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BOUNDARY MEASUREMENTS OF POSITIVE NETWORKS ON A

CYLINDER OF MAXIMAL RANK 2 AND 3

DAVID WHITING

Abstract. Boundary measurement matrices associated to networks on a plane correspond
to certain totally nonnegative Grassmannians as shown previously by A. Postnikov. In
this paper, we look to generalize this result by categorizing the boundary measurements
associated to networks on a cylinder of maximal rank 2 and 3. In particular, we show that
the maximal rank 3 matrices associated to networks on a cylinder are precisely the matrices
in which every odd-dimensional minor is nonnegative.

1. Introduction

Networks on an oriented surface are directed graphs with positive weights on the directed
arcs. The sources and sinks of a network will be the vertices on the boundary of the surface.
Given a network, we can construct a boundary measurement matrix. See figure 1 for an
example. Networks on a disk have been previously described by Postnikov in [11]. More
precisely, given a network with n sinks and m sources, it was shown that such a network can
be embedded in a disk if and only if every minor of its associated m × (m + n) boundary
measurement matrix is nonnegative. In this paper, we extend this work in the natural way
to certain networks in a cylinder, or equivalently, an annulus.

It is important to note that the definition of a boundary measurement matrix differs in
literature. We will define a matrix M using the definition in [7], in which we realize M as a
m× n matrix instead of a m× (m+ n) matrix. One can recover the m× (m+ n) boundary

measurement matrix M̃ defined in [11] from M by adding the columns of an identity matrix
of the appropriate size so that the maximal minors of M̃ are the minors of M (plus the
minor corresponding to the embedded identity matrix). The precise definitions we will use
are provided in section 2.

There is a very deep connection between these networks, cluster algebras, and integrable
systems. For instance, the work by Postnikov in [11] finds a nice way to describe certain
families of cluster coordinates by certain Grassmannian elements. In [6], the authors defined
a family of Poisson brackets on the boundary measurement matrices of these networks on
disks. They generalize this work to an annulus (or cylinder) in [7]. In particular, they proved
that a boundary measurement matrix M satisfies the Sklyanin r-matrix Poisson relations.
A non-commutative generalization of this result is provided in [1], which is a continuation
upon previous results related to discrete completely integrable dynamical systems (see [10],
[4], [5], [2]) and non-commutative cluster algebras (see [3], [8]).

In this paper, we consider networks in a cylinder/annulus with an additional restriction;
all edges are directed from one boundary circle to the other one. Under these conditions, we
describe the set of all boundary measurement matrices of maximal rank 2 and 3.

The rank 2 case is described using the function cvar, which we call the cyclic sign variation
function defined in section 2. This function counts the number of sign changes of the maximal
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Figure 1. A network in a cylinder together with its boundary measurement
matrix B. The top and bottom dotted edges of the rectangle are glued
together to create the cylinder.

minors of M in cyclic order. It is a generalization of the notion of sign variation defined in
[9], obtained by extending the linear order of the columns of M to a cyclic order.

The results of this paper are summarized in the following main theorem.

Theorem 1.1. Let M be an m× n real-valued matrix of maximal rank m ∈ {2, 3}.

(i) If m = 2, then M is a boundary measurement matrix for some network N if and only
if cvar(M) = 2.

(ii) If m = 3, then M is a boundary measurement matrix for some network N if and only
if every odd-dimensional minor is nonnegative.

By ”odd-dimensional minor”, we mean every k× k minor for odd k. More precisely, when
m = 3, these are the 1× 1 minors and 3× 3 minors.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide the necessary background and
definitions. In Section 3, we provide a method of constructing an arbitrary boundary mea-
surement matrix from another ”simpler” boundary measurement matrix. The main goal of
this section is to explain how every boundary measurement matrix can be constructed from
an identity matrix using certain column operations. We show that the properties regarding
the cvar function and the odd-dimensional minors in Theorem 1.1 are preserved by these
column operations. In sections 4 and 5, we use these ideas to prove Theorem 1.1(i) and
Theorem 1.1(ii), respectively.

