arXiv:2106.11945v2 [math.CO] 2 Dec 2021

Smaller Extended Formulations for Spanning Tree Polytopes in Minor-closed Classes and Beyond

Manuel Aprile^† Samuel Fiorini^‡ Tony Huynh^§

Gwenaël Joret^¶ David R. Wood^§

Abstract

Let G be a connected n-vertex graph in a proper minor-closed class G. We prove that the extension complexity of the spanning tree polytope of G is O(n^{3/2}). This improves on the O(n^2) bounds following from the work of Wong (1980) and Martin (1991). It also extends a result of Fiorini, Huynh, Joret, and Pashkovich (2017), who obtained a O(n^{3/2}) bound for graphs embedded in a fixed surface. Our proof works more generally for all graph classes admitting strongly sublinear balanced separators: We prove that for every constant β with 0 < β < 1, if G is a graph class closed under induced subgraphs such that all n-vertex graphs in G have balanced separators of size O(n^β), then the extension complexity of the spanning tree polytope of every connected n-vertex graph in G is O(n^{1+β} ). We in fact give two proofs of this result, one is a direct construction of the extended formulation, the other is via communication protocols. Using the latter approach we also give a short proof of the O(n) bound for planar graphs due to Williams (2002). Mathematics Subject Classifications: 05C83, 90C05, 90C57

†Mathematics Department, Università degli studi di Padova, Padova, Italy (manuelf.aprile@gmail.com)

‡Mathematics Department, Université libre de Bruxelles, Brussels, Belgium (sfiorini@ulb.ac.be)

§School of Mathematics, Monash University, Melbourne, Australia (tony.bourbaki@gmail.com,david.wood@monash.edu) ¶Computer Science Department, Université libre de Bruxelles, Brussels, Belgium (gjoret@ulb.ac.be)

1 Introduction

An extended formulation of a (convex) polytope P ⊆ R^d is a linear system Ax + By ⩽ b, Cx + Dy = c in variables x ∈ R^d and y ∈ R^k such that P = {x ∈ R^d | ∃y ∈ R^k : Ax + By ⩽ b, Cx + Dy = c} . The size of an extended formulation is its number of inequalities. The extension complexity xc(P ) is the minimum size of an extended formulation of P . Note that equalities are not counted in the size of an extended formulation. Equivalently, the extension complexity of P is the minimum number of facets of a polytope that affinely projects to P . One motivation for studying extension complexity is that if P has many facets but small extension complexity, then it can be much faster to optimize over an extended formulation of P rather than over P itself.

A classic example where moving to a higher dimensional space dramatically reduces the number of facets is the spanning tree polytope of a graph, which we now define. Let G be a connected (simple, finite, undirected) graph. The spanning tree polytope of G, denoted P(G), is the convex hull of the 0/1 characteristic vectors in R^{E(G)} of the spanning trees of G.

Edmonds’ [12] description of the spanning tree polytope in R^{E(G)} has exponentially many facets. However, Wong [33] and Martin [23] proved that xc(P(G)) ∈ O(|V (G)| · |E(G)|) for every connected graph G. Since the extension complexity of a polytope is at least its dimension, xc(P(G)) ⩾ |E(G)|, which is the only known lower bound. A notoriously difficult problem of Michel Goemans asks to improve either of these bounds, but this is still wide open; see Khoshkhah and Theis [19].

Improved upper bounds are known for restricted graph classes. For example, Williams [32]^1 proved that xc(P(G)) ∈ O(n) for every connected n-vertex planar graph G. A O(n) bound also holds for graphs of bounded treewidth [20] and for graphs that can be made planar by deleting a bounded number of vertices [16]. Fiorini et al. [16] proved that for connected n-vertex graphs G with bounded Euler genus, xc(P(G)) ∈ O(n^{3/2}).

In this paper, we generalise this result to all proper minor-closed graph classes^2. Instead of the spanning tree polytope, we primarily work with the forest polytope of G, which is the convex hull of the 0/1 characteristic vectors in R^{E(G)} of the forests of G. We denote this polytope P^↓(G). Since P(G) is equal to P^↓(G) intersected with the hyperplane {x ∈ R^{E(G)} | ∑ e∈E(G) xe = |V (G)| − 1}, we have xc(P(G)) ⩽ xc(P

↓(G)). Therefore, every upper bound on xc(P^↓(G)) yields the same upper bound on xc(P(G)).

Theorem 1. For every proper minor-closed graph class G, the forest polytope of every n-vertex graph in G has extension complexity in O(n^{3/2}).

1See [16, 31] for a correction to Williams’ proof.

