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Abstract

We introduce the concept of a cycle pattern for directed graphs as functions from the set
of cycles to the set {−, 0,+}. The key example for such a pattern is derived from a weight
function, giving rise to the sign of the total weight of the edges for each cycle. Hence, cycle
patterns describe a fundamental structure of a weighted digraph, and they arise naturally in
games on graphs, in particular parity games, mean payoff games, and energy games.

Our contribution is threefold: we analyze the structure and derive hardness results for the
realization of cycle patterns by weight functions. Then we use them to show hardness of solving
games given the limited information of a cycle pattern. Finally, we identify a novel geometric
hardness measure for solving mean payoff games (MPG) using the framework of linear decision
trees, and use cycle patterns to derive lower bounds with respect to this measure, for large
classes of algorithms for MPGs.

1 Introduction
The set of negative cycles is a basic structure of a directed graph equipped with a weight function.
This set is also the main obstacle for shortest path algorithms, and it serves to determine the
winner in certain games on graphs. Furthermore, it is a special case of an infeasible subsystem of a
linear inequality system, and it has been used to deduce the hardness of determining all vertices of
a polyhedron. We consider a refined version of the structure captured by the set of negative cycles,
namely a function from the directed cycles in a digraph to {−, 0,+}, depending on the signs of
the weights of the cycles. More generally, this leads to the concept of a cycle pattern, an arbitrary
function on the set of directed cycles of a directed graph to the set {−, 0,+}. To the best of our
knowledge, although this concept is natural and easy to define, it has not been studied before.

Our goal in studying cycle patterns is twofold. On the one hand, we develop their basic
structural theory and address fundamental hardness questions. On the other hand, we use cycle
patterns as a framework to analyze the complexity of games on graphs.

The first motivation to study cycle patterns stems from the analogy with another combinatorial
concept: oriented matroids capture the essence of patterns arising in an algorithmic context.
Specifically, oriented matroids generalize the structure of the signs of the minors of a matrix or
the conformal orientations of spanning trees of a graph. Although a cycle pattern is more basic
in nature, from an algorithmic point of view, several similar questions arise. For example, a cycle
pattern is realizable if it is associated with a weighted directed graph and captures which cycles
have a positive, zero or a negative weight. Here, it is remarkable that a purely combinatorial
criterion characterizes the realizable cycle patterns (Theorem 2.5). This is in contrast to oriented
matroids for which realizability cannot be checked by a purely combinatorial criterion. However,
the algorithmic problem of deciding the realizability of a cycle pattern given by an arithmetic circuit
is hard (Theorem 3.2) which shows that cycle patterns still capture a rich structure. Furthermore,
the range of integers required to realize all cycle patterns is big, as demonstrated by rather tight
upper and lower bounds (Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 2.10). Finally, our results on the realizability
problem reveal more general insights into the size of integer points in polyhedral fans in geometric
combinatorics.
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1.1 Structure theory for games on graphs
The second main motivation for this paper is the problem of solving mean payoff games (MPGs),
energy games (EGs) and parity games (PGs). These games are zero-sum two player games played
on a directed graph, and they are closely related to each other: many problems related to mean
payoff games and energy games are equivalent, and solving parity games can be reduced to solving
mean payoff games. The decision problems related to solving these games are known to be in
NP∩coNP. However, the question whether there exists a polynomial-time algorithm for them has
been open for decades. We refer to [23] for a broad overview of related classes of games and their
algorithmic complexity, including further references.

Some advances on this question were made in the form of quasipolynomial parity game algo-
rithms and a number of pseudopolynomial algorithms for mean payoff games and energy games.
However, for the majority of these algorithms, examples have been constructed with running time
close to the upper bound (quasipolynomial or exponential running time).

Many of these worst-case instances are handcrafted and considered as rare, they are usually
very algorithm-specific, where one algorithm can often solve the hard instances for another. This
is reinforced by the existence of a smoothed polynomial algorithm for mean payoff games [35];
the smoothed polynomial algorithm is fast on every game that is sufficiently far away from a
certain set of “non-generic” game instances. We use cycle patterns to give a new quantification of
which structures are hard independent of the specific algorithms. Cycle patterns capture the most
fundamental combinatorial structure appearing in mean payoff games, as the winning condition of
MPGs is formulated in terms of the signs of cycles. On this level, one can consider a game as hard
if the derived cycle pattern has only exponential realizations, that is, all weight functions leading
to the same cycle pattern use entries that exponential in the size of the game graph. In contrast,
a game with weights polynomial in the size of the graph can be solved in polynomial time by any
of the existing pseudopolynomial algorithms. To apply this measure of complexity to large classes
of algorithms we use the framework of linear decision trees (Section 5).

As cycle patterns already capture a crucial part of the structure of an MPG, we investigate
how much of the information of a weight function is needed to solve an MPG efficiently. We
study this in two directions. On one hand, we consider potential preprocessing of an MPG to
reduce the size of the weights and make algorithms more efficient. This is inspired by the seminal
result [24] that uses a preprocessing preserving the structure of a problem and thereby making
certain algorithms in combinatorial optimization strongly polynomial. It turns out that this does
not work well in the context of MPGs while preserving the cycle pattern. On the other hand, we
deduce how hard it becomes to solve an MPG when only the information of the cycle pattern is
available. For this, we choose Boolean circuits as a suitable formalism to encode a cycle pattern.
Specifically, assuming RP ̸= NP , there cannot be a randomized polynomial time algorithm solving
mean payoff games using only the cycle pattern (Section 4.2). We also use the encoding by Boolean
circuits to understand complexity questions on realizations of cycle patterns (Section 3). We show
that checking realizability is coNP-complete, and that checking parity-realizability (i.e. whether
a cycle pattern can be realized in a parity game) is coNP-complete even if a realization is given.
Furthermore, distinguishing cycle patterns with given realizations is NP-complete.

Finally, going back to the analogy with oriented matroids, we also draw motivation from the
theory of polyhedra as a structure theory of linear programming. The decision problem for MPGs
is equivalent to tropical linear programming [1] which leads to the corresponding structure theory
of tropical polyhedra; see [27] for more in this direction. While the study of tropical oriented
matroids [4] and abstract tropical linear programming [36] form a further motivation for introducing
cycle patterns as another tool to analyze tropical linear inequality systems, the formal connection
is not directly clear.

1.2 Related work
The problem of computing the set of all negative weight cycles has been the object of limited
study. An algorithm to do so was developed in [51], although it has been shown that it is NP-
hard to enumerate all negative cycles [33]. The latter result was used to show NP-hardness for
several problems for polyhedra [11]. Another well-studied and related topic is that of cycle bases.
Associating a (signed) incidence vector to each cycle of an (undirected) graph leads to the cycle
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space formed by their linear span. Finding “good” bases of this space, like minimum weight w.r.t. a
weight function, is a useful tool in several algorithms; we refer to [30] for further details. Although
the cycles in our context are usually directed and with an additional sign information, one still can
define an analogue of a cycle space as discussed in Section 2.1.2.

Parity games, mean payoff games and energy games are well-studied because of their interesting
complexity status, and their occurrence in applications like model checking [20], and-or-scheduling
[37] and hyper temporal networks [16]. Many algorithms have been developed that solve these
games; we give a brief overview of the occurring approaches.

First of all, strategy improvement is an algorithm that can be used to solve classes of games far
broader than the games we discuss here. Its main idea is to start with some arbitrary strategy, find
some valuation of the strategy, and augment the strategy with improving moves until optimality
is reached. There are versions of strategy improvement specialized for mean payoff games [9, 17],
energy games [12] and parity games [49]. Under some conditions, strategy improvement algorithms
can be made symmetric for the two players [43]. Another approach that works for many types
of games is value iteration. Its main idea is to maintain some value on each vertex of the graph,
and then updating the values until some fixed point is reached. Value iteration also has versions
specialized for mean payoff games [54], energy games [13] (a fast version is in [5, 19]) and for parity
games [28]. The latter can solve parity games in quasipolynomial time, using a structure called a
universal tree.

There are also some more specialized algorithms for specific games. For example, the GKK
algorithm [32] for mean payoff games augments potentials on vertices. It also has a symmetric
version [39]. Since solving mean payoff games is equivalent to some problems related to tropical
linear programs, it is also possible to solve these games with a combinatorial simplex method
[2]. For parity games, there are attractor-based algorithms like Zielonka’s algorithm [53] or its
quasipolynomial variants [40]. Finally, there are parity game algorithms based on µ-calculus or
automata, like the first quasipolynomial algorithm [15].

To find some order in this sea of ideas and algorithms, some attempts have been made to
highlight the underlying structure of some classes of algorithms for games on graphs. Strategy
improvement has been considered more generally on lattices [7, 34]. Another related concept that
describes the underlying structure of value iteration is universal graphs [22]. This generalizes the
concept of universal trees in parity games. Even more general than these is the concept of monotonic
graphs [38], which captures the essence of means to measure progress in strategy improvement,
value iteration and attractor decompositions.

1.3 Outline of the paper
This paper is divided into two main parts. In the first part, we focus only on the graph-theoretic
aspects. In Section 2, we introduce the notion of cycle pattern, and discuss realizability and parity-
realizability. Then we discuss the (lower) bounds for realizations. We also discuss the complexity
of related problems in Section 3.

The second part focuses on applying the concepts and results to the study of solving games on
graphs. In Section 4 we remind the reader of the rules of these games, and show hardness of the
latter problem in the cycle pattern framework. Finally, in Section 5, combining a geometric point
of view with the framework of linear decision trees, we draw geometric and algorithmic implications
from the theory developed before. This highlights the difficulty of some underlying problems of
solving games on graphs.
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2 Cycle patterns
We introduce the combinatorial structure of cycle patterns and examine how this relates to the
sets of positive and negative cycles in a weighted digraph.

2.1 Basics
We collect basic terminology and the fundamental definitions.

2.1.1 Terminology

Let G = (V,E) be a directed graph, potentially with parallel edges and loops. While for games one
can usually get rid of parallel edges and loops via preprocessing, we leave as much flexibility in the
definition of a graph as possible. We will always assume that G is strongly connected to simplify
proofs. We set n = |V | and m = |E| unless stated otherwise. We refer to the vertices of G or a
subgraphH by V (G) and V (H), respectively. A walk is an alternating sequence v0, e1, v1, e2, . . . , vk
of vertices and directed edges such that for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, the edge ei goes from vi−1 to vi. A (simple)
cycle is a walk such that each node has at most one in-going and at most one out-going edge
and v0 = vk. For convenience of notation, we often regard a cycle as just a sequence of edges
or a sequence of vertices. For each subset S of the edges of G we denote its characteristic vector
by χ(S) ∈ {0, 1}E . Given a cycle C, we denote by χ(C) the characteristic vector of the set of
edges of C. Let C = {C1, C2, . . . , Ck} be the set of all cycles in G. A cycle pattern is a function
ψ : C → {+, 0,−}. We assume G is weighted, i.e., there is a function w : E → R. We will often
interpret the weight function as a vector w ∈ RE . One can define the weight of a cycle C as the
sum of the weights of the edges of the cycle: w(C) =

∑
e∈C∩E w(e). By only considering if the

weight of a cycle is positive, zero or negative, the weight function gives rise to a cycle pattern ψw.
In this case, we say that the cycle pattern is induced by w. We also say that such a cycle pattern
is realizable with realization w. A realization is integral if its values are only integers.

We can describe the realizations of a cycle patterns as follows:

Definition 2.1. Given a realizable cycle pattern ψ, the set of its realizations forms the realization
cone in RE defined by the following inequalities:∑

e∈C

w(e) > 0 ∀C ∈ C : ψ(C) = + ,∑
e∈C

w(e) < 0 ∀C ∈ C : ψ(C) = − , (1)∑
e∈C

w(e) = 0 ∀C ∈ C : ψ(C) = 0 .

Note that this cone is a set of the form {w ∈ RE : Aw > 0, Bw = 0}, where A,B are matrices with
|E| columns. The rows of A are of the form χ(C) for all C ∈ C such that ψ(C) = + and of the
form −χ(C) for all C ∈ C such that ψ(C) = −. The rows of B are of the form χ(C) for all C ∈ C
such that ψ(C) = 0.

