the matrix obtained from A by
eliminating the jth column for all integers j ∈ J . We call the matrix elm(A, J) the eliminated
matrix of A by J .

Definition 6 (Elimination ordering). Let A be a matrix in R[m]×[n]. Let S = (j1, j2, . . . , jn)
be a sequence of integers in [n]. Then S is called an elimination ordering (EO) of A if, for all
integers t ∈ [n], elm(A, {j1, j2, . . . , jt−1}) can be eliminated at jt.

Finally, we define the sign function as follows.

Definition 7 (Sign function). For all real numbers x ∈ R, the sign function sgn : R→ {−1, 0, 1}
is defined as follows. If x < 0, then we define sgn(x) := −1. If x = 0, then we define sgn(x) := 0.
If x > 0, then we define sgn(x) := 1.

2.1 Our contribution

In this paper, we prove following theorems.

Theorem 1. Suppose that m ≥ 4 and n ≥ 3. Then there exists a matrix A ∈ R[m]×[n] satisfying
the following conditions. (i) A does not have an EO. (ii) For all vectors b ∈ R[m], the solution
graph G(R(A, b)) is connected.

Theorem 2. Let A be a matrix in R[m]×[n]. Suppose that, for all vectors b ∈ R[m], the solution
graph G(R(A, b)) is connected. Then if at least one of m ≤ 3 and n ≤ 2 holds, then A has an
EO.

3 Proof of Theorem 1

First, we prove following lemma. This lemma plays an important role in the proof of Theorem 1.

Lemma 1. There exists a matrix A ∈ R[4]×[3] satisfying the following conditions. (i) The matrix
A does not have an EO. (ii) For all vectors b ∈ R[4], the solution graph G(R(A, b)) is connected.

Proof. We define the matrix A as follows.

A =


1 1 0
1 −1 0
−1 0 1
−1 0 −1

 . (1)

It is not difficult to see that A does not have an EO.
Suppose that R(I) is not empty. We take arbitrary vectors b ∈ R[4] and s, t ∈ R(I). Without

loss of generality, we suppose that s1 ≥ t1. We take the path P from s to t defined by

s =

s1
s2
s3

→ u1 =

s1
t2
s3

→ u2 =

t1
t2
s3

→ t =

t1
t2
t3

 .

We prove that u1 ∈ R(I) because

s1 + t2 ≥ t1 + t2 ≥ b1, s1 − t2 ≥ t1 − t2 ≥ b2,

−s1 + s3 ≥ b3, −s1 − s3 ≥ b4.
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We prove that u2 ∈ R(I) because

t1 + t2 ≥ b1, t1 − t2 ≥ b2,

−t1 + s3 ≥ −s1 + s3 ≥ b3, −t1 − s3 ≥ −s1 − s3 ≥ b4.

These imply that every vertex of P is contained in R(I). Thus, G(I) is connected. This
completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 1. Let A be the matrix defined in (1). If m > 4 or n > 3, then we add
rows and columns whose all elements are 0 to A until A becomes an m × n matrix. Lemma 1
completes the proof.

4 Proof of Theorem 2

First, we prove Lemma 2, which we call Expansion Lemma. Expansion Lemma means that the
columns which can be eliminated have nothing to do with the connectedness of the solution
graph.

4.1 Expansion Lemma

Let A = (aij) be a matrix in R[m]×[n]. Suppose that A does not have an EO. We define the
subsets ∆, E ⊆ [n] as the output of Algorithm 1. We define the matrix Ar = (arij) as the
submatrix of A whose index set of columns is ∆. Similarly, we define the matrix Ae = (aeij) as
the submatrix of A whose index set of columns is E.

Algorithm 1: Algorithm for defining ∆ and E.

1: ∆← ∅, E ← ∅
2: while elm(A,E) can be eliminated at some column do
3: Find an index j ∈ [n] \ E at which the matrix elm(A,E) can be eliminated.
4: E ← E ∪ {j}
5: end while
6: ∆← [n] \ E
7: Output ∆, E

Lemma 2 (Expansion Lemma). Suppose that there exists a vector br ∈ R[m] such that the
solution graph G(Ir) of the ILS Ir = (Ar, br) is not connected. Then there exists a vector
b ∈ R[m] such that the solution graph G(I) of the ILS I = (A, b) is not connected.

Proof. We define the vector xe ∈ DE as follows.

xek :=

{
1 if the column vector Ak is eliminated by the rule (i) in Def. 4

0 otherwise.