2A graph H is a minor of a graph G if H is isomorphic to a graph obtained from a subgraph of G by contracting edges. A graph class is a family of graphs that is closed under isomorphism. A graph class G is minor-closed if H ∈ G whenever G ∈ G and H is a minor of G. We say that G is closed under induced subgraphs if H ∈ G whenever G ∈ G and H is an induced subgraph of G. Finally, G is proper if some graph is not in G.

In fact, we prove a stronger theorem for all graph classes with strongly sublinear separators (precise definitions will be given later).

Theorem 2. Let G be a graph class closed under induced subgraphs, and β ∈ (0, 1) be such that every n-vertex graph in G has a^1_2 -balanced separator of size O(n^β). Then the forest polytope of every n-vertex graph in G has extension complexity in O(n^{1+β}).

By a result of Alon, Seymour, and Thomas [2], for proper minor-closed classes, we may take β =^1_2 in Theorem 2. Therefore, Theorem 2 immediately implies Theorem 1. Moreover, Theorem 2 is applicable for many graph classes that are not minor-closed and of independent interest. Indeed, by a result of Dvořák and Norin [11], Theorem 2 is applicable for any graph class with polynomial expansion. For all such graph classes, Theorem 2 gives better bounds on xc(P(G)) than the O(n^2) bound following from [23, 33]. These connections and examples are presented in Section 2.

We give two proofs of Theorem 2. The first proof directly constructs the extended formulation and is very short; see Section 3. The second proof exploits an equivalent definition of extension complexity using randomized protocols from communication complexity [13]. We describe this equivalence in Section 4.1, where we also present the classical protocol for the forest polytope of general graphs [13]. In Section 4.2, we present the alternative proof of our main theorem via a randomized protocol. Note that we in fact found the latter proof first, and then derived the direct proof from it. We believe that the proof via randomized protocols offers an alternative perspective of independent interest. Furthermore, the framework of randomized protocols might turn out to be helpful when attacking some of the remaining open problems in the area. In this spirit, we present an alternative and short proof via randomized protocols of the result by Williams [32] showing that xc(P(G)) ∈ O(n) for every connected n-vertex planar graph G; see Section 4.3. Finally, we conclude in Section 5 with some open problems.

2 Sublinear Separators and Polynomial Expansion

Let α ∈ (0, 1). An α-balanced separator in a graph G is a set X ⊆ V (G) such that G−X is the disjoint union of two induced subgraphs G_1 and G_2 with |V (G_1)|, |V (G_2)| ⩽ α|V (G)|. A graph class G has strongly sublinear separators if there exist β ∈ (0, 1) and c ∈ R such that every graph G ∈ G has a^1_2 -balanced separator of size at most c|V (G)|^β. This definition is typically stated with^2_3 instead of^1_2 , but the following folklore lemma shows that our definition is equivalent (up to a constant factor on the size of the separator). For completeness we include a proof.

Lemma 3. Let G be a graph class closed under induced subgraphs such that for some constants α, β ∈ (0, 1) and c > 0, every graph G ∈ G has an α-balanced separator of size at most c |V (G)|^β. Then every graph G ∈ G has a^1_2 -balanced separator of size at most c 1−α |V (G)|^β. Proof. We first prove by induction on |V (G)| that each G ∈ G has pathwidth at most c 1−α |V (G)|^β − 1. That is, there is a sequence B_1, . . . , B_n of non-empty subsets of V (G) such that:

(1) B_1 ∪ · · · ∪ B_n = V (G), (2) if 1 ⩽ i < j < k ⩽ n then B_i ∩ B_k ⊆ B_j , (3) for each edge vw of G, there exists i ∈ [n] such that v, w ∈ B_i, and (4) |B_i| ⩽^c_{1−α} |V (G)|^β for each i ∈ [n].

If |V (G)| = 1 then B_1 := V (G) is the desired sequence. Now assume that |V (G)| ⩾ 2. By assumption, there is a set X ⊆ V (G) of size at most c|V (G)|^β such that G − X is the disjoint union of two induced subgraphs G_1 and G_2 with |V (G_1)|, |V (G_2)| ⩽ α|V (G)|. By induction, G_1 has the desired sequence A_1, . . . , A_a and G_2 has the desired sequence B_1, . . . , B_b. The sequence A_1 ∪ X, . . . , A_a ∪ X, B_1 ∪ X, . . . , B_b ∪ X satisfies (1)–(3) by construction, and it satisfies (4) since |A_j ∪ X|, |B_j ∪ X| ⩽^c_{1−α} |V (G_i)|^β + c|V (G)|^β ⩽ (^{cα}_{1−α} + c)|V (G)|^β =^c_{1−α} |V (G)|^β. Let B_1, . . . , B_n be a sequence satisfying (1)–(4) for any G ∈ G. Suppose that there are distinct vertices v, w ∈ B_i \B_{i+1} for some i ∈ [n−1]. Then replace B_i, B_{i+1} in the sequence by B_i, B_i \ {v}, B_{i+1}. The new sequence satisfies (1)–(4). Repeat this operation (and the symmetric operation) until we obtain a sequence B_1, . . . , B_m that satisfies (1)–(4) and:

(5) |B_i \ B_{i+1}| ⩽ 1 and |B_{i+1} \ B_i| ⩽ 1 for each i ∈ [m − 1]. For each i ∈ [m], let X_i := ⋃ {B_j \ B_i : j < i} and Y_i := ⋃ {B_j \ B_i : j > i}|}. So X_i, B_i, Y_i is a partition of V (G). By (2) and (3), no edge of G has one endpoint in X_i and the other endpoint in Y_i. Thus G−B_i is the disjoint union of the induced subgraphs G[X_i] and G[Y_i]. For each i ∈ [m−1], we have X_i ⊆ X_{i+1} by property (2), and |X_{i+1}| ⩽ |X_i|+1 by property (5). So |X_1|, . . . , |X_m| is a non-decreasing sequence from 0 to |X_m| increasing by at most 1 at each step. By symmetry, |Y_1|, . . . , |Y_m| is a non-increasing sequence from |Y_1| to 0 decreasing by at most 1 at each step. Consider the piecewise linear continuous function defined by f(i) := |X_i| − |Y_i|. By the Intermediate Value Theorem, ||X_i| − |Y_i|| ⩽ 1 for some i ∈ [m]. Thus G − B_i is the disjoint union of G_1 := G[X_i] and G_2 := G[Y_i], where |V (G_1)|, |V (G_2)| ⩽^1_2 |V (G)| (since B_i ≠ ∅).

Graph classes with strongly sublinear separators are characterised via the notion of polynomial expansion, due to Nešetřil and Ossona de Mendez [25]. The density of a nonempty graph G is^{|E(G)|}_{|V (G)|} . A graph class G has bounded expansion with expansion function f : Z^+ → R if, for every graph G ∈ G and for all pairwise-disjoint subgraphs B_1, . . . , B_t of radius at most r in G, the graph obtained from G by contracting each B_i into a vertex has density at most f(r). When f(r) is a constant, G is contained in a proper minor-closed class. As f(r) is allowed to grow with r we obtain larger and larger graph classes. A graph class G has polynomial expansion if G has bounded expansion with an expansion function in O(r^c), for some constant c. Dvořák and Norin [11] characterised graph classes with polynomial expansion as follows.

Theorem 4 ([11]). A graph class G closed under induced subgraphs has strongly sublinear separators if and only if G has polynomial expansion.

Theorems 2 and 4 imply:

Corollary 5. For every graph class G closed under induced subgraphs and with polynomial expansion, there exists β ∈ (0, 1) such that the forest polytope of every n-vertex graph in G has extension complexity in O(n^{1+β}).

We in fact prove the following more precise version of Theorem 2.

Theorem 6. Let G be a graph class closed under induced subgraphs such that for some c, d ∈ R^+ and β ∈ (0, 1), every n-vertex graph in G has density at most d and has a 1 2 -balanced separator of size at most cn^β. Then the forest polytope of every n-vertex graph in G has extension complexity in O(cdn^{1+β}).

Theorem 6 implies Theorem 2 since graph classes admitting strongly sublinear separators have polynomial expansion by Theorem 4, and hence have bounded density.

We now present several examples of Theorem 6.

Minor-closed classes

Let G be an n-vertex K_t-minor-free graph. Kostochka [21] and Thomason [30] independently proved that G has density O(t(log t)^{1/2}). Kawarabayashi and Reed [18] proved that G has a^2_3 -balanced separator of size O(tn^{1/2}) (improving on the original O(t^{3/2}n^{1/2}) bound of Alon, Seymour and Thomas [2]). By Lemma 3, for K_t-minor-free graphs, we may take c = O(t), d = O(t(log t)^{1/2}), and β =^1_2 in Theorem 6, which gives the following more precise version of Corollary 1.

Corollary 7. The forest polytope of every n-vertex K_t-minor-free graph has extension complexity in O(t^2(log t)^{1/2}n^{3/2}).