Finally, we also distinguish another class called parity-realizable cycle patterns, which we will
later relate to parity games. Whenever considering parity-realizability, to avoid confusion with
normal cycle patterns, we refer to the function w as priorities of the edges, instead of weights.
This follows the usual convention for parity games. Given a priority function w : E → Z, we get
the cycle pattern ψw, with ψw(C) = + if the largest priority of C is even, and ψw(C) = − if its
largest priority is odd. We say in that case that ψw is parity-induced by w, and that the cycle
patterns we can obtain in this way are parity-realizable. Every parity-realizable cycle pattern is
also realizable: if w is a priority function that parity-realizes ψ, then the weight function w′ given
by w′(e) = (−|V |)w(e) gives a realization of ψ.
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2.1.2 The cycle space

As a technical tool, we include a statement about cycle spaces. Denote the set of incoming and
outgoing edges of a vertex v by vin and vout, respectively. We consider the transpose of the
incidence matrix M ∈ RE×V given by

Me,v =


1 if e ∈ vout,

−1 if e ∈ vin,

0 otherwise.
(2)

Note that the matrix M has two nonzero entries per row, one equal to 1 and one equal to −1. In
literature, there exists a more relaxed notion of directed cycles which, among other things, allows
for using directed edges in the ‘wrong’ direction, at the cost of reversing its sign in the characteristic
vector (see e.g. [26, Ch. 14.2], [30]). It is well-known that for that definition of cycle, the space
spanned by the (characteristic vectors of) cycles of the graph is given by ker(MT ). If the graph is
connected, then the dimension of ker(MT ) is m − n + 1. This space is called flow space or cycle
space of the graph . Since we only allow for cycles that follow the edge directions, our cycles will
not always span the usual cycle space for arbitrary digraphs. This can happen for example when an
edge is contained in an undirected cycle, but not in any directed cycles. However, in the following
we show that, in the case of strongly connected graphs, the span of the cycles of C coincides with
the common notion of cycle space.

Lemma 2.2. We have span{χ(C) : C ∈ C } = ker(MT ). In particular,
dim(span{χ(C) : C ∈ C }) = m− n+ 1.

Proof. We want to show that span{χ(C) : C ∈ C } is precisely the set of all y ∈ RE such that
MT y = 0, which means they satisfy the equalities

∀v ∈ V,
∑

e∈vout

ye =
∑

e′∈vin

ye′ .

If C ∈ C , then the vector χ(C) satisfies these equalities (both sides are equal to 0 if v does not
belong to C and to 1 if v belongs to C), hence span{χ(C) : C ∈ C } ⊆ ker(MT ). Conversely, suppose
that y ∈ RE satisfies these equalities. We claim that we can get the zero vector by adding and
subtracting multiples of the vectors of the form χ(C) from y. We do so by the following procedure:
first, add multiples of the vectors χ(C) to make sure that all elements of y are nonnegative (we can
do so since every edge is contained in some cycle, because the graph is strongly connected). Next,
we repeat the following: pick any positive element of y, say with index (i, j). Since the totals of
y for the incoming and outgoing edges of vertex j are the same, there must be an outgoing edge
(j, k) with y(j,k) > 0. In the same way, k must have a positive outgoing edge, so continuing this
we find a cycle C on which y is positive. Now we subtract (min{ye : e ∈ C})χ(C) from y to get a
nonnegative vector with at least one more element equal to zero. So the procedure must terminate
with the zero vector, and we conclude that y ∈ span{χ(C) : C ∈ C }. We conclude that indeed
span{χ(C) : C ∈ C } = ker(MT ). Therefore its dimension equals that of the usual cycle space/flow
space, which for a connected graph is m− n+ 1.

2.2 Realizability of cycle patterns
We discuss some necessary and sufficient conditions for a cycle pattern to be realizable. It may
not be surprising that not every cycle pattern is realizable as the following example demonstrates.

Example 2.3. Suppose that we have some cycle pattern with ψ(v1, v4) = ψ(v1, v3, v4, v2) = +
and ψ(v1, v4, v2) = ψ(v1, v3, v4) = − on the graph depicted in Figure 1. It is not hard to see that
it is impossible to find a realization for this cycle pattern: we have two positive and two negative
cycles, and both pairs of cycles contain exactly all the edges of the graph. So in a realization, the
total sum of all edge weights would need to be both positive and negative at the same time, a
contradiction.
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v1 v2

v3 v4

Figure 1: Digraph with a cycle pattern that is not realizable.

The construction of this example already highlights the crucial obstructions for realizability.
We show that we can characterize realizability by existence of certain sequences of positive and
negative cycles that contain the same edges. We now make this more formal.

Definition 2.4. Given a cycle pattern ψ, we call two nonempty sequences of cycles C1, . . . , Cp

and D1, . . . , Dq an opposing pair if

P = {ψ(C1), . . . , ψ(Cp)} ⊆ {0,+}, Q = {ψ(D1), . . . , ψ(Dq)} ⊆ {0,−}, P ∪Q ̸= {0} . (3)

Now we are ready to characterize realizability with the following theorem:

Theorem 2.5. The following statements are equivalent:

1. The cycle pattern ψ is realizable.

2. The cycle pattern ψ has an integral realization w with maxe∈E |w(e)| ≤ (n+ 1)(m−n+1)/2.

3. There does not exist an opposing pair C1, . . . , Cp and D1, . . . , Dq with

p∑
i=1

χ(Ci) =

q∑
j=1

χ(Dj) . (4)

For example, in Figure 1, the third condition would be falsified by taking the two positive cycles
and the two negative cycles as an opposing pair C1, C2, D1, D2. We call such an opposing pair a
non-realizability witness. Now we prove the theorem:

Proof. (1 =⇒ 3) Suppose for contradiction that ψ is realizable with realization w, and that
we have an opposing pair as in the third statement. Since P ∪ Q ̸= {0}, there must be a
+-cycle in P or a −-cycle in Q. Assume without loss of generality that P has a +-cycle. Since the
sequence C1, . . . , Cp only consists of +-cycles and 0-cycles, we have w(Ci) =

∑
e∈Ci

w(e) ≥ 0 for
every cycle Ci. Hence

∑p
i=1 w(Ci) > 0. Similarly, since D1, . . . , Dq consists only of 0-cycles and

−-cycles, we get
∑q

j=1 w(Dj) ≤ 0. Finally, taking the scalar product of both sides of (4) with the
weight vector w gives

p∑
i=1

w(Ci) =

q∑
j=1

w(Dj) ,

which yields a contradiction.
(3 =⇒ 1) To get a contradiction, we suppose there is no realization of ψ. We will derive that

there must exist an opposing pair C1, . . . , Cp and D1, . . . , Dq satisfying (4).
If there is no realization of ψ, that means that the realization cone {w ∈ RE : Aw > 0, Bw = 0}

defined in (1) is empty. Since the cone is empty, the smaller cone composed of only rational
vectors {w ∈ QE : Aw > 0, Bw = 0} is also empty. Furthermore, note that the matrix A has
at least one row because the zero vector is not in the realization cone, and note that the matri-
ces A,B have integer coefficients. Therefore, a version of Farkas’ lemma with strict inequalities
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(sometimes called a “transposition theorem”) given, e.g., in [47, Section 1.6] states that the cone
{w ∈ QE : Aw > 0, Bw = 0} is empty if and only if there exist rational vectors y, z such that
y ≥ 0, y ̸= 0, and yTA + zTB = 0. Recall that the rows of A and B each correspond to a cycle
of C , so we can likewise say that (y, z) belongs to QC . We can then index the entries of y, z by
the corresponding cycles. Furthermore, by scaling, we can suppose that the entries of the vectors
y, z are integers. We now construct two sequences of cycles C1, C2, . . . , Cp and D1, D2, . . . , Dq as
follows:

• Every cycle C ∈ ψ−1(+) occurs yC times in the sequence C1, . . . , Cp.

• Every cycle C ∈ ψ−1(−) occurs yC times in the sequence D1, . . . , Dp.

• Every cycle C ∈ ψ−1(0) occurs zC times in the sequence C1, . . . , Cp if zC > 0 and |zC | times
in the sequence D1, . . . , Dq if zC < 0.

Let P = {ψ(C1), . . . , ψ(Cp)} ⊆ {0,+} and Q = {ψ(D1), . . . , ψ(Dq)} ⊆ {0,−}. Then, the
fact that y ̸= 0 implies P ∪ Q ̸= {0}. Furthermore, the equality yTA + zTB = 0 gives∑p

i=1 χ(Ci) =
∑q

j=1 χ(Dj), and thus we have our non-realizability witness.
(1 =⇒ 2) We consider again the realization cone. If this cone is nonempty, then, by suitable

scaling, the polyhedron
P = {w ∈ RE : Aw ≥ 1, Bw = 0} (5)

is also nonempty, where we denote 1 = (1, 1, . . . , 1). Following the proof of [44, Thm 10.1], we show
that this cone has an integer point that satisfies the bound of our theorem. Take any minimal face
F of P. This face is defined by A′x = b′, where A′ consists of a number of linearly independent rows

of
[
A
B

]
and b′ consists of the related 1’s and 0’s on the right side of the (in)equalities of P. Since

im((A′)T ) ⊆ span{χ(C) : C ∈ C }, it follows from Lemma 2.2 that rank(A′) ≤ m − n + 1. Since
A′ has full rank, we may rearrange its columns so that A′ =

[
A′′ A′′′], where A′′ is invertible.

Then the point w∗ =

[
(A′′)−1b′

0

]
is in F . Cramer’s rule tells us that for the e-row of A′′, we get

w∗
e = det(A′′

e )/ det(A
′′), where A′′

e is obtained from A′′ by replacing the e-column by b′.
Since w∗ ∈ F ⊆ P, the scaled vector ŵ = det(A′′)w∗ also belongs to the cone of all realizations

{w ∈ RE : Aw > 0, Bw = 0} and its coordinates are integers given by ŵe = det(A′′
e ) for edges

that have an associated column of A′′, and ŵe = 0 for all other edges. We can bound these by
Hadamard’s inequality, we have |ŵe| ≤

∏
C ∥uC∥2, where uC is the row of A′′

e corresponding to
cycle C. We have ∥uC∥2 ≤

√
n+ 1 for any of the (at most) m− n+ 1 rows of A′′

e : that is because
any cycle has at most n edges, so there are at most n + 1 entries of uC equal to −1 or 1. Hence,
|ŵe| ≤ (n+ 1)(m−n+1)/2 for every e.
(2 =⇒ 1) Trivial.

The proof of the theorem tells us that solving the feasibility problem for the linear inequality
system in (5) actually allows one to compute a realization of a cycle pattern, if it exists. However,
the linear program may be very large.

2.3 About the size of non-realizability witnesses
We can derive some bounds on the size of a non-realizability witness with similar techniques to
the proof of Theorem 2.5.

Proposition 2.6. Given a non-realizable cycle pattern ψ, there is a witness with at most m−n+2
distinct cycles.

Proof. Looking carefully at the proof step (3 =⇒ 1), we can replace the condition y ̸= 0 by
1T y ≥ 1, since we want y to be integer. Given that cyle pattern ψ is not realizable, the inequalities
y ≥ 0,1T y ≥ 1, yTA+ zTB = 0 define a nonempty polyhedron. Take any facet of this polyhedron,
it is defined by some subset of the rows of the following equation:AT BT

I 0
1T 0

[
y
z

]
=

00
1

 (6)
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Say the facet is defined by A′
[
y
z

]
= b′. Then like before we can say A′ =

[
A′′ A′′′], with A′′

invertible, yielding the rational point (y, z) = ((A′′)−1b′, 0) in the polyhedron (note: the right
hand side is denoted in this way for convenience of notation, actual order of the elements may be
different). However, looking at the matrix from (6), at most m− n+ 2 linearly independent rows
are not unit vectors. It follows that at most m− n+ 2 rows of A′′ are not unit vectors. Any row
of A′′ that is a unit vector dictates that one element of (A′′)−1b′ is 0, and therefore (A′′)−1b′ can
have at most m−n+2 nonzero elements. If we then scale (A′′)−1b′ to an integer vector, this gives
us a non-realizability witness similar to the proof of Theorem 2.5, with at most m− n+2 distinct
cycles. That concludes the proof.

However, this does not imply that there always exist non-realizability witnesses with
p + q ≤ m − n + 2. It is not even clear that its size can be bounded by a polynomial in m
and n. We give an exemplary sketch that it may actually be exponential in m and n.

1 3

1022

2

-1026
5

1024

4

-1024

6 10
2044

8

-2044

7 11

2052

9

-2052

14
4088

12

-4088

15

4104

13

-4104

18
8176

16

-8176

19

8208

17

8208

22
16352

20

-16352

23

16416

21

-16416

26
32704

24

-32704

27

32832

25

-32832

30
65408

28

-65408

31

65663

29

-65665

Figure 2: Graph that has a cycle pattern for which only large non-realizability witnesses
exist. Edge weights are shown on all the edges that have nonzero weight.