With this vector xe, we define the vector be ∈ D[m] by

bei :=
∑
k∈E

aeikd(1− xek) (i ∈ [m]).
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With the vectors be and br, we define the vector b by b := br+be. We prove that the solution
graph G(I) of the ILS I = (A, b) is not connected. For each vector z ∈ D∆ and each vector
ζ ∈ DE , we define the vector (z, ζ) ∈ D[n] by

(z, ζ)k :=

{
zk (k ∈ ∆)

ζk (k ∈ E).

Proposition 1. There exists a vector ζ ′ ∈ DE such that (z, ζ ′) ∈ R(I) for all feasible solutions
z ∈ R(Ir).

Proof. We define the vector ζ ′ ∈ DE by ζ ′k := d(1− xek) for all integers k ∈ E.
Since z ∈ R(Ir), for all integers i ∈ [m], we have

∑
k∈∆ arikzk ≥ bri . Thus, for all integers

i ∈ [m], we have ∑
k∈[n]

aik(z, ζ
′)k − bi =

∑
k∈∆

arikzk − bri +
∑
k∈E

aeikζ
′
k − bei

≥
∑
k∈E

aeikζ
′
k −

∑
k∈E

aeikd(1− xek) = 0.

Thus, we have (z, ζ ′) ∈ R(I). This completes the proof.

Proposition 2. For all vectors z ∈ D∆ \R(Ir) and ζ ∈ DE, we have (z, ζ) /∈ R(I).

Proof. Since z is not a feasible solution in R(Ir), there exists an integer i ∈ [m] such that∑
k∈∆ arikzk < bri .
We prove that there exists an integer j ∈ ∆ such that arij ̸= 0. Suppose that arij = 0 for

all integers j ∈ ∆. For all vectors z′ ∈ R(Ir), 0 =
∑

k∈∆ arikz
′
k ≥ bri . Therefore, we have∑

k∈∆ arikzk = 0 ≥ bri . It contradicts
∑

k∈∆ arikzk < bri . There exists an integer j ∈ ∆ such that
arij ̸= 0. We fix such an integer j ∈ ∆.

We prove that, for all integers k ∈ E, xek = 1 (resp. xek = 0) implies aeik ≤ 0 (resp. aeik ≥ 0).
Suppose that there exist an integer k ∈ E such that xek = 1 (resp. xek = 0) and aeik > 0 (resp.
aeik < 0). Since xek = 1 (resp. xek = 0) and k ∈ E, the column vector Ak is eliminated by the
rule (i) (resp. (ii)) in Definition 4. Therefore, since aeik > 0 (resp. aeik < 0), for all integers
j′ ∈ [n] \ {j}, we have aij′ = 0. However, we have arij ̸= 0 and j ∈ ∆ ⊆ [n] \ {j}. This is
a contradiction. Thus, for all integers k ∈ E, xek = 1 (resp. xek = 0) implies aeik ≤ 0 (resp.
aeik ≥ 0).

We define E1 (resp. E0) as the set of integers k ∈ E such that xek = 1 (resp. xek = 0). For
all integers k ∈ E1, since aeik ≤ 0, we have aeikζk ≤ aeik0 = aeikd(1−xek). Similarly, for all integers
k ∈ E0, since aeik ≥ 0, we have aeikζk ≤ aeikd = aeikd(1 − xek). Thus, for all integers k ∈ E, we
have aeikζk ≤ aeikd(1− xek). We have∑

k∈[n]

aik(z, ζ)k − bi =
∑
k∈∆

arikzk − bri +
∑
k∈E

aeikζk − bei <
∑
k∈E

aeikζk − bei

≤
∑
k∈E

aeikd(1− xek)−
∑
k∈E

aeikd(1− xek) = 0,

where the strict inequality follows from
∑

k∈∆ arikzk < bri . This completes the proof.

We take vectors p, q ∈ R(Ir) that are not connected on G(Ir). We take a vector ζ ′ ∈ DE

satisfying the condition in Proposition 1. We obtain (p, ζ ′), (q, ζ ′) ∈ R(I). We take an arbitrary
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path P from (p, ζ ′) to (q, ζ ′) on G(D[n]). Let (p, ζ ′) = (u(0), v(0)) → (u(1), v(1)) → · · · →
(u(ℓ), v(ℓ)) = (q, ζ ′) denote P .

Define the map F r : D[n] → D∆ by F r((z, ζ)) := z for all vectors (z, ζ) ∈ D[n]. Define the
path P r as F r((u(0), v(0)))→ · · · → F r((u(ℓ), v(ℓ))) on G(D∆) (P r may contain some duplicate
vertices). Since p, q are not connected on G(Ir), there exists a positive integer k < ℓ such that
F r((u(k), v(k))) /∈ R(Ir).