Acknowledgments. The author is supported NSF research grant DMS #2100791. The
author is grateful to Michael Shapiro for introducing this problem and for his valuable
comments towards improving the paper.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we will define and describe networks in a cylinder. For each network, we
have a collection of boundary measurements which can be represented by a nonnegative real
matrix called a boundary measurement matrix.

Our main goal of the paper is to describe these matrices. In Section 3, we will define a few
basic column operators on these matrices and use these to describe our boundary matrices.
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Definition 2.1. A network N = (V,E, w) is a directed graph (V,E) together with any
positive weight function w : E → (0,∞). We say that N is a network in a cylinder, if
(V,E) can be embedded on any cylinder S1 × [a, b] such that:

1. If v ∈ V ∩ (S1 × {a}), then v is a source.
2. If v ∈ V ∩ (S1 × {b}), then v is a sink.
3. If v ∈ V ∩ (S1 × (a, b)), then v is neither a source nor a sink.
4. The directed graph (V,E) does not contain an oriented loop.

Definition 2.2. For a network N = (V,E, w), the degree or valency of a vertex v ∈ V ,
denoted deg(v), is the total number of edges incident to v.

Remark 2.3. Since we assume that we do not have any oriented loops, we will freely assume
that every edge e ∈ E is oriented from a to b.

Explicitly, suppose N is a network in a cylinder C = S1 × [a, b]. Let e ∈ E be an edge
v → w. Then we can embed (V,E) into C such that π2(v) < π2(w), where π2 : C → [a, b] is
the projection into the second component.

To do this, we just need to construct an ordering v1 < v2 < · · · < vj of the vertices
V = {v1, · · · , vj} such that if there exists an oriented path from vi to vj , then vi < vj . We
can always do this if there are no oriented cycles in the underlying graph. We simply pick vi
inductively, so that it is a source of the directed graph induced by removing the prior vertices
v1, · · · , vi−1. Then any embedding π such that vi < vj =⇒ π2(vi) < π2(vj) whenever vi and
vj are interior vertices will have the arrows oriented from a to b.

To visualize this, we often draw C as a rectangle R whose top and bottom edges are
identified as illustrated on the left in figure 2. The arrows we draw are pointing towards the
right. In the picture, we often say that the arrows are oriented ”left-to-right”.

Definition 2.4. A network N = (V,E, w) is called perfect if:

5. If v ∈ V is a source or a sink, then deg(v) = 1.
6. If v ∈ V is not a source and not a sink, then deg(v) = 3.

Definition 2.5. Fix a network N = (V,E, w) in a cylinder. Let p be a directed path from a
source i to a sink j that travels along the arrows α1, α2, · · · , αn. We define the weight w(p)
as the product of the weights w(αi) of the arrows αi. That is,

w(p) :=
k∏

i=1

w(αi).

Definition 2.6. Fix a network N = (V,E, w) in a cylinder. For each source i and sink j,
consider the set Pij consisting of all oriented paths from i to j. We define the boundary

measurement Mij as the sum of all weighted paths from i to j:

Mij :=
∑

p∈Pij

w(p).

Since a cylinder is an oriented surface, an orientation of the cylinder induces two orientations
on each of the boundary circles. We require that both boundary circles are oriented in the
same direction; both positively oriented or both negatively oriented.

After orienting the boundary circles, we obtain a cyclic ordering of the sources and also a
cyclic ordering of the sinks. If we fix linear orderings of these cyclic orderings, then we can
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represent the boundary measurements by a matrix

M := {Mij}.

We call M a boundary measurement matrix of N , and it is unique up to the linear
orderings we choose.

Lemma 2.7. Let N be a network in a cylinder with a boundary measurement matrix M .
Then there exists a perfect network N ′ in a cylinder with the same boundary measurement
matrix M .

The proof of lemma 2.7 is given for planar networks in [11]. The proof is exactly the same
for a cylindrical network, so it is omitted here.

Remark 2.8. In most of the proofs in this paper, we will represent a matrix M = [v1| · · · |vn]
by its columns. We typically care more about the cyclic ordering of the columns instead
of some fixed linear ordering. In particular, most properties of M that we will describe
are completely independent of the linear ordering we choose! So sometimes we will make
a particular choice of linear ordering that makes the proof easier; for example, fixing an
arbitrary column vi and assuming it is column v1. We may do the same thing with the rows.