Take the graph in Figure 2. Let ψw be the cycle pattern induced by its weights. There are no
0-cycles w.r.t. ψw. Let ψ be the cycle pattern that is the same as ψw for almost all cycles, except
that the sign is reversed for the following cycles:

C ψw(C) ψ(C)
(27, 31, 26, 28, 30) + −
(27, 29, 31, 26, 30) − +

(1, 3, 5, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 25, 27, 31, 26, 28, 30) + −
(1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 27, 29, 31, 26, 30) − +

(1, 3, 5, 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 24, 26, 30, 27, 29, 31) − +
(1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 26, 28, 30, 27, 31) + −

There are no 0-cycles in this cycle pattern. Therefore we can simply use an integer linear
program to find a non-realizability witness with p+ q minimized. Solving this tells us that ψ is not
realizable, and the smallest witness has size p+ q = 64 1, contrary to m−n+2 = 60−31+2 = 31.

2.4 Parity-realizability
As mentioned before, every cycle pattern that is parity-realizable is also realizable. However, the
converse is not true, as shown in the following construction.

Theorem 2.7. There are realizable cycle patterns that are not parity-realizable.

Proof. Consider the complete directed graph on 4 vertices, with weights given as in Figure 3.
In this example, the edges between two pairs of vertices get weight 3, and the other edges get

1The graph shown in Figure 2 is part of a family of graphs (Gn)n∈N. We claim that the smallest non-realizability
witness for Gn has p + q = 2n for n ≥ 2. This is confirmed experimentally for n ≤ 10, see https://github.com/
MatthewMaat/Cycle_Patterns.
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weight −2. We argue that every edge is contained in a cycle with positive weight and in a cycle
with negative weight. Because of symmetry, there are only two types of edges we need to check
this for. Firstly, the edge (v1, v2) is part of the cycle v1, v2, v4 with weight −1 and of the cycle
v1, v2, v3, v4 with weight 2. Secondly, (v1, v4) is in cycle v1, v4, v2 with weight −1 and in cycle
v1, v4, v2, v3 with weight 2. So all edges are in a positive and negative cycle. Now we argue that
this implies that ψw is not parity-realizable. Suppose there is a parity realization w′ of ψw, and
suppose w′(e) is the highest priority of w′. If w′(e) is even, then every cycle C containing e must
have ψw(C) = +, which is false. Likewise, if w′(e) is odd, then then every cycle C containing e
must have ψw(C) = −, which is also not true. We conclude that such a priority function w′ cannot
exist.

v1 v2

v4v3

-2

-2

-2 -2
3 3

Figure 3: Complete graph on 4 vertices showing the example for Theorem 2.7

We see that, in a parity-realizable cycle pattern, there must always be an edge such that all
cycles containing it have the same sign. Even more, if some set S of edges is deleted from the
graph, there will still be an edge with the highest priority in the parity-realization. This edge then
must still have the same property that all cycles containing it have the same sign. This idea, in
fact, precisely characterizes which cycle patterns are parity-realizable. This is formalized in the
following theorem.

Theorem 2.8. A cycle pattern ψ is parity-realizable if and only if the following two conditions
hold:

(i) ψ has no 0-cycles.

(ii) For all nonempty S ⊆ E, there exists an edge e ∈ S such that all cycles C with e ∈ C and
C ⊆ S have the same sign.

Proof. For the first direction, suppose we have a cycle pattern ψw parity-induced by priority
function w. Clearly it has no zero cycles. Let S be a nonempty subset of edges. If there are no
cycles in S then the second statement trivially holds. So suppose there are cycles C ∈ S. Let CS
be the union of these cycles, and let e be an edge with the highest priority in S. Obviously, if w(e)
is even, every cycle in CS containing e has sign +, and they have sign − if the priority of e is odd.
So in all cases the second condition holds, and this completes the first direction of the proof.

On the other hand, suppose we have a cycle pattern ψ that satisfies the condition. We then
want to construct a parity realization of ψ. First, take S = E, we know that there is an edge
e ∈ S such that every cycle containing E has the same sign. We call this edge e1, and assign it
the highest priority of the parity game: we make sure that w(e1) is even if all cycles containing it
are +, and otherwise w(e1) will be odd (if no cycles contain e1, we may pick its parity arbitrarily).
Independent of what other priorities we choose, as long they are smaller than w(e1), we have
ψw(C) = ψ(C) for all cycles containing e1.

9



Now pick S = E\{e1}, and let e2 be an edge such that all cycles in S containing e2 have the
same sign. We now make sure that w(e2) is the second highest priority, with again a similar choice
for its parity. With the same argument, ψ(C) = ψw(C) in every cycle containing e1 or e2. We
then remove e2 from S and repeat this procedure, until we eventually fixed w for all edges. We
then have ψw(C) = ψ(C) for all cycles C. We conclude that indeed ψ is parity-realizable.

The previous statement shows that parity-realizable cycle patterns have a simpler structure.
We show in Section 2.5 that nevertheless there are parity-realizable cycle patterns which still need
big weights in any representation.

We conclude this section with a question asking to quantify how rare parity-realizable cycle
patterns are among all realizable cycle patterns.

Question 2.9. Which fraction of realizable cycle patterns is parity realizable?

2.5 Lower bounds on cycle patterns
We complement the upper bound on the largest size of the weights of a realization from Theorem 2.5
by a lower bound construction.

Theorem 2.10. There are families of graphs with realizable cycle patterns for which every integer
realization has an edge e with |w(e)| = 2Ω(m). Similar results hold for special cases:

• For parity-realizable cycle patterns, every realization has an edge with |w(e)| = 2Ω(m).

• For simple graphs there is an edge with |w(e)| = 2Ω(n2).

• For simple graphs with bounded feedback arc set number2, there is an edge with |w(e)| = 2Ω(n).

Proof. Consider the graph Gi with priorities ŵ on the left of Figure 4. There are 8i edges in this
graph, with ŵ(ej) = j for j = 1, 2, . . . , 8i. There are four vertices v1, v2, v3 and v4, where for each k,
the vertex vk has the outgoing edges e8j+2k−9 and e8j+2k−8 for j = 1, 2, . . . , i. The priority function
ŵ parity-induces the cycle pattern ψŵ on this graph. For example, cycle C = (e1, e4, e13, e8) has
priorities 1, 4, 13, 8, of which the largest is odd, so ψŵ(C) = −.

Now let w ∈ ZE be an arbitrary integer realization of ψŵ as shown on the right of Figure 4.

v2 v3

v1 v4

12

3
4

5
6

7

8

9

10

11
12

13
14

15
16

8i-2

......

8i-6
...

8i-4

...

8i

v2 v3

v1 v4

w1w2

w3

w4

w5
w6

w7

w8

w9

w10

w11
w12

w13

w14

w15

w16

w8i-2

......

w8i-6

...

w8i-4

...

w8i

Figure 4: Left: graph Gi with priorities ŵ on the edges. Right: if we use weights w on
Gi, the induced cycle pattern needs to equal ψŵ.

We prove by induction on j that w2j − w2j−1 > Fj−3 for all j ≥ 4, where Fp is the p-th
Fibonacci number. This implies that either |w8i| or |w8i−1| has weight exponential in m = 8i.

2The feedback arc set number is the smallest possible cardinality of a set S ⊆ E such that the digraph (V,E\S)
is acyclic.
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For the induction basis, note that ψŵ(e1, e3, e5, e7) = − and ψŵ(e1, e3, e5, e8) = +, implying
w1 +w3 +w5 +w7 < 0 and w1 +w3 +w5 +w8 > 0. As we have an integer realization, this yields
w1 +w3 +w5 +w8 ≥ 1. Combining both equations gives w8 −w7 > 1 = F1. Analogously, one sees
w10 − w9 > 1 = F2.

Now assume w2j−4−w2j−5 > Fj−5 and w2j−2−w2j−3 > Fj−4 for some j ≥ 6. By construction,
we have ψŵ(e2j−6, e2j−4, e2j−2, e2j−1) = −, resulting in w2j−6 + w2j−4 + w2j−2 + w2j−1 < 0, and
likewise w2j−6 + w2j−5 + w2j−3 + w2j > 0. Combining these gives

0 < (w2j−6 + w2j−5 + w2j−3 + w2j)− (w2j−6 + w2j−4 + w2j−2 + w2j−1)
∗
< (w2j − w2j−1)− Fj−4 − Fj−5 ,

where ∗ follows from the induction hypothesis. We get w2j − w2j−1 > Fj−4 + Fj−5 = Fj−3

completing the proof for general graphs.
Next, we address the three special cases from the theorem. First of all, the construction from

Figure 4 gives a parity-realizable cycle pattern. To get a simple graph, we need a slight modification
of the graphs Gi. Instead of a cycle with four vertices, we make one with k vertices v1, v2, . . . , vk,
where the vertex vp has outgoing edges of priorities 2jk+2p−1 and 2jk+2p for j = 0, 1, . . . , i−1.
To make the graph simple, we suppose further that k is divisible by 3. We add vertices va,b for
a = 1, 2, . . . , 2i and b = 1, 2, 3 to the graph. Then, for any p we split the outgoing edges of vp as
follows. Suppose that the edge (vp, vq) has the j-th smallest priority among the outgoing edges
of vp. We replace the edge (vp, vq) by edges (vp, vj,b) and (vj,b, vq), such that b = p mod 3. We
assign the same priority as the original edge to the new edges. To finish the construction, we add
the edges (v1, v2), . . . , (vk−1, vk), (vk, v1) to the graph, all with priority 0. We denote this graph by
Ĝ = (V̂ , Ê).

The graph Ĝ is simple. Indeed, every outgoing edge of vp goes to a different vertex by definition.
Furthermore, every outgoing edge of vj,b goes to a different vertex because an edge of the form
(vj,b, vq) arises in a unique way, namely by taking vp to be the vertex that precedes vq in the
original cycle and splitting the edge (vp, vq) of the j-th smallest priority. Let w ∈ ZÊ be an integer
realization of the cycle pattern on Ĝ. For every ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , 2ki}, let uℓ = we + w′

e be the sum of
weights of the two edges with priority ℓ. The proof follows by analyzing subgraphs of the form
depicted in Figure 5. In this subgraph, the cycle going through edges with priorities 13, 15, 18 has
positive weight, while the cycle going through edges with priorities 14, 16, 17 has negative weight.
This implies that u13+u15+u18 > u14+u16+u17, or equivalently u18−u17 > (u16−u15)+(u14−u13).
Since such a subgraph exists in Ĝ for any sequence of six consecutive priorities that starts with
an odd priority, we get u2ℓ+4 − u2ℓ+3 > (u2ℓ+2 − u2ℓ+1) + (u2ℓ − u2ℓ−1) for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , ki− 2}.
Moreover, we have u2 − u1 ≥ 1 by analyzing the cycles that go only through the edges with
priorities 0, 1, 2. Analogously, u4 − u3 ≥ 1. Hence u2ℓ − u2ℓ−1 ≥ Fℓ for all ℓ and, in particular,
u2ki − u2ki−2 ≥ Fki. As a consequence, at least one of the four edges with priorities 2ki, 2ki − 1
satisfies |we| ≥ 2cki for some absolute constant c > 0 that does not depend on k, i. By taking
i = k we get a graph Ĝ with k + 6i = 7k vertices. It follows then that there is an edge with
|w(e)| = 2Ω(n2).

In this construction, there are many intertwined cycles, so this graph will generally have a large
feedback arc set number. Hence we turn the graph from Figure 4 into a simple graph with feedback
arc set number 1 with a different method: first, we make it simple by adding an internal node to
every edge, splitting the edge into two edges with the same priority. The new graph has a linear
number of edges in terms of n. Then, we split v1 into nodes v′1 and v′′1 . For every former edge of
the form (x, v1) we add the edge (x, v′1) with the same priority. Likewise, for every former edge
(v1, x) we add the edge (v′′1 , x). We also add the edge (v′1, v

′′
1 ) with priority 0. Now removing the

last mentioned edge would turn the graph into an acyclic graph, hence the new graph has feedback
arc set number 1. Moreover, this modification has no effect on the proof that the realization has
large weights, hence for every realization w there must be an edge e with |w(e)| = 2Ω(n), and this
completes the proof.