By Proposition 2, F r((u(k), v(k))) /∈ R(Ir) implies that, for any vector ζ ∈ DE , (F r((u(k), v(k))), ζ) /∈
R(I). If we take v(k) as ζ, then we have (u(k), v(k)) = (F r((u(k), v(k))), v(k)) /∈ R(I). This implies
that P is not a path in G(I). Thus, the solution graph G(I) is not connected. This completes
the proof.

4.2 Two rows

In this subsection, we consider the case where the coefficient matrix of an ILS consists of two
rows.

Proposition 3 (⋆). Let A = (aij) be a matrix in R[2]×[n]. Suppose that A cannot be eliminated at
any column. Then for all integers j ∈ [n], sgn(a1j) = − sgn(a2j), sgn(a1j) ̸= 0, and sgn(a2j) ̸=
0.

Lemma 3. Let A = (aij) be a matrix in R[2]×[n]. Suppose that A cannot be eliminated at
any column. Then there exists a vector b ∈ R[2] such that the solution graph G(I) of the ILS
I = (A, b) is not connected.

Proof. We define the set of integer {j11 , . . . , j1n} = [n] (resp. {j21 , . . . , j2n} = [n]) by |a1j1k | ≤ |a1j1k+1
|

(resp. |a2j2k | ≤ |a2j2k+1
|) for all integers k ∈ [n− 1]. That is, we arrange the elements in each row

in non-decreasing order.
Define the vector x ∈ {0, 1}[n] by

xk :=

{
0 (a1k > 0)

1 (a1k < 0).

Notice that Proposition 3 implies that ak ̸= 0.
We define the vector b ∈ R[2] by

(
b1

b2

)
:=


∑

k∈[n]\{j12}

a1kd(1− xk) + a1j12 ((d− 1)(1− xj12 ) + xj12 )∑
k∈[n]\{j21}

a2kd(1− xk) + a2j21 ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 )

 .

Then we consider the ILS I = (A, b). We define the vectors p, q ∈ D[n] as follows.

pk :=

{
d(1− xk) (k ̸= j11)

(d− 1)(1− xk) + xk (k = j11),
qk :=

{
d(1− xk) (k ̸= j12)

(d− 1)(1− xk) + xk (k = j12).

We prove that the vectors p, q belong to R(I) and they are not connected on the solution graph
G(I).

Proposition 4 (⋆). The vectors p, q belong to R(I).

Proposition 5 (⋆). For all integers j ∈ [n], a1j(1− 2xj) = |a1j | and a2j(1− 2xj) = −|a2j |.
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We define Y as the set of vectors y ∈ D[n] such that dist(q, y) = 1. In other words, the
subset Y is the set of neighborhood vertices of q on G(D[n]). Then we prove that y /∈ R(I) for
all vectors y ∈ Y .

We arbitrarily take a vector y ∈ Y . From the definition, the following equation is obtained
for the vector y.

yk =

{
qk (k ̸= j)

ξ (k = j),

where j is an integer in [n] and ξ is an integer in D such that ξ ̸= qj . See Appendix A.1 for the
case distinction of the following proof.
Case 1 (j ̸= j12). If j ̸= j12 , then we have∑

k∈[n]

a1kyk − b1 =
∑

k∈[n]\{j}

a1kqk + a1jξ − b1

=
∑

k∈[n]\{j,j12}

a1kd(1− xk) + a1j12 ((d− 1)(1− xj12 ) + xj12 ) + a1jξ

−

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j12}

a1kd(1− xk) + a1j12 ((d− 1)(1− xj12 ) + xj12 )


= a1j(ξ − d(1− xj)).

Case 1.1 (a1j > 0). If a1j > 0, then xj = 0. Since qj = d(1 − xj) = d, the inequality
0 ≤ ξ ≤ d− 1 is obtained. We have∑

k∈[n]

a1kyk − b1 = a1j(ξ − d(1− xj)) ≤ a1j((d− 1)− d) = −a1j < 0.

Case 1.2 (a1j < 0). If a1j < 0, then xj = 1. Since qj = d(1−xj) = 0, the inequality 1 ≤ ξ ≤ d
is obtained. We have∑

k∈[n]

a1kyk − b1 = a1j(ξ − d(1− xj)) ≤ a1j(1− 0) = a1j < 0.

Case 2 (j = j12). If j = j12 , then we have∑
k∈[n]

a1kyk − b1 =
∑

k∈[n]\{j}

a1kqk + a1jξ

−

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j}

a1kd(1− xk) + a1j((d− 1)(1− xj) + xj)


= a1j(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xj) + xj)).

Case 2.1 (a1j > 0). If a1j > 0, then xj = 0. Thus, qj = (d−1)(1−xj)+xj = d−1. Therefore,
either 0 ≤ ξ ≤ d− 2 or ξ = d is satisfied. We have∑

k∈[n]

a1kyk − b1 = a1j(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xj) + xj)) = a1j(ξ − (d− 1)).