3. Column Operations

The goal of this chapter is to decompose a network into an ordered sequence of smaller
networks, whose boundary measurement matrices are related by a sequence of special col-
umn operations (definition 3.3). We begin by defining these smaller networks. We will
finish this section by concluding that a matrix M is a boundary measurement matrix for
a network if and only if it can be constructed from an identity matrix via these column
operations.

Definition 3.1. Let N = (V,E, w) be a network on a cylinder C = S1× [a, b]. Fix t ∈ (a, b).
We define a new network Nt = (Vt, Et, wt) on the cylinder Ct = S1 × [a, t] induced by the
arrows that intersect Ct as follows. For each edge e ∈ E, we define a new edge et on Ct by its
intersection with Ct. More specifically, et := e ∩ Ct. Let ℓt denote the loop S1 × {t}. Then

(i) Vt = (V ∩ Ct) ∪ (E ∩ ℓt),

(ii) Et = {et : e ∩ Ct 6= ∅}

(iii) wt(et) = w(e).

See figure 2 for an explicit example.

Remark 3.2. SinceN is finite, we only obtain finitely many boundary measurement matrices
Mt1 , · · · ,Mtm . Let Nt1 , · · · , Ntm , be the corresponding boundary measurement matrices
ordered so that t1 < t2 < · · · < tm. Notice that Ntm = N and Mt1 is a square identity
matrix.
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Figure 2. A network N with boundary measurement matrix M (left) and
the network Nt with boundary measurement matrix Mt (right).

Definition 3.3. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be any m× n matrix. We consider the following four
elementary column operations:

1. Join: [v1| · · · |vi|vi+1| · · · |vn] 7→ [v1| · · · |vi + vi+1| · · · |vn],

2. Double: [v1| · · · |vi| · · · |vn] 7→ [v1| · · · |vi|vi| · · · |vn],

3. Cyclic Shift: [v1|v2| · · · |vn−1|vn] 7→ [vn|v1|v2| · · · |vn−1],

4. Re-scale: [v1| · · · |vi| · · · |vn] 7→ [v1| · · · |avi| · · · |vn], (a ≥ 0).

We say that M can be constructed from M ′, if M can be obtained from M ′ by applying
some sequence of these column operations.

Remark 3.4. The property is transitive. That is to say if M can be constructed from M ′

and M ′ can be constructed from M ′′, then M can be constructed from M ′′.

We can interpret these operations in terms of local changes in the networks. These are
illustrated in figure 3. This is quite constructive. We immediately obtain the following
proposition.

Proposition 3.5. Let M be a nonnegative m × n real matrix. Then M is a boundary
measurement matrix for some network N if and only if M can be constructed from the
m×m identity matrix Im.

Proof. If M is a boundary measurement matrix for some network N , lemma 2.7 tells us
that we may assume N is a perfect network. Let Im = Mt1 , · · · ,Mtj = M be the networks
defined via 3.2. The difference between two consecutive networks Nti and Nti+1

are minimal
by construction; the only possible changes for a perfect network are illustrated in figure 3.
By transitivity, this means that Mtj = M can be constructed from Mt1 = Im.

Conversely, if M can be constructed from the identity matrix Im, then figure 3 illustrates
how we construct M from our sequence of column operations. �

Lemma 3.6. Let M , M ′, M ′′ be any three matrices, such that M can be constructed from
M ′ using only the re-scale and cyclic shift operators. Then we have the following properties:

(a) M ′ can be constructed from M .
(b) M can be constructed from M ′′ if and only if M ′ can be constructed from M ′′.
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Figure 3. An illustration of the column operations used to construct a
network N .

Proof. Part (a) is immediately apparent, because the re-scale and cyclic shift operators are
invertible in the ring generated by these four elementary column operators. Part (b) follows
immediately. �

Corollary 3.7. Let N = (V,E, w) be a network on a cylinder. Let M and M ′ be any two
different representations of the boundary measurements {Mij}. Then for any matrix M ′′, we
see that M can be constructed from M ′′ if and only if M ′ can be constructed from M ′′. In
other words, whether or not M can be constructed from M ′′ is independent of the choice of
representation we choose for the boundary measurements {Mij}.