The argument extends to various other graph complexity measures like DAG-width, Kelly-
width or directed treewidth, as long as they are at most 2. This is because these measures are all
bounded by the feedback arc set number +1 (see for example [41, p. 62]).
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v1 v2 v3 v4

v3,1

v4,1

13

14 14

13

v3,2

v4,2

15

16 16

15

v3,3

v4,3

18

17 17

18

v5v6

00

0

Figure 5: A subgraph of Ĝ in the case k = 6, i = 3.

Remark 2.11. Recall from Theorem 2.5 the upper bound of (n + 1)(m−n+1)/2 for the maximal
weight that occurs in a smallest realization. Note that this behaves asymptotically like 2Θ(m log(n)),
while Theorem 2.10 shows a lower bound of 2Ω(m). This is not tight and we conjecture a lower
bound of 2Ω(m log(n)).

Recall that we derived the upper bound by solving a system of equations deduced from (5).

Specifically, ŵ = det(A′′)

[
(A′′)−1b′

0

]
as defined in the proof is an integer point. In particular, since

the vector b′ of this system contains only −1, 0 or 1, if we want ‘big’ solutions to the system, this
requires either a ‘big’ inverse of A′′, or a big determinant of A′′, and enough asymmetry in (A′′)−1

to prevent a smaller solution from existing.
Since A′′ can be written as a 0-1-matrix, this is closely related to the fundamental question

of determining the maximum possible absolute value of an entry of the inverse of an invertible
n × n-matrix with 0, 1 entries. Denoting by χ1(n) this maximum, it was shown in [3] that
χ1(n) = n(

1
2+o(1))n. This bound had several direct implications, e.g., for the degrees of regular

multi-hypergraphs and for the flatness of simplices. The matrices arising in the construction from
[3] are rather dense in the sense that they have many non-zero entries. The matrices in the proof
of Theorem 2.5 are sparse in the sense that that they are incidence matrices of cycles, so they have
O(n) non-zero entries in each row, while the rows are of length m− n+ 1. Thus, an improvement
of our lower bound to 2Ω(m log(n)) could possibly result in finding a sparse class of matrices with a
high χ1(n).

3 Complexity questions for cycle patterns
We analyze the algorithmic complexity of realizability questions for cycle patterns. This entails
realizability by integer weights, parity-realizability and the comparison of cycle patterns. These
problems turn out to be very difficult in general.

To argue in a meaningful way about computational complexity, we assume that ψ can be
evaluated in time polynomial in the size of the input (cycle pattern function and graph). To be
precise, we assume that ψ is given as a Boolean circuit of size polynomial in the number of edges
and vertices of the graph. The input of the Boolean circuit is given by the (Boolean) incidence
vector of the cycle and the output should be able to encode the four possibilities: the input was
not a valid cycle, or ψ(C) is −, 0,+, respectively. This can be represented by two output gates.

A well-known fact about Boolean circuits is this: if a Turing machine can decide a language in
time O(t(n)), then for each n there is a circuit with g(n) gates deciding the language for all inputs
of size n, and where g(n) = O(t2(n)) (see for example the proof of [45, Thm 9.30]). Furthermore,
this construction is algorithmic, in the sense that there is an algorithm working in poly

(
t(n)

)
complexity that, given a number n in unary, constructs the corresponding circuit. Therefore, every
time we construct a cycle pattern ψ, we will only need to argue that it is computable in polynomial
time (on a Turing machine). Finally, we remind the reader of the definitions of some complexity
classes which we use in the following sections.
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• RP : The class of languages L for which there exists a probabilistic Turing machine such
that:

– The largest possible runtime is bounded by a polynomial of the input size.

– If the input x is in L, the machine accepts x with probability p ≥ 1
2 .

– If x /∈ L, the machine rejects x with probability 1.

• ΣP
2 := NPNP : The class of problems solvable in polynomial time on a nondeterministic

Turing machine, which has access to an oracle for some NP -complete problem.

3.1 Realizability
First, we address one of the most natural problems, which is to check realizability.

Definition 3.1 (Realizability problem). Given a digraph G and a cycle pattern ψ represented
by a Boolean circuit, is there a weight function w : E(G) → Z, such that ψw = ψ?

We do this using our characterization results from Section 2.2.

Theorem 3.2. Deciding whether a cycle pattern ψ given by a Boolean circuit is realizable for a
digraph G is a coNP-complete problem.

Proof. First, we show that the problem is in coNP. From Section 2.3 we know that if ψ is not
realizable, then we can find a non-realizability witness with at most m− n+ 2 distinct cycles. In
fact, we can simply give this set of cycles as a certificate: using this certificate, we can verify in
polynomial time that the cycle pattern is not realizable. For this, we consider the realization cone
from Definition 2.1. Let A′ and B′ be the matrices formed by those rows of A and B corresponding
to the cycles comprising the non-realizability witness (i.e. positive and negative versions of the
characteristic vectors of the cycles). One can verify in polynomial time that there are y, z (of
appropriate length) such that yTA′ + zTB′ = 0, y ≥ 0,1T y ≥ 1 by solving a linear program. That
shows then that there is a non-realizability witness, so by Theorem 2.5, ψ is not realizable. Hence
our problem is in coNP.

To show coNP-hardness, we consider the (coNP-hard) problem of checking if some undirected
graph U contains no Hamiltonian cycle. For the reduction, let G be the directed version of U
obtained by replacing each undirected edge with two oppositely directed edges. Let ψ be defined
by

ψ(C) =

{
+ C is a Hamiltonian cycle
− C is not a Hamiltonian cycle

.

This function ψ can be computed by a Boolean circuit of polynomial size as we can easily construct
a Turing machine that computes ψ(C) in polynomial time, given as input the vector χ(C).

If U is Hamiltonian, say C is a Hamiltonian cycle, then let C1, C2 be the two directed versions
of C in G. Let D1, D2, . . . , Dk be all the directed 2-cycles related to each individual edge of C
(assuming there are more than 2 vertices in the graph, these are different from C1, C2). Now
these sequences of cycles are an opposing pair, fulfilling the conditions from the third statement
in Theorem 2.5. Hence, ψ is not realizable.

Conversely, if U is not Hamiltonian, then ψ is realizable, since it only contains −-cycles (for
instance, we can give every edge weight −1). This completes the proof of coNP-completeness.

The attentive reader may have noticed that the previous result also holds for parity-realizability:
a non-Hamiltonian graph gives a graph with only −-cycles, which is parity-realizable, and a Hamil-
tonian graph yields a non-realizable pattern, which is therefore also non-parity-realizable. However,
we can get a stronger result for parity-realizability. Specifically, we show that the following problem
is coNP-hard.

Definition 3.3 (Parity-realizability problem). Given a digraph G and a weight function
w : E(G) → Z, is the induced cycle pattern ψw parity-realizable?
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In contrast to Definition 3.1, we get a realization for the cycle pattern, since the weight also
determines a Boolean circuit for ψw. From Theorem 3.2 we know that it was coNP-complete even
to decide the existence of this, so we have much more information.

Theorem 3.4. The parity-realizability problem is coNP-complete.

Proof. To show that the problem is in coNP, let w be a weight function whose cycle pattern is
not parity-realizable. By Theorem 2.8, either there is a 0-weight cycle, or there is a nonempty set
S ⊆ E such that for each edge e ∈ S, there are cycles Ce and De containing e with ψ(Ce) = +
and ψ(De) = −. Hence, we have a polynomial-time checkable certificate, with either the cycle of
weight 0, or the subset S and a pair of cycles for each edge e ∈ S. Therefore, our problem is in
coNP.

To show that the problem is coNP-hard, we give a reduction from the coNP-hard problem
of checking if a given simple digraph contains no Hamiltonian cycle. Suppose we have a simple
digraph G with n vertices. We may assume that the graph is strongly connected (otherwise
we could trivially conclude that there is no Hamiltonian cycle). Now we construct a graph G′

from G as follows: first choose an arbitrary vertex v ∈ V (G), and add a copy v′ of v with the
same neighborhood as v. We also add seven new vertices: s, s′, s′′, t, t′, t′′ and u, see Figure 6.
We add edges (v, t′′), (t′′, t′), (t′, t), (t′, u), (u, t), (u, s′), (t, s), (s, s′), (s, u), (s′, s′′) and (s′′, v′). For
every vertex x ∈ V (G) ∪ {v′}, we also add edges (x, t′) and (s′, x). Now we argue that G′ has a

v

v'

t''

s''

t'

s'

t

s

u

V(G)

Figure 6: The graph G′ constructed from G. In black we have vertex v and the eight new
vertices, and in grey some examples of vertices of G and their related edges in G′.

Hamiltonian cycle if and only if G has a Hamiltonian cycle.
Suppose G has a Hamiltonian cycle and let (v, v′′) be an edge of this cycle. Then, replacing

(v, v′′) by the path v, t′′, t′, u, t, s, s′, s′′, v′, v′′ yields a Hamiltonian cycle for G′. On the other
hand, suppose that G′ has a Hamiltonian cycle, and suppose it has edge (v′, v′′). The ver-
tices t′′ and s′′ have only one outgoing and incoming edge, and t only has one outgoing edge
and two incoming edges. This implies that the Hamiltonian cycle must either contain the path
v, t′′, t′, u, t, s, s′, s′′, v′, v′′ or v, t′′, t′, t, s, u, s′, s′′, v′, v′′. In both cases we can replace this path by
the edge (v, v′′)3, to obtain a Hamiltonian cycle for G.

Now let w : E(G′) → Z be given by w(t, s) = 2n+ 13 and by w(e) = −2 if e ̸= (t, s). We argue
that the induced cycle pattern ψw is parity-realizable if and only if G′ contains no Hamiltonian
cycle. Suppose that G′ has no Hamiltonian cycle. Since G′ has n + 8 vertices, this means that
any cycle has at most n + 7 edges, and therefore any cycle containing (t, s) has weight at least

3Note that v′′ ̸= t′ since t′′ has to be the predecessor of t′ in a Hamiltonian cycle.
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(2n+13)− 2(n+6) = 1 > 0. Any cycle without (t, s) has negative weight. Moreover, if we make a
parity game on G′ by giving edge (t, s) priority 2 and every other edge priority 1, every cycle will
have an even highest priority if and only if it contains the edge (t, s). So the cycle pattern ψw is
parity-realizable if G′ has no Hamiltonian cycle.

On the other hand, suppose that G′ contains a Hamiltonian cycle. We argue that then every
edge is contained in both a +-cycle and a −-cycle. To start, consider any edge (r, r′) with
r, r′ ∈ V (G) ∪ {v′}. Then, the cycle r′, t′, u, s′, r has negative weight, while r′, t′, t, s, s′, r has
positive weight. Likewise, if r is a vertex in V (G) ∪ {v′}, then the cycle r, t′, u, s′ has negative
weight, while r, t′, t, s, s′ has positive weight, so the claim is true for the edges (r, t′) and (s′, r).
It remains to check eleven edges involving the nine vertices v, v′, s, s′, s′′, t, t′, t′′, u. Among these
edges, there are six which do not involve the vertices t and s. For each of these six edges, it is easy
to check that they belong to a +-cycle and to a −-cycle. For instance, the edge (t′, u) belongs to
the cycle t′, u, s′, v, t′′ which has negative weight and to t′, u, t, s, s′, v, t′′ which has positive weight.
The remaining five edges are (t′, t), (u, t), (s, u), (s, s′), and (t, s). Again, it is easy to see that they
all belong to a +-cycle; for instance, the edge (u, t) belongs to the cycle u, t, s and (t′, t) belongs
to t′, t, s, s′, v, t′′. Therefore, the only remaining part is to show that these five edges belong to
some −-cycle. To see that this is the case, note that any Hamiltonian cycle of G′ has weight
−1. Moreover, it contains either the path t′, t, s, u, s′ or the path t′, u, t, s, s′. Even more, if a
Hamiltonian cycle in G′ contains one of these two paths, then there exists a Hamiltonian cycle in
G′ that contains the other path (we can just replace one path by the other in the cycle). These
two Hamiltonian cycles have weight −1 and contain the five edges. Hence, every edge is contained
in both a +-cycle and a −-cycle, which implies that ψw is not parity-realizable by Theorem 2.8
(taking S = E). Since the construction of G′ can be done in polynomial time, we conclude that
we have a valid reduction, hence the parity-realizability problem is coNP-complete.

3.2 Distinguishing cycle patterns
Reducing the size of a realization is interesting from an algorithmic perspective: suppose we
have some procedure to find smaller weights in the graph while maintaining the crucial structure.
Combining this with a pseudopolynomial algorithm for some problem in the graph provides a
method to solve it more efficiently. This motivates the following.