Case 2.1.1 (0 ≤ ξ ≤ d− 2). If 0 ≤ ξ ≤ d− 2, then we have∑
k∈[n]

a1kyk − b1 = a1j(ξ − (d− 1)) ≤ a1j((d− 2)− (d− 1)) = −a1j < 0.
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Case 2.1.2 (ξ = d). If ξ = d, then we consider b2.
Case 2.1.2.1 (j ̸= j21). By Proposition 5, if j ̸= j21 , then we have∑

k∈[n]

a2kyk − b2

=
∑
k∈[n]

a2kyk −

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j21}

a2kd(1− xk) + a2j21 ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 )


= a2j(ξ − d(1− xj)) + a2j21 (yj21 − ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 ))

= a2j(d− d(1− 0)) + a2j21 (qj21 − ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 ))

= a2j21 (d(1− xj21 )− ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 ))

= a2j21 (1− 2xj21 ) = −|a2j21 | < 0.

Case 2.1.2.2 (j = j21). If j = j21 , then a2j < 0 follows from a1j > 0 and Proposition 3.∑
k∈[n]

a2kyk − b2

=
∑
k∈[n]

a2kyk −

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j}

a2kd(1− xk) + a2j((d− 1)(1− xj) + xj)


= a2j(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xj) + xj))

= a2j(d− ((d− 1)(1− 0) + 0)) = a2j < 0.

See Appendix B.4 for the remaining part of the proof.
We obtain y /∈ R(I) for all the cases. Therefore, any neighborhood vertex of q on G(D[n])

is not a feasible solution. This completes the proof.

Lemma 4. Let A = (aij) be a matrix in R[2]×[n]. Suppose that A does not have an EO. Then
there exists a vector b ∈ R[2] such that the solution graph G(I) of the ILS I = (A, b) is not
connected.

Proof. We define Ar in the same way as in Section 4.1. Then Ar cannot be eliminated at any
column. By Lemma 3, there exists a vector br such that the solution graph G(R(Ar, br)) is not
connected. Lemma 2 completes the proof.

4.3 Two columns

In this subsection, we consider the case where the coefficient matrix of an ILS consists of two
columns. We prove the following lemma.

Lemma 5 (⋆). Let A = (aij) be a matrix in R[m]×[2]. Suppose that A does not have an EO.
Then there exists a vector b ∈ R[m] such that the solution graph G(I) of the ILS I = (A, b) is
not connected.

4.4 Three rows

In this subsection, we consider the case where the coefficient matrix of an ILS consists of three
rows. We prove the following lemma. At the end of this section, we prove Theorem 2.
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Lemma 6. Let A = (aij) be a matrix in R[3]×[n]. Suppose that A cannot be eliminated at
any column. Then there exists a vector b ∈ R[3] such that the solution graph G(I) of the ILS
I = (A, b) is not connected.

Proof. For all integers i1, i2 ∈ [3], we define

Λi1,i2 := {j ∈ [n] : sgn(ai1j) = − sgn(ai2j) ̸= 0}.

Proposition 6 (⋆). If there exist integers i1, i2 ∈ [3] such that |Λi1,i2 | ≥ 2, then for all integers
d ∈ Z>0, there exists a vector b ∈ R[3] such that the solution graph G(I) of the ILS I = (A, b)
is not connected.

Proposition 7 (⋆). If n ̸= 3, then there exist integers i1, i2 ∈ [3] such that |Λi1,i2 | ≥ 2.

Proposition 8 (⋆). Suppose that n = 3 and there are distinct integers i′1, i
′
2, i

′
3 ∈ [3] such that

Λi′1,i
′
2
∩ Λi′2,i

′
3
̸= 0. Then there exist integers i1, i2 ∈ [3] such that |Λi1,i2 | ≥ 2.

Proposition 6 implies that if there exist integers i1, i2 ∈ [3] such that |Λi1,i2 | ≥ 2, then the
proof is done. Suppose that, for all integers i1, i2 ∈ [3], |Λi1,i2 | = 1. By Proposition 7, we
have n = 3. By Proposition 8, Λ1,2, Λ2,3, and Λ1,3 are pairwise disjoint. Notice that, for all
integers j ∈ [3], there exist integers i1, i2 ∈ [3] such that j ∈ Λi1,i2 . Without loss of generality
Λ1,2 = {1}, Λ2,3 = {2}, and Λ1,3 = {3}. We have a12 = a23 = a31 = 0. For example, if a12 ̸= 0,
then 2 ∈ Λ1,2 or 2 ∈ Λ1,3.