Remark 3.8. The fact that some boundary measurement matrix M can be constructed
from an identity matrix Im is independent of the linear orderings we chose in our definition
of M ; it depends only on the circular ordering of its columns.

4. 2xn Case

In this section, we describe the 2 × n boundary measurement matrices. We begin by
defining a measurement called the cyclic sign variation. Its main goal is to describe the
number of columns of a boundary matrix M , and to describe the set of boundary 2 × n

boundary measurement matrices later in theorem 4.9.
We begin with the definition of the sign variation of a vector v ∈ R

n, as defined in [9].

Definition 4.1. Let v = (v1, v2, · · · , vn) be a vector in R
n. We define the sign variation

of v, denoted by var(v), to be the number of sign changes in the entries of v after removing
all zeros. More precisely, let w = (w1, · · · , wk) be the tuple obtained from v by removing all
zeros. Then

var(v) := #{i < k | wiwi+1 < 0}.

Definition 4.2. Let v = (v1, v2, · · · , vn) be a vector in R
n, whose indices are considered

modulo n. We define the cyclic sign variation of v, denoted by cvar(v), as the number of
sign changes of v in this cyclic ordering. More precisely, if v is nonzero and vk is the first
nonzero entry of v, then we can define cvar in terms of var by

cvar(v) = cvar(0, 0, · · · , 0, vk, · · · , vn) = var(vk, · · · , vn, vk).

Otherwise, if v is the zero vector, we just say cvar(v) = 0.

Remark 4.3. We see that cvar(v) is always even; every time the sign changes, it must
change back. This is due to the fact that the first and last entry of the tuple are the same.
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We generalize the notion of cyclic sign variation to an arbitrary m × n matrix by con-
structing a n-tuple consisting of the maximal minors given by consecutive columns in cyclic
order.

Definition 4.4. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative m × n real-valued matrix. Let
∆i := det [vi | vi+1 | · · · | vi+m−1], where the indices are considered modulo n. We define the
cyclic sign variation of M , denoted by cvar(M), to be

cvar(M) := cvar(∆1,∆2, · · · ,∆n).

Remark 4.5. It follows from our column operations that if M can be constructed from M ′,
then cvar(M ′) ≥ cvar(M). As an immediate consequence, if M can be constructed from I2,
then cvar(M) ≤ cvar(I2) = 2.

Remark 4.6. Suppose that for all i = 1, · · · , n, the signs of these determinants are also
alternating, i.e.

∆i∆i+1 < 0.

Then the cvar function counts the number of columns of M .

We will think of column vectors as elements of R2 in the first quadrant. Recall the principal
argument Arg(v) ∈ [0, π

2
] of a column vector v is the angle between it and the positive x-axis

in counter-clockwise direction.

Lemma 4.7. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative 2 × n real-valued matrix. Assume that
none of the columns of M is the zero vector. Fix three consecutive columns vi−1, vi, vi+1 of
M . If either

Arg(vi−1) ≤ Arg(vi) ≤ Arg(vi+1) or Arg(vi−1) ≥ Arg(vi) ≥ Arg(vi+1),

then for some a, b ≥ 0, we have

vi = avi−1 + bvi+1.

In particular, M can be constructed from M ′ := [v1| · · · |vi−1|vi+1| · · · |vn] with cvar(M) =
cvar(M ′), obtained by removing the column vi from M .

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume the first case Arg(vi−1) ≤ Arg(vi) ≤ Arg(vi+1).
In the cases where Arg(vi−1) = Arg(vi) or Arg(vi) = Arg(vi+1), we see that vi = avi−1 or
vi = avi+1. It follows that a > 0, since all three column vectors are nonnegative.

Next, assume Arg(vi−1) < Arg(vi) < Arg(vi+1). In particular, vi−1 and vi+1 span the
column space of M , so vi = avi−1 + bvi+1 for some a, b ∈ R. Since the arguments are
increasing and the columns are nonnegative, this implies all of the determinants det(vi−1, vi),
det(vi−1, vi+1), det(vi, vvi+1) are positive. Therefore

0 < det(vi−1, vi) = b · det(vi−1, vi+1),

0 < det(vi, vi+1) = a · det(vi−1, vi+1).