Definition 3.5 (Bounded realization problem). Given a weighted digraph (G,w) and an
integer k, decide if there exist integer weights w′ bounded by k in absolute value, such that the
graphs (G,w) and (G,w′) have the same induced cycle pattern.

We have already seen in Theorem 2.10 that there are cycle patterns for which k has to be
exponentially big. We extend this idea further in Section 5. Here, we consider the much simpler
problem of checking if such a weight reduction even gives a correct answer. First, we introduce the
related basic problem of finding cycles of weight zero as a building block.

Definition 3.6 (Zero-weight cycle problem). Given a digraph G = (V,E) and a weight
function w : E → Z, is there a cycle C ⊆ E such that w(C) :=

∑
e∈C we = 0?

One can show NP-completeness of this similar to [31], where in their introduction they show
NP-completeness of finding paths of weight zero. We include a proof for completeness.

Lemma 3.7. The zero-weight cycle problem is NP-complete.

Proof. We reduce from the Hamiltonian path problem with fixed start vertex s and end vertex t
(this NP-complete problem asks whether there exists an s, t path visiting all vertices in a digraph
G). If we have a digraph G with specified vertices s and t, we can add edge (t, s) with weight
|V (G)| − 1 and give all other edges weight −1. Clearly a Hamiltonian s, t path in G leads to
a zero weight cycle in G′ and vice versa. So we reduced Hamiltonian path to the zero-weight
cycle problem. Moreover, the latter problem is clearly in NP as we could just give the cycle as
certificate.

To check if a solution to the bounded realization problem is correct, one can compare the sign
of each cycle with the induced sign.
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Definition 3.8 (Induced cycle pattern distinction problem). Suppose we are given a di-
graph G = (V,E) and two weight functions w1 : E → Z and w2 : E → Z. Is there a cycle C ⊆ E
such that ψw1(C) ̸= ψw2(C)?

We show that the induced cycle pattern distinction problem is NP-complete using the zero-
weight cycle problem.

Theorem 3.9. The induced cycle pattern distinction problem is NP-complete.

Proof. Suppose we have a digraph G = (V,E) with weight function w : E → Z. Fix an edge d,
and consider the weight functions w′

1 : E → Z and wd
2 : E → Z defined by

w′
1(e) = (|V + 1|)w(e) + 1, wd

2(e) =

{
(|V |+ 1)w(e) + 1 e ̸= d

(|V |+ 1)(w(e)− 1) + 1 e = d
for e ∈ E .

Note that for both w′
1 and wd

2 , there are no cycles of weight exactly 0. This follows since all
edge weights are congruent 1 modulo |V |+1, and since the cycle lengths are at most |V | this means
that its weight cannot be divisible by |V |+ 1. Furthermore, we have w′

1(C) > 0 ⇔ w(C) ≥ 0 and
w′

1(C) < 0 ⇔ w(C) < 0. Moreover, we have wd
2(C) > 0 ⇔ (w(C) > 0) ∨ (w(C) = 0 ∧ d /∈ C)

and wd
2(C) < 0 ⇔ (w(C) < 0) ∨ (w(C) = 0 ∧ d ∈ C). If there is a cycle with a different sign for

w′
1 and wd

2 , this means that there is a cycle C with wd
1(C) > 0 and wd

2(C) < 0, and this can only
happen if w(C) = 0 and d ∈ C. If the induced cycle pattern distinction problem on w′

1 and wd
2 is

a “No”-instance, we know that there is no cycle C containing d with w(C) = 0.
Now we describe the reduction. Let G′ be the disjoint union of |E| copies of G. Let w1 be

a weight function for G′ with the same value as w′
1 for each of the copies. Let w2 be the weight

function equal to wd
2 on the d-th copy of G. If we solve the induced cycle pattern distinction

problem on G′, this is the same as solving it on G with w′
1 and wd

2 for all d. Hence, if we have
a “Yes”-instance for the problem on G′, this implies that there was a zero cycle in G for w. On
the other hand, if it is a “No”-instance, this implies that for each edge, there is no zero-cycle of
G containing it. Therefore, there was no zero-cycle at all. That completes our reduction. Note
that, while the graph G′ as described is not strongly connected, one can modify the construction
slightly without changing the argument, namely we may add edges with large weights between the
disconnected components of G′.

Finally, since there is a trivial certificate for “Yes”-instances of the cycle pattern distinction
problem (just calculate the weights of the cycle), we conclude that the induced cycle pattern
distinction problem is NP-complete.

This immediately leads to the following result:

Lemma 3.10. The bounded realization problem is in ΣP
2 .

Proof. If the answer is “Yes”, then a nondeterministic machine can just guess the correct weights
and ask the oracle if the two graphs have the same cycle pattern.

In the bounded realization problem, we try to optimize a problem for which checking validity of
the answer is already coNP -complete. There are numerous problems of this kind that turn out to
be ΣP

2 -complete, see for example the optimization problems in [42]. This motivates the following
conjecture.

Conjecture 3.1. The bounded realization problem is ΣP
2 -complete.

4 Games on graphs
We turn to the application of cycle patterns and the insights gathered in the previous sections. We
start by introducing three classes of games: mean payoff games, energy games, and parity games.
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4.1 Basics
For a more in-depth treatment of games on graphs we refer to [23]. Each of these games is played
on an arena G = (VMax⊔VMin, E), a directed graph with vertices divided into two disjoint subsets:
the set VMax of vertices controlled by player Max and the set VMin of vertices controlled by player
Min. We assume that every vertex of the graph G has at least one outgoing edge. A weighted
arena is a pair of an arena G and weight function w : E → R on the edges of the underlying
graph; for algorithmic purposes, we usually assume that w only attains integral values. As in the
previous sections, we may also interpret the weight function as a vector in RE instead. Fixing a
start point, this defines a (mean payoff) game. The game is played as follows: a pebble is placed
on some initial vertex v0, and the player who controls v0 moves the pebble along one outgoing
edge (v0, v1). Next, the controller of v1 picks an outgoing edge (v1, v2), and so on, continuing
indefinitely. This procedure yields an infinite sequence of edges π = (e1, e2, e3, . . .). The outcome
of the game is based on this sequence, but is defined differently for different games. For mean
payoff games (MPGs) the outcome is the average weight of the edges encountered:

O(π) = lim sup
t→∞

1

t

t∑
i=1

w(ei) .

Player Max wants to maximize the outcome, while player Min wants to minimize it. For energy
games (EGs), the outcome is the smallest cumulative sum of weights

O(π) = inf
t≥1

t∑
i=1

w(ei) .

In this case, the outcome may be equal to −∞. For parity games (PGs), the outcome is

O(π) =

{
1 if lim supi→∞(w(ei)) = 0 mod 2,

−1 if lim supi→∞(w(ei)) = 1 mod 2 .

In other words, player Max wins a parity game if the largest edge weight that occurs infinitely
often is even, and player Min wins if the largest edge weight that occurs infinitely often is odd. In
the context of parity games, we refer to the weights as priorities. In the literature on parity games,
the priorities are usually on the nodes, but this does not make a fundamental difference: a parity
game with priorities on the nodes can easily be transformed into an equivalent one with priorities
on edges, and vice versa.

A (positional) strategy of player Max is a function σ : VMax → V that associates a vertex
reachable in a single move to every vertex controlled by Max, i.e., it is a function that satisfies
(i, σ(i)) ∈ E for all i ∈ VMax. We define a strategy τ : VMin → V of player Min analogously. We
say that player Max plays according to σ if they move the pebble to σ(i) whenever it lands on i.
If we fix an initial vertex v0 and suppose that players play according to strategies (σ, τ), then the
entire movement of the pebble π = π(σ, τ, v0) = (e1, e2, e3, . . .) is determined. More precisely, the
pebble goes to some cycle of the graph G and stays there forever. It is known that all three classes
of games are positionally determined. That means that there exists a function val : V → Q∪{−∞}
and a pair of strategies (σ∗, τ∗) that for any vertex v0 and every pair (σ, τ) satisfy

O
(
π(σ, τ∗, v0)

)
≤ val(v0) ≤ O

(
π(σ∗, τ, v0)

)
. (7)

In other words, by playing according to σ∗ player Max guarantees that the outcome of the game
is at least val(v0) and by playing according to τ∗ player Min guarantees that the outcome of the
game is at most val(v0). Such strategies σ∗, τ∗ are called optimal and the function val is called the
value of the game. We note that the inequality from (7) is true even for non-positional strategies
(σ, τ), but, for the sake of simplicity, we only consider positional strategies in this work.

We define the problem of solving an MPG as the problem of finding the set of vertices with
nonnegative value. Following [9], we call the resulting partition of vertices the zero-mean partition
of the arena. Likewise, solving an EG means finding the set of vertices with finite value, and solving
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a PG means finding the set of vertices that have value equal to 1.4 The following definition and
a well-known lemma relate the problems of solving games to cycle patterns. We use the following
notation: if σ is a strategy of player Max, we denote Eσ = {(i, j) ∈ E, i ∈ VMin} ∪ {

(
i, σ(i)

)
: i ∈

VMax}.

Definition 4.1 (Zero-mean partition problem). Given an arena G = (VMax ∪VMin, E) and a
(parity-)realizable cycle pattern ψ, determine all vertices v with the following property:

There exists a strategy σ of player Max, such that every cycle C reachable from v in the
graph (V,Eσ) has ψ(C) ∈ {0,+}.

We denote the set of all such vertices by V +(ψ), called the winning region.

Lemma 4.2. If w is a weight vector that realizes ψ, then the set V +(ψ) coincides with the set of
vertices that have nonnegative value in the MPG played on (V,E,w) and with the set of vertices
that have finite value in the EG played on (V,E,w). Moreover, if w is a vector of priorities that
parity-realizes ψ, then V +(ψ) coincides with the set of vertices that have value 1 in the PG played
on (V,E,w).

Proof. To prove the first claim, consider the MPG played on (V,E,w). Let v ∈ V +(ψ) and
let σ be such that every cycle C reachable from v in the graph (V,Eσ) has ψ(C) ∈ {0,+}.
Then, val(v) ≥ O

(
π(σ, τ∗, v)

)
≥ 0, because the cycle reached by the sequence π(σ, τ∗, v) satisfies

ψ(C) ∈ {0,+}, hence this cycle has nonnegative weight. Conversely, if val(v) ≥ 0, then the
strategy σ∗ satisfies O

(
π(σ∗, τ, v)

)
≥ 0 for all τ , so any cycle reachable from v in (V,Eσ∗) must

satisfy ψ(C) ∈ {0,+}. The remaining claims follow analogously.

Recall from Section 2.1.1 that one can easily construct a realization for a parity-realizable cycle
pattern from a parity-realization. Therefore, Lemma 4.2 immediately gives us a (well-known)
reduction from solving a PG to solving an MPG or an EG.

Finally, in general, games can be played on graphs which are not strongly connected, while our
analysis of cycle patterns is restricted to strongly connected graphs. However, restricting attention
to only strongly connected arenas does not make a significant difference for solving games. Indeed,
if an arena is not strongly connected, then one can find the zero-mean partition by repeatedly
finding the strongly connected components of the arena, solving the zero-mean partition on one
of the final components, propagating it using attractor computations, and simplifying the graph.
The details of this procedure are discussed in [25, Section 3.1] in the context of parity games and
are valid for the problem of finding the zero-mean partition. Hence, from now on we assume that
the games are played on strongly connected arenas.

4.2 Solving games using cycle patterns
As we have seen in Lemma 4.2, the cycle pattern already suffices to determine the zero-mean
partition. However, it has strictly less information than the weight function. We examine the
hardness of computing the zero-mean partition from access to the cycle pattern.

First, we consider the most general setting, where we have an arena G = (VMax ∪ VMin) and
a cycle pattern ψ, and we ignore realizability for now. Of course, we want to find the nodes with
nonnegative value. However, without the realizability assumption, the game might not have a
well-defined value. Therefore, we use an asymmetric definition of the zero-mean partition problem:

Definition 4.3 (General zero-mean partition problem). Let ψ be a (not necessarily realiz-
able) cycle pattern of the digraph G = (VMin ∪ VMax, E) given by a Boolean circuit. Let v0 be an
initial node, is there a positional Maximizer strategy σ such that, if the Maximizer plays according
to σ, every cycle reachable from v0 is nonnegative?