We define the vector x ∈ {0, 1}[3] by

xk :=

{
0 if akk > 0

1 if akk < 0
(k ∈ [3]).

For all integers i ∈ [3], we assume that {ji1, ji2, ji3} = [3] and |aiji1 | ≤ |aiji2 | ≤ |aiji3 |. By the

definition, for all integers i ∈ [3], we have aiji1
= 0. We define the vector b ∈ R[3] by

bi :=


∑
k∈[n]

aikd(1− xk) if ji2 = i

∑
k∈[n]

aik((d− 1)(1− xk) + xk) if ji2 ̸= i
(i ∈ [3]).

Then we consider the ILS I = (A, b).
We define the vectors p, q ∈ D[3] as follows.

pi := d(1− xi) (i ∈ [3]),

qi := (d− 1)(1− xi) + xi (i ∈ [3]).

We prove that the vectors p, q belong to R(I) and they are not connected on the solution graph
G(I).

Proposition 9 (⋆). The vectors p, q belong to R(I).

Proposition 10 (⋆). For all integers j ∈ [3], we have ajj(1 − 2xj) = |ajj |. For all integers
i ∈ [3] and all integers s ∈ {2, 3}, if jis ̸= i, then we have aijis(1− 2xjis) = −|aijis |.
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We define Y as the set of vectors y ∈ D[n] such that dist(p, y) = 1. In other words, the
subset Y is the set of neighborhood vertices of p on G(D[n]). Then we prove that y /∈ R(I) for
all vectors y ∈ Y .

We arbitrarily take a vector y ∈ Y . From the definition, the following equation is obtained
for the vector y.

yk =

{
pk (k ̸= ℓ)

ξ (k = ℓ).

where ℓ is an integer in [3] and ξ is an integer in D such that ξ ̸= pℓ.
Suppose that jℓ2 = ℓ. For all vectors y ∈ Y , we have∑

k∈[3]

aℓkyk − bℓ =
∑
k∈[3]

aℓkyk −
∑
k∈[3]

aℓkd(1− xℓ) = aℓℓ(ξ − d(1− xℓ)).

If aℓℓ > 0, then xℓ = 0. Since pℓ = d(1− xℓ) = d, the inequality 0 ≤ ξ ≤ d− 1 is obtained.
We have ∑

k∈[3]

aℓkyk − bℓ = aℓℓ(ξ − d(1− xℓ)) ≤ aℓℓ(d− 1− d) = −aℓℓ < 0.

If aℓℓ < 0, then xℓ = 1. Since pℓ = d(1− xℓ) = 0, the inequality 1 ≤ ξ ≤ d is obtained. We
have ∑

k∈[3]

aℓkyk − bℓ = aℓℓ(ξ − d(1− xℓ)) ≤ aℓℓ < 0.

Suppose that jℓ2 ̸= ℓ. By Proposition 10, for all vectors y ∈ Y , we have∑
k∈[3]

aℓkyk − bℓ = aℓjℓ2
d(1− xjℓ2

) + aℓℓξ − bℓ

= aℓjℓ2
(d(1− xjℓ2

)− ((d− 1)(1− xjℓ2
) + xjℓ2

)

+ aℓℓ(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xℓ) + xℓ))

= aℓjℓ2
(1− 2xjℓ2

) + aℓℓ(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xℓ) + xℓ))

= −|aℓjℓ2 |+ aℓℓ(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xℓ) + xℓ)).

If aℓℓ > 0, then xℓ = 0. Since pℓ = d(1− xℓ) = d, the inequality 0 ≤ ξ ≤ d− 1 is obtained.∑
k∈[3]

aℓkyk − bℓ = −|aℓjℓ2 |+ aℓℓ(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xℓ) + xℓ))

≤ −|aℓjℓ2 |+ aℓℓ(d− 1− (d− 1)) = −|aℓjℓ2 | < 0.

If aℓℓ < 0, then xℓ = 1. Since pℓ = d(1− xℓ) = 0, the inequality 1 ≤ ξ ≤ d is obtained. We
have ∑

k∈[3]

aℓkyk − bℓ = −|aℓjℓ2 |+ aℓℓ(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xℓ) + xℓ))

≤ −|aℓjℓ2 |+ aℓℓ(1− 1) = −|aℓjℓ2 | < 0.

For all vectors y ∈ Y , we obtain y ∈ R(I). Therefore, any neighborhood vertex of p on
G(D[n]) is not a feasible solution. This completes the proof.
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Lemma 7. Let A = (aij) be a matrix in R[3]×[n]. Suppose that A does not have an EO. Then
there exists a vector b ∈ R[3] such that the solution graph G(I) of the ILS I = (A, b) is not
connected.