By cancellation, we see that both a, b > 0. �

Corollary 4.8. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative 2×n real-valued matrix. If cvar(M) ≤
2, then M can be constructed from some nonnegative 2× 2 real-valued matrix.
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Proof. We know that if vi ∈ span(vi−1, vi+1), then M can be constructed from the matrix
[v1| · · · |vi−1|vi+1| · · · |vn] obtained by removing the column vi. Let M

′ be the matrix obtained
by removing a maximal number of columns this way. Then M can be constructed from M ′.
We just need to show that M ′ has at most two columns.

The contrapositive of the previous lemma implies that if we cannot remove any more
columns, then the signs Arg(vi+1)−Arg(vi) form an alternating sequence. It is easy to show
that Arg(vi+1)−Arg(vi) and ∆i+1 have the same sign. Since cvar(M ′) ≤ cvar(M) ≤ 2, this
tells us that M ′ has at most 2 columns. �

Theorem 4.9. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative 2 × n real-valued matrix. Suppose
rank(M) = 2. Then cvar(M) = 2 if and only if M can be constructed from the 2×2 identity
matrix I2.

Proof. If M can be constructed from I2, then cvar(M) ≤ 2 follows immediately by remark
4.5. So one direction is immediately clear. So we will assume cvar(M) = 2 and prove that
M can be constructed from I2.

Suppose cvar(M) = 2. By corollary 4.8, we know that M can be constructed from a
nonnegative 2× 2 matrix M ′. We can easily construct M ′ from I2:[

1 0
0 1

]
7→

[
1 0 0 1
0 1 1 0

]
7→

[
(M ′)11 0 0 (M ′)12

0 (M ′)21 (M ′)22 0

]
7→

[
(M ′)11 (M ′)12
(M ′)21 (M ′)22

]
= M ′.

Hence M can be constructed from some 2 × 2 nonnegative matrix M ′, which can be
constructed from the 2× 2 identity matrix I2. �

5. 3xn Case

In this section, we classify the 3×n boundary matrices. We begin with a higher dimensional
analogue to lemma 4.7. Instead of this property that cvar(M) ≤ 2 in the previous case, we
will look at matrices whose 3× 3 minors are also nonnegative.

Lemma 5.1. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative m × n real-valued matrix. Assume
every 3 × 3 minor of M is nonnegative and rank(M) ≥ 3. Fix three consecutive columns
vi−1, vi, vi+1 of M .

If vi−1, vi, vi+1 are linearly dependent, then for some a, b ≥ 0, we have

vi = avi−1 + bvi+1.

In particular, M can be constructed from the matrix [v1| · · · |vi−1|vi+1| · · · |vn] obtained by
removing the column vi from M .

Proof. Suppose vi−1, vi, vi+1 are linearly dependent. If vi−1, vi are linearly dependent, then
vi−1, vi are scalar multiplies of one another, so M is obtained from M ′ by duplicating and
rescaling vi. So there is nothing to show. Similarly, if vi, vi+1 are linearly dependent, then
there is nothing to show.

So we proceed by assuming these pairs are linearly independent. In fact, because vi−1, vi,
vi+1 are linearly dependent, these pairs span the same 2-dimensional vectors spaces, i.e.,

span(vi−1, vi) = span(vi, vi+1).

Therefore, there exist some a, b ∈ R such that

vi+1 = avi−1 + bvi.
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This expression is slightly different from our statement; nevertheless, it suffices to show that
a < 0 and b ≥ 0.

Now by assumption, rank(M) ≥ 3. So there exists another column vector vk that com-
pletes this 2-dimensional space to a 3-dimensional space. Since vi, vi+1, vk are linearly
independent, there exists a 3× n sub-matrix M̃ = [ṽ1| · · · |ṽn] of M such that

0 < det([ṽi|ṽi+1|ṽk]) = −a det([ṽi−1|ṽi|ṽk]).

So we conclude a < 0. Since the columns vi−1, vi, vi+1 are nonnegative, we cannot have b ≤ 0.
So b > 0 and we are done. �

Lemma 5.2. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative m×n real-valued matrix. Assume every
3× 3 minor of M is nonnegative and rank(M) ≥ 3.