To show our hardness result, we need the following well-known ΣP
2 -complete problem (see [50,

Cor. 6]).
4More generally, one can consider the problem of finding the value and a pair of optimal strategies in each of

these games. However, these problems are polynomial-time (Turing) equivalent to the problems that we consider in
this work, see, e.g., [9] for the details in the case of MPGs.
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Definition 4.4 (∃∀ SAT). Given a Boolean formula ϕ(x, y) (where x and y are Boolean vectors),
is it true that (∃x)(∀y)ϕ(x, y)?

This allows us to deduce the following theorem.

Theorem 4.5. The general zero-mean partition problem is ΣP
2 -complete.

Proof. First of all, the general zero-mean partition problem is in ΣP
2 . If we have a “Yes”-instance,

then we can give as a certificate a winning positional strategy σ for the maximizer. We can then
construct the graph Gσ = (V,Eσ) (recall that Eσ = {(i, j) ∈ E, i ∈ VMin} ∪ {

(
i, σ(i)

)
: i ∈ VMax}).

Then we check that this is indeed a winning strategy by checking that there are no negative cycles
for ψ in Gσ; the latter problem is obviously in coNP.

Next, we show that the general zero-mean partition problem is ΣP
2 -hard. We do so by reducing

from ∃∀ SAT in polynomial time. Suppose we have a Boolean formula ϕ(x, y), with x ∈ {0, 1}k
and y ∈ {0, 1}l. We create a digraph G as follows: we have VMax = {v1, v2, . . . , vk} and VMin =
{v′1, v′2, . . . , v′l}. For i = 1, 2, . . . , k−1, we add two edges from vi to vi+1, ei and êi, which correspond
to xi being true and false, respectively. We add edges ek and êk from vk to v′1. Likewise, we add
edges e′j and ê′j from v′j to either v′j+1 if j < l or to v1 if j = l. Similarly, we associate v′i being
true with edge e′i and v′i being false with edge ê′i. See Figure 7 for an illustration.

v1 v2 v3 vk v1' v2' v3' v?'e1

ê1

e2

ê2

e3

ê3

ek

êk

e1'

ê1'

e2'

ê2'

... ...e3'

ê3'

e?'

ê?'

Figure 7: A visualization of the arena of the game for the proof of Theorem 4.5. VMax is
depicted by circles, and VMin by squares.

Note that there is a one-to-one correspondence between the cycles in this graph and the truth
assignments for (x, y). We now define ψ as

ψ(C) =

{
+ C corresponds to (x, y) and ϕ(x, y) = 1

− C corresponds to (x, y) and ϕ(x, y) = 0 .

The circuit of ψ can easily be constructed in polynomial time. If the original ∃∀ SAT problem
is a “yes”-instance, then there is an x that makes ϕ true for all y. This implies that the related
maximizer strategy does not allow for any −-cycles, hence it yields a nonnegative value for all
starting nodes in the graph. In the other direction, if there is a positional strategy that gives
nonnegative payoff for some starting node v0, then this gives a valid x for the ∃∀ SAT problem.
So we have indeed given a reduction, and that completes the proof.

It is maybe not too surprising that the general problem is difficult, considering the lack of
structure. However, it turns out that restricting to realizable patterns does not make finding the
winner easy. It turns out that even the one-player case becomes difficult to solve if we only consider
the cycle pattern. To make the one-player case formal, we consider the following problem.

Definition 4.6 (One-player zero-mean partition). Suppose we are given a strongly connected
arena G = (VMax ∪ VMin, E) with VMin = ∅, a starting node v0, and a cycle pattern ψ given by a
Boolean circuit, with the promise that ψ is realizable. Does there exist a strategy for which the
Maximizer can guarantee reaching a 0-cycle or a +-cycle?
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Theorem 4.7. There is no randomized polynomial-time algorithm to solve the one-player zero-
mean partition problem, unless NP = RP .

Here, by a “randomized polynomial-time algorithm” we mean an algorithm that stops in poly-
nomial time and has the following two properties:

• it outputs “No” with probability 1 if ψ is realizable and player Max does not have a strategy
that guarantees reaching a nonnegative cycle;

• it outputs “Yes” with probability at least 1/poly(n) if ψ is realizable and player Max has a
strategy that guarantees reaching a nonnegative cycle.

Note that we do not demand anything when ψ is not realizable, other than the fact that the
algorithm stops on such instances in polynomial time. This type of randomized algorithm will
allow us to make the connection between (U)SAT and RP in the following proof.

Proof. We show this by performing a polynomial time reduction from USAT (unambiguous SAT).
The USAT problem asks, given a SAT formula with at most one satisfying assignment, whether
the SAT formula has a satisfying assignment. It is known that, if there is a randomized polynomial
time algorithm for USAT, then RP = NP [48]. Suppose we have a SAT formula ϕ(x) with n
variables, and with at most one satisfying assignment. Let G be the complete directed graph
on n vertices. Assume that the vertices of G are labeled 1, 2, . . . , n. For all cycles C of G, let
S(C) = (v1, v2, . . . , vk) be an ordering of the vertices of C in such a way that v1 is the vertex with
the smallest label of C, and for i ≥ 2, vi comes after vi−1 in the cycle, that is, (vi−1, vi) is an edge
in the cycle. While there can be many cycles in G on the same set of nodes, there is always only
one cycle C on these nodes where the labels in S(C) form an increasing sequence.

Let xC be the Boolean vector of length n with xi = 1 if and only if the vertex i is in C. Now
we define a cycle pattern ψ for G:

ψ(C) =

{
+ the sequence S(C) is increasing and ϕ(xC) = 1,

− otherwise.

The circuit of ψ can be constructed in polynomial time from ϕ. Moreover, since there is at most
one satisfying assignment for ϕ, there is at most one cycle C with ψ(C) = +. This implies that ψ
is realizable: if there are no +-cycles, the pattern can be realized by giving each edge as weight −1;
otherwise, we can give all the edges on the one +-cycle weight 1, and all other edges weight −n,
which will also be a realization. Since the graph is strongly connected, the zero-mean partition
only depends on the existence of a +-cycle: If such a cycle exists, then player Max can just use
the edges of the cycle in their strategy, and make sure that the pebble ends up in the cycle.
Now solving the zero-mean partition lets us solve USAT: if there is a +-cycle, this implies that ϕ
must have had a satisfying assignment. Likewise, if there are no +-cycles, there was no satisfying
assignment. So indeed we found a polynomial time reduction from USAT to the one-player zero-
mean partition problem. Hence, if we had a randomized polynomial algorithm for the one-player
zero-mean partition problem, the following algorithm would be a randomized polynomial algorithm
for USAT:

• Construct the cycle pattern ψ for graph Kn.

• Run the randomized polynomial algorithm for one-player zero-mean partition.

Since both steps are in polynomial time, and this new algorithm fulfills the requirements on the
output of a randomized algorithm stated in [48], we conclude that this would be a randomized
polynomial algorithm for USAT. Hence this implies NP = RP . This completes the proof.

We leave the question about the complexity of finding the zero-mean partition of realizable
patterns for two-players for further work.

20



5 Geometric hardness for mean payoff games
As mentioned before, numerous different algorithms for solving mean payoff games and energy
games have been proposed. For many of these algorithms, there is a pseudopolynomial upper
bound on the running time: it can be bounded by a polynomial in |V |, |E|, and W , where the
latter is an upper bound on the absolute value of the edge weights in the arena.

Having a pseudopolynomial algorithm for mean payoff games, it may be tempting to aim for
a small representation of a game in the spirit of the seminal result by Frank and Tardós [24].
Their reduction takes as input a rational vector w = (w1, . . . , wm) and an integer N . It returns
an integral vector w = (w1, . . . , wm) such that ||w||∞ ≤ 24m

3

Nm(m+2) and sgn(w · b) = sgn(w · b),
for all integer vectors b with ||b||1 ≤ N − 1. Note that this reduction can even be computed in
polynomial time. One could try to apply this reduction to a mean payoff game where w is the
vector of weights (independent of the graph structure). Then the incidence vector of the cycles
could be considered as the vectors b giving rise to a reduction preserving the cycle pattern. As
such, it would also preserve the winning region. However, the resulting upper bound on the reduced
weights for a game with m edges would amount to 24m

3

(k + 1)m(m+2) where k is the length of a
longest cycle in the graph. Unfortunately, this is still exponential in the size of the graph.

As this reduction is a very general tool with many remarkable applications in the realm of
linear programming, see e.g. [55], one could wonder if it is possible to come up with a reduction
more tailored to mean payoff games. However, we demonstrate the limitations of such an idea.
At first, we already saw in Theorem 2.10 that any reduction preserving cycle patterns would still
result in exponential weights. We will extend this in Theorem 5.10 to reductions preserving the
crucial structure for linear decision trees. Now, we start by excluding a reduction that does not
care about the graph structure but only about the zero-mean partition.

5.1 Reductions preserving the zero-mean partition
Assume we want a reduction that only preserves the zero-mean partition of the game. If we get
both the weights and the graph structure as input, then solving the game allows to determine
the winning regions and one can just use weights from {−1, 0, 1}, as we will see in Section 5.3.
However, as our reduction is meant to be a preprocessing, in this section we restrict attention to
reductions that only use the weights but not the graph structure. The reduction of Frank and
Tardós has this property and results in weights of exponential size. We show that this cannot be
avoided. To do so, we start with the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let k ≥ 1 and suppose that integer vectors a, b, c ∈ Zk satisfy the inequalities

a1 + · · ·+ ai−1 + bi + ci ≥ 0 ,

b1 + · · ·+ bi−1 + ai + ci < 0 ,
(8)

for all i = 1, 2, . . . , k. Then, max{|ak|, |bk|} ≥ 2k−2.

Proof. We will show by induction that bi − ai ≥ 2i−1 for all i. Since a, b, c are integer vectors, for
i = 1 we have b1 ≥ −c1 and a1 ≤ −1− c1, which gives b1 ≥ 1 + a1. Likewise, for i > 2 we get

bi ≥ −ci − (a1 + · · ·+ ai−1) ≥ 1 + ai + (b1 + · · ·+ bi−1)− (a1 + · · ·+ ai−1) .

Hence, by induction, bi−ai ≥ 1+(b1−a1)+ · · ·+(bi−1−ai−1) ≥ 1+(1+2+4+ · · ·+2i−2) = 2i−1.
In particular, we have max{|ak|, |bk|} ≥ 1

2 |bk − ak| ≥ 2k−2.

Remark 5.2. The vectors defined by ai = ⌊−2i−2⌋, bi = ⌊2i−2⌋, ci = 0 satisfy (8), so Lemma 5.1
is tight (for k ̸= 1).

We are now equipped to derive the following impossibility result.

Theorem 5.3. For each even m ∈ N, there exist weights w1, w2, . . . , wm ∈ Z such that there exist
m arenas with m edges each (and with w(ei) = wi for each edge ei in each of the m MPGs), with
the following property: if we replace w1, w2, . . . , wm with integer weights w′

1, w
′
2, . . . , w

′
m such that

max |w′
i| < 2m/2−2, this would change the zero-mean partition in at least one of the m MPGs.
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Proof. Take wi = (−2)i for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m. We construct m arenas, by doing the following for
i = 1, 2, . . . , m2 :

• The (2i − 1)-th arena has a cycle C controlled by player Max. The cycle C has i edges
with weights w2i−1 and w2, w4, . . . , w2i−2, respectively. Moreover, there is a second cycle C ′

that contains one vertex v1 of C and for the rest only has vertices controlled by player Min
(see Figure 8). The edges of C ′ have weights w1, w3, . . . , w2i−3, w2i+1, w2i+3, . . . , wm−1. In
particular, all edges of C ′ have negative weight. Finally, for every index j that we have not
used yet, we add some self-loop or chord in C ′ with weight wj (their precise location is not
important to the proof, we only do not allow such an edge to start at v1). Every vertex in
the resulting MPG has negative value: player Min can play the strategy τ that uses only the
edges of C ′. With this strategy, there are only two cycles possible in the remaining graph
Gτ , namely C and C ′, both with negative weight.

Now suppose that w′(C) ≥ 0. This would imply that player Max can use the edges of C to
guarantee a nonnegative outcome starting from v1, but then the zero-mean partition of w′

would be different from that of w. Hence w′(C) = w′
2i−1 + w′

2 + w′
4 + . . . + w′

2i−2 < 0 for
i = 1, 2, . . . , m2 .