Proof. We define Ar in the same way as in Section 4.1. Then Ar cannot be eliminated at any
column. By Lemma 6, we have the vector br such that the solution graph G(R(Ar, br)) is not
connected. Lemma 2 completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2. We consider the contraposition of the statement in Theorem 2. If m = 2
(resp. n = 2, m = 3), Lemma 4 (resp. Lemma 5, Lemma 7) completes this proof.
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A Omitted Figures

A.1 Branch diagram for the proof of Lemma 3

j ̸= j12

a1j > 0 a1j < 0

j = j12

a1j > 0 a1j < 0

0 ≤ ξ < d− 1 ξ = d 1 < ξ ≤ d ξ = 0

j ̸= j21 j = j21 j ̸= j21 j = j21

Figure 1: The branch diagram for the proof of Lemma 3.

B Omitted Proofs

B.1 Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. Since A cannot be eliminated at any column, A has at least one positive element and at
least one negative element in each column. Since A has two rows, any column of A does not
have 0 as its element. This completes the proof.

B.2 Proof of Proposition 4

Proof. We use Proposition 5 in this proof. Notice that Proposition 4 is not used in the proof of
Proposition 5,

First, we consider p. By Proposition 5, we have∑
k∈[n]

a1kpk − b1

=
∑
k∈[n]

a1kpk −

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j12}

a1kd(1− xk) + a1j12 ((d− 1)(1− xj12 ) + xj12 )


= a1j11 (pj11 − d(1− xj11 )) + a1j12 (pj12 − ((d− 1)(1− xj12 ) + xj12 ))

= a1j11 (((d− 1)(1− xj11 ) + xj11 )− d(1− xj11 ))

+ a1j12 (d(1− xj12 )− ((d− 1)(1− xj12 ) + xj12 ))

= −a1j11 (1− 2xj11 ) + a1j12 (1− 2xj12 ) = −|a1j11 |+ |a1j12 | ≥ 0.

Next, we consider the element b2. If j11 = j21 , then
∑

k∈[n] a2kpk = b2. By Proposition 5, if
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j11 ̸= j21 , then we have∑
k∈[n]

a2kpk − b2

=
∑
k∈[n]

a2kpk −

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j21}

a2kd(1− xk) + a2j21 ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 )


= a2j11 (pj11 − d(1− xj11 )) + a2j21 (pj21 − ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 ))

= a2j11 ((d− 1)(1− xj11 ) + xj11 − d(1− xj11 ))

+ a2j21 (d(1− xj21 )− ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 ))

= −a2j11 (1− 2xj11 ) + a2j21 (1− 2xj21 ) = |a2j11 | − |a2j21 | ≥ 0.

Similarly, for q, we have∑
k∈[n]

a1kqk − b1

=
∑
k∈[n]

a1kqk −

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j12}

a1kd(1− xk) + a1j12 ((d− 1)(1− xj12 ) + xj12 )

 = 0.

We consider the element b2. If j12 = j21 , then
∑

k∈[n] a2kqk = b2. By Proposition 5, if j12 ̸= j21 ,
then we have∑

k∈[n]

a2kqk − b2

=
∑
k∈[n]

a2kqk −

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j21}

a2kd(1− xk) + a2j21 ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 )


= a2j12 (qj12 − d(1− xj12 )) + a2j21 (qj21 − ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 ))

= a2j12 (((d− 1)(1− xj12 ) + xj12 )− d(1− xj12 ))

+ a2j21 (d(1− xj21 )− ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 ))

= −a2j12 (1− 2xj12 ) + a2j21 (1− 2xj21 ) = |a2j12 | − |a2j21 | ≥ 0.

This completes the proof.

B.3 Proof of Proposition 5

Proposition 11. For all integers j ∈ [n], 1− 2xj = sgn(a1j) = − sgn(a2j).

Proof. If a1j > 0, then xj = 0 and sgn(a1j) = 1. If a1j < 0, then xj = 1 and sgn(a1j) = 0.
Since xj = 0 (resp. xj = 1) implies 1− 2xj = 1 (resp. 1− 2xj = 0), we have 1− 2xj = sgn(a1j).
The second equation follows from Proposition 3.

Proof of Proposition 5. By Proposition 11, we have

a1j(1− 2xj) = |a1j | sgn(a1j)(1− 2xj) = |a1j | sgn(a1j)2 = |a1j |.
Similarly, since 1− 2xj = − sgn(a2j), we have

a2j(1− 2xj) = |a2j | sgn(a2j)(1− 2xj) = −|a2j | sgn(a2j)2 = −|a2j |.
This completes proof.
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B.4 The remaining part of the proof of Lemma 3

Case 2.2 (a1j < 0). If a1j < 0, then xj = 1. Thus, qj = (d − 1)(1 − xj) + xj = 1. Therefore,
either 2 ≤ ξ ≤ d or ξ = 0 is satisfied. We have∑

k∈[n]

a1kyk − b1 = a1j(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xj) + xj)) = a1j(ξ − 1).