If every three consecutive columns of M (in cyclic order) are linearly independent, then
every three distinct columns of M are linearly independent.

Proof. Assume every three consecutive columns of M are linearly independent. We will
show that if we remove some arbitrary column vi from M , then the resulting matrix M ′ also
satisfies this property. If we can prove this, then we can then remove all but three columns
from M , concluding that these three column vectors are linearly independent. We proceed
by induction on m ≥ 3; our base case is clear because rank(M) ≥ 3.

So assume m ≥ 4. For an arbitrary column vi, we need to show two things; first that
vi−2, vi−1, vi+1 are linearly independent, and second that vi−1, vi+1, vi+2 are linearly indepen-
dent. The proofs are similar, so we prove the first.

We proceed by contradiction, so assume vi−2, vi−1, vi+1 are linearly dependent. Our as-
sumptions on M tell us that vi−2, vi−1 are linearly independent, so we can find a, b ∈ R such
that

vi+1 = avi−2 + bvi−1.

Now since every three consecutive columns of M are linearly independent, we can find a
3 × n sub-matrix [ṽ1| · · · |ṽn] of M and also a 3 × n sub-matrix [v̂1| · · · |v̂n] of M such that
det([ṽi−3|ṽi−2|ṽi−1]) > 0 and det([v̂i−2|v̂i−1|v̂i]) > 0. Then we have inequalities

0 ≤ det([ṽi−3|ṽi−2|ṽi+1]) = b det([ṽi−3|ṽi−2|ṽi−1]),

0 < det([v̂i−2|v̂i|v̂i+1]) = −b det([v̂i−2|v̂i−1|v̂i]).

The first inequality implies b ≥ 0, and the second implies b < 0. Hence a contradiction, and
we are done. �

Corollary 5.3. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative 3 × n real-valued matrix. Assume
every 3×3 minor of M is nonnegative and rank(M) = 3. Then M can be constructed from a
nonnegative 3×n real-valued matrix M ′ such that every 3×3 minor of M is strictly positive
and rank(M ′) = 3.

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of applying lemma 5.1 until every three consecutive
columns are linearly independent. Then when m = 3, lemma 5.2 tells us that every 3 × 3
minor of this resulting matrix must be positive. �

Next, we define a partial ordering on the columns of M , which will we used in the pro-
ceeding lemma.
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Definition 5.4. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative m × n real-valued matrix. For any
two columns vi, vj , we define a partial ordering vi � vj if and only if (vi)k = 0 =⇒ (vj)k = 0
for every row k of M . If vi � vj or vj � vi, then we say that vi and vj are comparable.

Lemma 5.5. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative 3× n real-valued matrix. Assume every
3 × 3 maximal minor of M is strictly positive and rank(M) = 3. Fix a column vector vi of
M and one of its neighbors vj ∈ {vi−1, vi+1}. For ε > 0, we define a new matrix M ′ in which
M can be constructed from M ′, by

M ′ = [· · · |vi−1|vi − εvj|vi+1| · · · ].

If vi � vj, then there exists some ε > 0 sufficiently small such that M ′ is nonnegative, and
every 3× 3 minor of M ′ is nonnegative.

In particular, because the map M 7→ M ′ is linear with respect to ε, there exists a maximal
choice of such ε. For this maximal choice of ε, either some 3 × 3 minor of M ′ is zero, or
vi − εvj 6� vj.

Proof. Note that vi � vj means that for every row k, if (vj)k 6= 0, then (vi)k 6= 0. So for
small ε > 0, the vector vi − εvj is nonnegative. Similarly, every 3× 3 minor of M is strictly
positive. Therefore for some small ε > 0, every 3× 3 minor of M ′ is nonnegative. �

Lemma 5.6. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative m×n real-valued matrix. Assume m ≥ 3
and every three distinct columns of M are linearly independent. Then the zeros in each row
of M are consecutive (in cyclic order). Equivalently, for any two distinct columns vi,vj and
row k, if (vi)k = 0 and (vj)k = 0, then either (vi−1)k = 0 or (vi+1)k = 0.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that there exist four columns vi, vs, vj, vt in cyclic order
i < s < j < t, such that for some row k, we have (vi)k = 0, (vj)k = 0, (vs)k 6= 0, (vt)k 6= 0.
We may re-scale vs and vt, and assume (vs)k = 1, (vt)k = 1.