• The 2i-th arena has a cycle C controlled by player Min with i edges, which have edge
weights w2i and w1, w3 . . . , w2i−3. There is a cycle C ′ consisting of v1 ∈ C and a num-
ber of vertices controlled by player Max. The edges of C ′ have positive weights, namely
w2, w4, . . . , w2i−2, w2i+2, . . . , wm, and there is a chord or loop for every remaining wj (again
not from v1). In a similar way as before, player Max can use the edges of C ′ to ensure non-
negative outcome for w from every starting position, since both C and C ′ have nonnegative
weight. This implies that w′(C) = w′

2i + w′
1 + w′

3 + . . .+ w′
2i−3 ≥ 0.
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Figure 8: The start of the sequence of graphs constructed in the proof of Theorem 5.3.
Circles are vertices controlled by player Max, squares are vertices controlled by player Min.
In every graph, the cycle C is marked with bold edges, and the cycle C ′ by colored edges.
There are n = m

2 + i− 2 vertices in each graph.

As observed, if w′ preserves the zero-mean partition then for every i ≤ m
2 we have

w′
2i + w′

1 + w′
3 + . . . + w′

2i−3 ≥ 0 and w′
2i−1 + w′

2 + w′
4 + . . . + w′

2i−2 < 0. It then follows from
Lemma 5.1 that max(|w′

m|, |w′
m−1|) ≥ 2m/2−2, which is what we needed to prove.

5.2 LDT algorithms
We now consider algorithms for solving mean payoff games and energy games in the framework of
the linear decision tree model. We give a short introduction, see [14] as a further general reference,
and [29] for recent advances; we will take a geometric point of view similar to [10]. A linear
decision tree T (LDT) with m inputs and n bits of output is a binary tree where each inner node
is associated with a linear inequality a1x1 + · · ·+ amxm ≥ a0 for a0, a1, . . . , am ∈ Z and each leaf
is labeled by an element in {0, 1}n. For an input vector (x1, . . . , xm) ∈ Rm, one starts at the root
of T and successively descends to the left or right child of a node depending on the validity of the
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linear inequality associated to the respective node. Finally, the output is the element associated
with the reached leaf.

Recall that a polyhedral fan is a polyhedral complex where all polyhedra are polyhedral cones.
A polyhedral subdivision of a space S is a polyhedral complex such that the union of all polyhedra
is S. We refer to [52] for more details on polyhedral geometry. However, note that it is sometimes
convenient for us to consider polyhedral subdivisions composed of half-open polyhedra so that one
obtains a disjoint union.

An LDT T gives rise to several polyhedral subdivisions of the input space. We will focus on
LDTs with a0 = 0 for all nodes; then the polyhedral subdivisions are indeed polyhedral fans. Since
the cycle-inequalities defining the zero-mean partition problem are homogeneous, we can make this
assumption on the LDTs in our context without losing expressive power (see e.g. [46, Cor. 5.4]).

The finest subdivision is the polyhedral fan arising from the collection of linear forms asso-
ciated with the nodes of T . That is, we consider the polyhedral subdivision of Rm into poly-
hedral cones arising as the cells of the hyperplane arrangement given by all linear hyperplanes
{x ∈ Rm : a⊤v x = 0} for inner nodes v of the tree. We call this the node subdivision and denote the
polyhedral fan by N (T ).

The second subdivision is given by the collection of polyhedral cones arising as those input
vectors x ∈ Rm that lead to the same leaf node of T . Note that those sets are defined by strict
and non-strict inequalities. We call this the leaf subdivision.

Finally, for the coarsest subdivision, consider the function from Rm to {0, 1}n represented by T .
The preimage of each label ℓ ∈ {0, 1}n arises as the union of these cones leading to a leaf with
label ℓ. Note that such a union is not necessarily convex anymore. As we get one such region for
each element arising as image in {0, 1}n, we refer to it as the range subdivision.

For us, the aim is, given a weight vector w ∈ RE , to compute the winning region of player Max
(or equivalently its complement, the winning region of player Min), that is a subset of VMax ∪VMin
encoded by a vector in {0, 1}VMax∪VMin .

The range subdivision is hard to understand as it basically corresponds to solving an MPG. On
the other hand, the leaf subdivision heavily depends on the particular choice of LDT for an MPG.
Our main contribution is about the node subdivision which captures general insights in the linear
decisions which are necessary to derive the winning region. To solve mean payoff games using this
model, we have to assign a linear decision tree to each possible arena G = (VMax ∪ VMin, E).

Definition 5.4. Let G be the set of all possible arenas. An LDT algorithm for MPGs is a set of
linear decision trees {TG : G ∈ G} such that TG solves each MPG with arena G given the weights
of the edges as input.

It turns out that several pseudopolynomial algorithms for determining the zero-mean partition
in a mean payoff game fall into the framework of the linear decision tree model. We make this
explicit for some concrete examples. For the specific version of strategy improvement algorithms
we have chosen [9, 12], for value iteration algorithm we refer to [13] and furthermore we consider
the ‘GKK algorithm’ from [32].

Note that strategy iteration and value iteration usually have quite some flexibility in choosing
which nodes or edges to update/improve first. Especially for strategy iteration, this gives rise to
many improvement rules while this kind of flexibility is ruled out in the linear decision tree model.
However, many natural improvement rules can still be represented by an LDT. For example, fixing
Bland’s least index rule allows to formulate the run of the algorithm purely in terms of linear
decisions.

Proposition 5.5. The strategy improvement algorithms from [9, 12], the value iteration algorithm
from [13] and the GKK algorithm from [32] can be implemented as LDT algorithms.

Proof sketch. We treat each type of algorithm separately:

• The main idea of the strategy improvement algorithms is to fix some strategy σ for player
Max, and compute some valuation dσ : V → R. The valuation is always equal to the weight
of some shortest/longest path between two nodes. The valuation is found with some number
of shortest path computations (Dijkstra/Bellman-Ford). Then, the main idea of strategy
improvement is to change the strategy: we switch to using the edge (u, v) if dσ(v)+w(u, v) >
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dσ(u), we call this an improving move. Assuming a fixed improvement rule for choosing among
possibly several improving moves, this yields a new strategy σ′. We repeat this process of
finding valuations and making improving moves until there are no improving moves left. This
gives an optimal strategy.

These shortest path algorithms can also run in the LDT model, since we can compare path
lengths, and we can store the valuations as sets of edges. If we do this, we can also evaluate
whether dσ(v)+w(u, v) > dσ(u) in the LDT model. So both strategy improvement algorithms
can be formulated as LDT algorithm.

• The value iteration algorithm of [13] maintains a value function f : V → Z. Initially, f is 0
everywhere, but it gets updated using lifting operations. To perform a lifting operation for a
node u, we need to evaluate whether f(u) < f(v)−w(u, v) and find the sign of f(v)−w(u, v)
for all edges of the form (u, v). The values of the function f always represent the weight
of some finite walk in the graph. If the value of f reaches above some threshold (which is
bounded by the sum of absolute values of edge weights), it is set to ∞. If we reach a fixed
point of the lifting operation, then we can find the zero-mean partition from the set of nodes
with value ∞.

Since the f(v) represent the weight of some walk, we may store them as multisets of edges.
This allows us to evaluate whether f(u) < f(v) − w(u, v) and f(v) − w(u, v) > 0 within
the LDT model. Also, since we know the signs of all edge weights, we can also use sums of
absolute values of edges in the LDT model. Hence we can also check whether f(v) is larger
than

∑
e∈E |w(e)|. So this value iteration algorithm is also an LDT algorithm.

We note that implementing this algorithm naively can lead to the decision tree having in-
finite depth. However, one can use a modification that allows for using any real numbers,
as described in [18, p. 37] which guarantees that the algorithm terminates in O(m2n/2)
iterations5.

• The GKK algorithm is slightly more complicated. It maintains a potential function
ϵ : V → Z, and performs a potential transformation on the edge costs: this replaces w(u, v)
by w′(u, v) = w(u, v) + ϵ(u) − ϵ(v). The algorithm then computes the set of nodes L, from
which player Min can guarantee seeing a negative weight edge before seeing a positive weight
edge. Afterwards, it computes δ, which is the smallest number such that increasing ϵ by δ
on the current set L will change L in the next iteration. Then it changes ϵ (by adding δ to ϵ
on L), and it repeats this until δ = ∞. In that case, L gives us the zero mean partition.

We argue that δ, ϵ(e) and w′(e) can always be written as linear combinations of edge weights.
First, we start with ϵ = 0 everywhere, and the original edge weights. Computing the set L
can be done by testing signs of edges. Finding δ is always done by taking the minimum
of weights w′(e) of a certain set of edges (determining that set is done by checking signs of
w′(e)). These adapted weights w′ are always linear combinations of w, and therefore δ can
also be written as a linear combination of weights. Finally, adding δ to ϵ on some nodes shifts
some edge weights w′(e) by δ, which still keeps it a linear combination of w. We conclude
that indeed, these variables can always be written as a linear combination of w, hence one
can implement this algorithm as an LDT algorithm. Note that it is also guaranteed to end
in O(2n) iterations [39].

In the previous sections we saw that it is not always possible to reduce the weights to less than
exponential while preserving the cycle pattern. We generalize this idea to the underlying structure
of arbitrary LDT algorithms. The main question we try to answer in this section is the following:
is it possible to improve the pseudopolynomial upper bound of these algorithms, by using some
preprocessing on the weights, that preserves the structure used by the algorithm? The answer
will be no. This is a first step towards proving a lower bound on the running time of algorithms
representable by an LDT using the minimal representation size of a cycle pattern.

We start by formalizing the preprocessing of the weights.
5The original source states O(m2n). We clarified with the author that this was a typo.
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Definition 5.6. A core preserving reduction for an LDT algorithm {TG : G ∈ G} for the mean
payoff games on the set of arenas G is a set of functions {fG : G ∈ G} with fG : ZE → ZE with the
following property: for each graph G ∈ G, each vector z ∈ ZE and each cone F ∈ N (TG), we have
z ∈ F ⇔ fG(z) ∈ F and ||fG(z)||∞ ≤ ||z||∞.

In Section 5.3, we show that the fan N (TG) must be a refinement of the hyperplane arrangement
coming from the cycle pattern. So the cycle pattern is in some sense the coarsest structure possible
for an LDT algorithm. We then show that for any such hyperplane arrangement, there is an arena
where one of the cells only has exponential integer weights. This implies that using only core
preserving reductions, we cannot make a pseudopolynomial upper bound on the running time of
an LDT algorithm that is less than exponential in the input size.

5.3 Cycle patterns are coarsest
Using our previous insights on cycle patterns and the framework of LDTs, we derive two insights
about the size of weights in the different subdivisions. These are in some sense complementary to
each other. First, we consider the range subdivision.

We fix an arena G = (VMax∪VMin, E) and study the set of weighted arenas (G,w) for varying w.
For any subset U ⊆ V (G), let

Z(U) = {w ∈ RE : vali(w) ≥ 0 for i ∈ U, vali(w) < 0 for i /∈ U}

be the weights giving rise to the winning region U . Ranging over the different sets Z(U), we
get a subdivision of the space Rm ≃ RE . With this terminology, we may interpret the zero-mean
partition problem geometrically: given some w ∈ ZE , find U such that w ∈ Z(U). This subdivision
of space agrees with the range subdivision for a linear decision tree TG.

While the cones Z(U) forming this subdivision are in general not polyhedral, not even convex,
they turn out to be star-convex sets. Recall that a set S is star-convex if there exists a so-called
center x0 ∈ S such that for any y ∈ S the line segment x0y is contained in S.

Proposition 5.7. For any arena G and vertex set U , if the set Z(U) is nonempty, then it is
star-convex. Moreover, then there is a center of Z(U) with entries in {−1, 1}.

Proof. Let z ∈ RE be the weight vector defined by:

z(v,v′) =

{
1 v ∈ U,

−1 v /∈ U.

We want to show that z is a center for Z(U). For an arbitrary w ∈ Z(U) and λ ∈ [0, 1], we need
to show that y = λw+(1−λ)z is contained in Z(U). Since w ∈ Z(U), there exists a Max strategy
σ that achieves an outcome ≥ 0 starting in U in the game on (G,w), and achieves outcome < 0
when starting in V \U . In particular this means that there is no edge in Eσ allowing Min to go out
of U . Then, since all edge weights within U for z are 1, Max can achieve an outcome of 1 on U by
playing strategy σ on the weighted arena (G, z). Now consider an arbitrary cycle C whose vertices
are contained in U and whose edges are in Eσ. Since σ ensures that the outcome is nonnegative on
both (G,w) and (G, z), the total weight of C must be nonnegative for both w and z. Therefore,
the weight of C is nonnegative for any convex combination of w and z. Since this holds for any
such cycle, the strategy σ yields a nonnegative outcome starting from each node of U , in the game
played on (G, y). Analogously, we can take a Min strategy τ that gives outcome < 0 on V \U in
(G,w), and derive that it also gives negative outcome on V \U in (G, y). We conclude that indeed
y ∈ Z(U). Hence, the cone Z(U) is star-convex with center z.