Case 2.2.1 (2 ≤ ξ ≤ d). If 2 ≤ ξ ≤ d, then we have∑
k∈[n]

a1kyk − b1 = a1j(ξ − 1) ≤ a1j(2− 1) = a1j < 0.

Case 2.2.2 (ξ = 0). In this case, we consider b2.
Case 2.2.2.1 (j ̸= j21). By Proposition 5, if j ̸= j21 , then we have∑

k∈[n]

a2kyk − b2

=
∑
k∈[n]

a2kyk −

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j21}

a2kd(1− xk) + a2j21 ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 )


= a2j(ξ − d(1− xj)) + a2j21 (yj21 − ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 ))

= a2j(0− d(1− 1)) + a2j21 (qj21 − ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 ))

= a2j21 (d(1− xj21 )− ((d− 1)(1− xj21 ) + xj21 )) = a2j21 (1− 2xj21 ) = −|a2j21 | < 0.

Case 2.2.2.2 (j = j21). If j = j21 , then a2j > 0 follows from a1j < 0 and Proposition 3. Thus,∑
k∈[n]

a2kyk − b2

=
∑
k∈[n]

a2kyk −

 ∑
k∈[n]\{j}

a2kd(1− xk) + a2j((d− 1)(1− xj) + xj)


= a2j(ξ − ((d− 1)(1− xj) + xj)) = a2j(0− ((d− 1)(1− 1) + 1)) = −a2j < 0.

B.5 Proof of Lemma 5

Proof. Since A dose not have an EO, it cannot be eliminated at any column.
Here we prove the following proposition.

Proposition 12. There exist integers i1, i2 ∈ [m] such that, for any integer j ∈ [2], sgn(ai1j) =
− sgn(ai2j).

Proof. Since A cannot be eliminated at any column, there exist integers p, q, r ∈ [m] such that
the following conditions.

1. ap1 ̸= 0 and ap2 ̸= 0.

2. sgn(aq1) = − sgn(ap1) and aq2 ̸= 0.

3. sgn(ar2) = − sgn(ap2) and ar1 ̸= 0.
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First, we suppose that sgn(ap2) = sgn(aq2) and sgn(ap1) = sgn(ar1). Then the above
conditions imply that

sgn(aq1) = − sgn(ap1) = − sgn(ar1), sgn(aq2) = sgn(ap2) = − sgn(ar2).

Thus, if we define i1 := q and i2 := r, then we obtain sgn(ai1j) = − sgn(ai2j) for any integer
j ∈ [2].

Next, we suppose that sgn(aq2) = − sgn(ap2). If we define i1 := p and i2 := q, then, for any
j ∈ [2], we obtain sgn(ai1j) = − sgn(ai2j).

Finally, we suppose that sgn(ar1) = − sgn(ap1). If we define i1 := p and i2 := r, then, for
any j ∈ [2], we obtain sgn(ai1j) = − sgn(ai2j).

We take integers i1, i2 ∈ [m] satisfying the condition in Proposition 12. Using this, we define
the submatrix A′ of A by

A′ :=

(
ai11 ai12
ai21 ai22

)
.

From Lemma 4, there exists a vector b′ ∈ R[2] such that the solution graph G(I ′) of the ILS
I ′ = (A′, b′) is not connected. Using b′, we define b by

bk :=


b′1 (k = i1)

b′2 (k = i2)

− d ·∑n
ℓ=1 |arkℓ| (k ̸= i1, i2).

Then it is not difficult to see that the solution graph G(I) of the ILS I = (A, b) is not connected.
This completes the proof.

B.6 Proof of Proposition 6

Proof. Suppose that there exist integers i1, i2 ∈ [3] such that |Λi1,i2 | ≥ 2. Without loss of
generality, we suppose that i1 = 1 and i2 = 2. We define the submatrix A′ of A by

A′ :=

(
a11 a12 · · · a1n
a21 a22 · · · a2n

)
.

Since |Λ1,2| ≥ 2, A′ does not have an EO. Thus, we can apply Lemma 4 to A′. That is
there exists a vector b′ ∈ R[2] such that the solution graph G(I ′) of the ILS I ′ = (A′, b′) is not
connected. Using b′, we define the vector b ∈ Z[3] by

b :=

 b′1
b′2

−d ·∑n
k=1 |ar3k|

 .