Next, since vi and vj are linearly independent, we can find two different rows k′, k′′ so
that the corresponding 2 × 2 minor of [vi|vj] is non-zero. Using the rows k, k′, k′′, we define
a 3× 4 sub-matrix [ṽi|ṽs|ṽj|ṽt] of M . If we compute determinants along row k, we see that

det([ṽi|ṽs|ṽj]) = − det([ṽi|ṽj|ṽt]).

Both of these determinants should be strictly positive, a contradiction. �

Lemma 5.7. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative 3× n real-valued matrix. Assume every
3 × 3 maximal minor of M is strictly positive and rank(M) = 3. If vi 6� vi+1 and vi 6� vi−1

for every column vi of M , then M has three columns, i.e., n = 3.
In particular, either every row and column of M contains exactly one zero entry, or every

row and column of M contains exactly one non-zero entry.

Proof. Note that if a column vi does not contain any zero entry, then vi � vj for every
column vj of M . Hence every column of M must have at least one zero.

If every row of M has at most one zero, then M can only have at most three columns, so
there is nothing to show. Each column will only have one zero, because every column has at
least one.

If some row of M has three zeros, then some 3 × 3 minor of M would be zero, a contra-
diction. So it suffices to prove the lemma when some row of M has exactly two zeros.

Assume there is a row k of M such that we have two zeros in the first two columns v1 and
v2 of M ; that is to say (v1)k = 0 and (v2)k = 0.
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Since v2 6� v1, there exists some row k′ such that (v2)k′ = 0 but (v1)k′ 6= 0. Since v1 6� v2,
there exists some row k′′ such that (v1)k′′ = 0 but (v2)k′′ 6= 0. Then k, k′, k′′ are all of the
rows of M ; we have shown that both v1 and v2 have only one non-zero entry.

Next, notice that v3 6� v2, so in particular, since (v2)k′′ 6= 0 is the only non-zero entry of
v2, we must have (v3)k′′ = 0. Since we also have (v1)k′′ = 0, it follows from lemma 5.6 that
v1 and v3 must be adjacent columns in our cyclic ordering. This can only happen if n = 3,
i.e., M has three columns. Furthermore, the previous argument that shows v1 and v2 has
only one non-zero entry can be applied here to show that v1 and v3 have only one non-zero
entry, completing the proof. �

Theorem 5.8. Let M = [v1| · · · |vn] be a nonnegative 3 × n real-valued matrix. Suppose
rank(M) = 3. Then every 3 × 3 maximal minor of M is nonnegative if and only if M can
be constructed from the 3× 3 identity matrix I3.

Proof. First, by corollary 5.3, we can assume, without loss of generality, that every 3 × 3
minor of M is strictly positive. If any two adjacent columns of M are comparable with
respect to �, then we can repeatedly apply lemma 5.5; we can construct M ′ from some
nonnegative matrix M ′′ such that every 3 × 3 minor of M ′′ is strictly positive and no two
consecutive columns of M are comparable. It then follows from lemma 5.7, that M ′′ is a
3 × 3 square matrix. Hence we have reduced the problem to the case when M is a square
matrix.

So we will proceed by assuming M is a nonnegative 3×3 matrix with positive determinant.
In fact lemma 5.7 tells us that if M is not already obtained from I3 by re-scaling its columns,
then M has exactly one zero in each row and in each column.

In this case, we assume the first entry in the first column of M is zero. So (v1)1 = 0, but
(v2)1 6= 0 and (v3)1 6= 0. Since each row and column has exactly one zero, we have either
(v2)2 = 0 and (v3)3 = 0, or we have (v2)3 = 0 and (v3)2 = 0. One can easily verify that in
the latter case, det(M) < 0, so the first case must be true. Then we can construct M via



1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1


 7→



0 0 0 1 1 0
1 0 0 0 0 1
0 1 1 0 0 0


 7→




0 0 0 (v2)1 (v3)1 0
(v1)2 0 0 0 0 (v3)2
0 (v1)3 (v2)3 0 0 0


 7→ M.

�
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