While the lemma above shows that there is a ‘direct’ way to go from arbitrary weights to (very!)
small weights preserving the zero-mean partition, it is not clear how to use this algorithmically,
since we used the zero-mean partition to find this weight reduction. We now relate the structure
of the sets Z(U) with cycle patterns.

Proposition 5.8. Assume G is strongly connected. For any cycle C, there is a set of vertices U
and a weight vector w such that the intersection of the ball B(w, 1/2) = {t ∈ RE : ||w − t||∞ < 1/2}
with the boundary of Z(U) is contained in the hyperplane HC := {x ∈ RE :

∑
(i,j)∈C xij = 0} .
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Figure 9: A cross section of a cone Z(U). The intersection of the boundary of Z(U) with
B(w, 12 ) (highlighted with stripes) lies on the hyperplane HC (blue).

Proof. Let V (C) be the vertex set of C, and let U = V be the whole vertex set of G. Furthermore,
let F be a shortest path forest containing the edges from shortest paths (in terms of number of
edges) from every node in V \V (C) to V (C). Note that F exists because G is strongly connected.
We define the weight vector w by

w(v,v′) =


0 (v, v′) ∈ C ∪ F,
|V | v ∈ VMin, (v, v

′) /∈ C ∪ F,
−|V | v ∈ VMax, (v, v

′) /∈ C ∪ F .

Now consider the weight vector w + y for some ||y||∞ < 1
2 . We show that w + y ∈ Z(U) if and

only if
∑

(i,j)∈C(w + y)ij ≥ 0.
Suppose that

∑
(i,j)∈C(w+y)ij ≥ 0. Since the arena is strongly connected, every vertex has an

outgoing edge in C ∪ F . If player Max plays according to some policy that only uses these edges,
then they guarantee that the outcome of the game played on (G,w + y) is nonnegative from any
starting position. Indeed, let σ denote any such policy and let C ′ be any cycle composed of the
edges of Eσ. If C ′ = C, then C ′ has nonnegative weight by assumption. Otherwise, note that the
cycle C ′ has two types of edges: edges from C ∪ F which have total weight at least − 1

2 |V |, and
edges of the form (v, v′) /∈ C∪F where v ∈ VMin. Every edge of the second type has weight at least
|V | − 1

2 >
1
2 |V | and C ′ has at least one such edge because C ′ ̸= C. Hence, C ′ has positive weight.

In particular, we have w + y ∈ Z(U). In the same way, if
∑

(i,j)∈C(w + y)ij < 0, then player Min
has a policy that guarantees that the outcome of the game is strictly negative from any starting
position and w + y /∈ Z(U). In conclusion, if a point inside B(w, 1/2) belongs to the boundary of
Z(U), then it must lie on the hyperplane

∑
(i,j)∈C(w + y)ij = 0.

Remark 5.9. If G is not strongly connected then there can exist cycles that are not ‘critical’ (in
the sense that their hyperplane is not part of any boundary). For example, in Figure 10 the weight
of cycle ab has never any influence on which node is winning: that is because node c always has at
least as good of a value for one of the players as cycle ab, hence one player would always choose to
leave the cycle ab.

Proposition 5.8 shows that the structure of the cycle pattern appears crucially in the node
fan N (TG) associated with a linear decision tree for the game on G. This has some implications
for core preserving reductions and pseudopolynomial algorithms. To make this precise, we now
introduce a geometric hardness measure.

Given an arena G and an LDT algorithm TG, we define the representability measure to be

RM(TG) = max
z∈Zm

min{||fG(z)||∞ : fG core preserving reduction} .
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Figure 10: An arena that is not strongly connected. Circles are in VMax, squares in VMin.

By definition, this quantity provides a limitation for the effectiveness of core preserving reductions,
but it can also be interpreted from other perspectives.

Firstly, we describe the geometric point of view on this quantity. Suppose we take the smallest
integer vector (w.r.t. the ∞-norm) in every cone of the node subdivision N (TG). Such a vector
exists in every cone since they are halfopen polyhedra defined with rational inequalities. Then the
representability measure is the norm of the largest of these integer vectors.

Secondly, the representability measure can be related to the runtime of pseudopolynomial LDT
algorithms. Suppose we have some pseudopolynomial LDT algorithm {TG : G ∈ G} whose runtime
is bounded by p(W, |E|), with p a polynomial and W = maxe∈E |we|. For each weight vector
z ∈ ZE and each core preserving reduction fG, the LDT algorithm makes the exact same choices
for the game (G, z) as for (G, fG(z)). In particular we may use the best core preserving reduction
fG and always assume that our algorithm solves the game (G, fG(z)) instead of (G, z). This then
gives us a runtime bound of p(RM(TG), |E|), and in particular if RM(TG) is bounded by a polynomial
of the arena size, this means that the LDT algorithm solves any game on the arena G in polynomial
time.

However, we show that LDT algorithms for mean payoff games all have a large representability
measure for some arenas. Let again G be the set of all possible arenas.

Theorem 5.10. There exists a sequence of arenas (Gi)i∈N with strictly increasing number of
edges (mi)i∈N and a constant c > 0, such that for any i ∈ N and any LDT algorithm {TG : G ∈ G}
we have

RM(TGi
) > 2cmi .

Proof. From Proposition 5.8, we know that for any arena G and any LDT algorithm, the node
subdivision must contain the hyperplane HC = {x : χ(C)Tx = 0} for any cycle C in the set of
cycles C of G. Thus, the polyhedral fan N (TG) must be a refinement of the polyhedral fan
arising from the hyperplanes {HC : C ∈ C }. Otherwise, the LDT algorithm would give the wrong
answer on some inputs, in particular those that are close to a multiple of the vector w from
Proposition 5.8. From Theorem 2.10, we know that there is a sequence of graphs (Gi)i∈N with
realizable cycle patterns that require integer weights of size 2Ω(mi). This implies, for each Gi, that
the polyhedral fan coming from {HC : C ∈ C } has cells in which every integer vector has an entry
that is exponential in the number of edges. Therefore, the same must hold for the finer polyhedral
fans N (TGi

). Let z be an integer vector in such a cell only containing vectors with norm more
than 2cmi . Then, there cannot be a core preserving reduction that maps entries from this cell
to smaller entries than 2cmi . Hence min{||fG(z)||∞ : fG core preserving reduction} > 2cmi , which
implies the theorem.

We also extract the geometric aspect of the former proof.

Corollary 5.11. Any fan refining the hyperplane arrangement arising from the cycles of a com-
plete graph has a cone containing only exponentially big integer points.

More precisely, let (Gi)i∈N be the sequence of complete directed graphs indexed by its number
of vertices and (Ci)i∈N be the corresponding sequence of sets of cycles. Furthermore, let (Fi)i∈N be
a sequence of polyhedral fans for which Fi refines the polyhedral fan arising from the hyperplanes
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{HC : C ∈ Ci}. Then there is a sequence of cones, one for each element in (Fi)i∈N, in which every
integer vector has an entry that is exponential in the number of edges.

Remark 5.12. The paper [36] deduced a combinatorial and pseudopolynomial algorithm for mean
payoff games based on the structure of the subdivions of a product of two simplices. It turns out
that the secondary fan of a product of two simplices also arises as refinement of the hyperplane
arrangement associated to the cycle pattern. This follows as the secondary fan can be described by
inequalities on alternating cycles in a bipartite graph. Therefore, there are regular triangulations
of a product of two simplices ∆d−1 ×∆n−1 such that each integral weight vector inducing such a
triangulation has an entry exponential in d and n. This extends the bounds given in [6]. We leave
it as an interesting research direction to deduce such results for other secondary fans of polytopes.

6 Discussion and further thoughts

6.1 Extended cycle patterns
We finish with a possible extension of our definition of cycle patterns. Given a digraph G, let C ′

be the set of ordered pairs of paths (P1, P2), with the properties that P1 and P2 have the same
start and end vertex, and that P1 and P2 share no internal vertices. Let CE = C ∪C ′ be the union
of these pairs of paths and of directed cycles. We define an extended cycle pattern as a function
ψ : CE → {−, 0,+} on this extended domain, also associating a sign with pairs of paths. These
signs indicate which of the paths has a larger weight.

More specifically, we say that w is a realization of ψ if for every C ∈ C we have sgn(w(C)) =
ψ(C), and for every (P1, P2) ∈ C ′, we have sgn(w(P1) − w(P2)) = ψ(P1, P2). The notions of
realizability and induced extended cycle pattern are defined similarly. Note that, for every realiz-
able extended cycle pattern and every (P1, P2) ∈ C′, we have that ψ(P1, P2) is the reverse sign of
ψ(P2, P1). It turns out that the extended cycle pattern has some nice computational advantage
compared to the regular cycle pattern.

Lemma 6.1. Given a realizable extended cycle pattern ψ as a Boolean circuit, we can perform
the following tasks in polynomial time:

• Decide if a graph contains negative cycles, and find one if it exists.

• Find a shortest directed walk between any pair of points, if one exists.

Sketch of proof. Since we can compare any two paths with disjoint interiors, we can use an adapted
version of the Bellman-Ford algorithm to solve these two problems: in this adaptation, instead of
storing a number for each node, we store a path for each node representing the shortest path found
so far.

Corollary 6.2. Given a realizable extended cycle pattern ψ of the graph, the zero-mean partition
in one-player MPGs can be computed in polynomial time.

This is different from regular cycle patterns as we saw in Theorem 4.7. However, this is much
closer to the properties of many algorithms for games on graphs. For example, many strategy
improvement algorithms, the GKK algorithm and the value iteration algorithm from [18, p. 37] also
solve one-player games in polynomial time. For some strategy improvement algorithms, one-player
computation is used as a (polynomial time) subroutine, e.g. [9], and the other two algorithms
also solve one-player games in polynomial time, as direct consequences of [39, Thm. 5] and
[18, Lem. 2.2.14], respectively.

This is an indication that the extension allows for a more precise analysis of algorithms. Even
stronger, the strategy improvement algorithm from [9] only uses shortest path computations and
comparisons of path lengths. Adapting it to the setting of extended cycle patterns is left for future
work.
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6.2 Discussion
We have defined the cycle pattern, characterized realizability, and have shown that several problems
are hard to compute when only given the cycle pattern as a Boolean circuit. In this case much of the
complexity comes from the encoding of the cycle pattern. However, it shows that, if a (randomized)
polynomial time algorithm for the zero-mean partition problem existed, it must somehow utilize
information from a specific realization (assuming NP ̸= RP ).

The hardness of parity-realizability has an interesting consequence. While some attempts have
been made to translate ideas from parity games to mean payoff games, like quasi-dominions [8, 21]
and universal graphs [22], they did not turn out to give a significant algorithmic advantage. Our
result may be considered a complexity theoretic quantification of this phenomenon, showing how
different the structure of parity games and mean payoff games is, given that cycle patterns capture
a fundamental essence of the algorithmically relevant structure. Stated more boldly, we get the
following restriction for applying parity game techniques to MPGs: Suppose we are able to adapt
a quasipolynomial parity game algorithm to work on MPGs in the same way. Then, for every
instance of a MPG whose cycle pattern is parity-realizable, our algorithm cannot detect this fact
unless NP = QP . Here QP is the class of problems that can be solved in quasipolynomial time
(there exists some c ∈ N, such that it can be decided on a Turing machine in time O(2(log(n))

c

),
where n is the input size).

We have shown that there are graphs for which the representability measure is large for any
algorithm. This does not imply large running time, although it does provide an explanation
why these algorithms have exponential worst-case behaviour, especially for pseudopolynomial al-
gorithms. This explanation is more powerful than many well-known graph complexity measures,
because it also holds for graphs where many commonly used ones are small (see Theorem 2.10).
We leave an explicit connection between sizes of realizations and complexity of (LDT) algorithms
as further work.

It would also be possible to define the representability measure for the leaf subdivision. It is still
open how large it can be in that case. Finally, as already mentioned, complexity of the bounded
realization problem is also still open, as is the question if the lower bound from Theorem 2.10 can
be improved to 2Θ(m log(n)).

We hope this is just the beginning of a geometric complexity theory for mean payoff games.
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