Then the solution graph G(I) of the ILS I = (A, b) is not connected. This completes the
proof.

B.7 Proof of Proposition 7

Proof. Suppose that n = 2. Proposition 12 completes the proof.
Suppose that n ≥ 4. By the definition of elimination, each column vector of A has at least

one positive element and at least one negative element. Each column vector of A belongs to at
least one of Λ1,2, Λ2,3, or Λ1,3. Since n ≥ 4, at least one of Λ1,2, Λ2,3, and Λ1,3 has at least two
elements. This completes the proof.
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B.8 Proof of Proposition 8

Proof. Let ℓ1, ℓ2, and ℓ3 denote the elements of [n]. Suppose that ℓ1 ∈ Λi′1,i
′
2
∩ Λi′2,i

′
3
.

By the definition of elimination, each column vector of A has at least one positive element
and at least one negative element. Each column vector of A belongs to at least one of Λi′1,i

′
2
,

Λi′2,i
′
3
, and Λi′1,i

′
3
.

Suppose that at least one of ℓ2, ℓ3 belongs to Λi′1,i
′
2
or Λi′2,i

′
3
. At least one of Λi′1,i

′
2
and Λi′2,i

′
3

has two elements. If both ℓ2 and ℓ3 do not belong to Λi′1,i
′
2
or Λi′2,i

′
3
, then ℓ2, ℓ3 ∈ Λi′1,i

′
3
. This

completes the proof.

B.9 Proof of Proposition 9

Proof. We use Proposition 10 in this proof. Notice that Proposition 9 is not used in the proof
of Proposition 10.

We consider p. We take arbitrary integer i ∈ [3]. If ji2 = i, then
∑

k∈[3] aikpk = bi. Suppose

that ji2 ̸= i. In this case, i = ji3. By Proposition 10, we have∑
k∈[3]

aikpk − bi =
∑
k∈[3]

aikd(1− xk)−
∑
k∈[n]

aik((d− 1)(1− xk) + xk)

=
∑
k∈[3]

aik(1− 2xk) = aii(1− 2xi) + aiji2
(1− 2xji2

)

= |aii| − |aiji2 | ≥ 0.

This completes the proof that p belongs to R(I).
We consider q. We take arbitrary integer i ∈ [3]. If ji2 ̸= i, then

∑
k∈[3] aikqk = bi. Suppose

that ji2 = i. In this case, ji3 ̸= i. By Proposition 10, we have∑
k∈[3]

aikqk − bi =
∑
k∈[3]

aik((d− 1)(1− xk) + xk)−
∑
k∈[n]

aikd(1− xk)

=
∑
k∈[3]

−aik(1− 2xk) = −aii(1− 2xi)− aiji3
(1− 2xji3

)

= −|aii|+ |aiji3 | ≥ 0.

This completes the proof.

B.10 Proof of Proposition 10

Proposition 13. For all integers j ∈ [3], we have 1− 2xj = sgn(ajj).

Proof. If ajj > 0, then xj = 0 and sgn(ajj) = 1. If ajj < 0, then xj = 1 and sgn(ajj) = 0. Since
xj = 0 (resp. xj = 1) implies 1− 2xj = 1 (resp. 1− 2xj = 0), we have 1− 2xj = sgn(ajj).

Proposition 14. For all integers i ∈ [3] and all integers s ∈ {2, 3} if jis ̸= i, then we have
1− 2xjis = − sgn(aijis).

Proof. We prove sgn(ajisjis) = − sgn(aijis). Since s ̸= 1, we have aijis ̸= 0. Suppose that
sgn(ajisjis) = sgn(aijis). Since A cannot be eliminated at any column, we have sgn(atjis) =

− sgn(ajisjis) = − sgn(aijis) , where t ∈ [3]\{jis, i}. Therefore, we have jis ∈ Λt,jis
∩Λt,i. Proposition

8 that there exist integers i1, i2 ∈ [3] such that |Λi1,i2 | ≥ 2. It contradicts the assumption that
|Λi1,i2 | = 1. Thus, we have sgn(ajisjis) = − sgn(aijis).

By Proposition 13, we have 1−2xjis = sgn(ajisjis) = − sgn(aijis). This completes the proof.

16



Proof of Proposition 10. By Proposition 13, for all integers j ∈ [3], we have

ajj(1− 2xj) = |ajj | sgn(ajj)(1− 2xj) = |ajj | sgn(ajj)2 = |ajj |.

By Proposition 14, for all integers i ∈ [3] and all integers s ∈ {2, 3}, we have

aijis(1− 2xjis) = |aijis | sgn(aijis)(1− 2xjis) = −|aijis | sgn(aijis)
2 = −|aijis |.

This completes proof.
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