Bounded genus

Let G be an n-vertex graph of Euler genus g. Such graphs have balanced separators of size O( √ gn) (see [1, 9, 17]) and density less than 3 +^{3g}_n by Euler’s formula. Thus Theorem 6 implies the forest polytope of G has extension complexity in O(g^{1/2}n^{3/2} + g^{3/2}n^{1/2}), which matches the bound proved by Fiorini, Huynh, Joret and Pashkovich [16].

Bounded crossings

A graph is (g, k)-planar if it has a drawing in a surface with Euler genus g with at most k crossings on each edge. Note that the class of (g, k)-planar graphs is not minor-closed, even in the g = 0 and k = 1 case [8]. However, every n-vertex (g, k)-planar graph has density O(gk) and has a balanced separator of size O( √ gkn); see [8, 9]. By Theorem 6, the forest polytope of such graphs has extension complexity in O((gkn)^{3/2}).

Intersection graphs of balls

Let G_{d,k} be the class of intersection graphs of a set of balls in R^d , where each point in R^d is in at most k of the balls. Miller, Teng, Thurston, and Vavasis [24] showed that each n-vertex graph G ∈ G_{k,d} has a (1 −^1_{d+2} )-balanced separator of size O(k^{1/d} n^{1−1/d}) and has density at most 3^dk. By Lemma 3, each n-vertex graph G ∈ G_{k,d} has a^1_2 - balanced separator of size O(k^{1/d}(d + 2) n^{1−1/d}). By Theorem 6, the forest polytope of each n-vertex graph G ∈ G_{d,k} has extension complexity in O(k^{1+1/d}(d + 2)3^d n^{1−1/d}). Numerous other intersection graphs of certain geometric objects admit strongly sublinear separators [10, 22, 29]; Theorem 6 is applicable in all these settings.

3 Direct Proof

In this section we give our first proof of Theorem 6. We need Edmond’s linear description of the forest polytope [12].

Theorem 8 ([12]). For every graph G,

P^↓(G) = { x ∈ R^{E(G)}_{⩾0} : x(E(U)) ⩽ |U| − 1, ∀ U ⊊ V (G), U ≠ ∅ } . In the above description, x(F ) denotes ∑ e∈F x_e and E(U) denotes the set of edges of G with both ends in U.

We start with a known “decomposition” result: whenever G is disconnected, the forest polytope of G is the Cartesian product of the forest polytopes of its components. The same holds for the spanning tree polytope of G. Actually, this holds more generally when we consider the blocks^3 of G. We state the result in this more general form, which is used in Section 4.3.

Lemma 9. For every graph G with blocks G_1, . . . , G_k,

P^↓(G) = P^↓(G_1) × · · · × P^↓(G_k) and P(G) = P(G_1) × · · · × P(G_k).

Proof. If G is 2-connected, then there is nothing to prove. Otherwise, the lemma follows by iteratively applying the following observation. Let G_1 and G_2 be induced subgraphs of G with at most one vertex in common, and whose union is G. Then a subgraph T of G is a forest (respectively, spanning tree) of G if and only if each G_i has a forest (resp. spanning tree) T_i with T = T_1 ∪ T_2.

Lemma 10 below quantifies the change in extension complexity for the forest polytope when a vertex is deleted from the graph. The variables z_{(v,w)} used in the definition of Q(G) are identical to those of Martin’s extended formulation for the spanning tree polytope [23], except that here it suffices to consider a single root.

Lemma 10. Let G be a graph, and let r be an arbitrary vertex of G. Let G^+ denote the graph obtained from G by adding one new vertex adjacent to every vertex of G, and let A(G^+) := {(v, w) : vw ∈ E(G^+)}. Let

Q(G) := { x ∈ R^{E(G)} | ∃z ∈ R^{A(G+ )}_{⩾0} : z_{(r,v)} = 0, ∀v ∈ N(r), x_{vw} = z_{(v,w)} + z_{(w,v)}, ∀vw ∈ E(G), ∑ w∈N(v) z(v,w) = 1, ∀v ∈ V (G + − r) } , 3Recall that a block of a graph G is an induced subgraph H of G such that H is either 2-connected or isomorphic to K_1 or K_2, and H is inclusion-wise maximal with this property.

where the neighborhoods are computed in G^+. Then

P^↓(G) = (P^↓(G − r) × R^{δ(r)} ) ∩ Q(G) . (1)

In particular, xc(P^↓(G)) ⩽ xc(P^↓(G − r)) + 2(|E(G)| + |V (G)|) .

Proof. Let R(G) denote the right hand-side of (1). We prove that P^↓(G) ⊆ R(G) directly from the definitions, and then that R(G) ⊆ P^↓(G) using Theorem 8.

Let F ⊆ E(G) be any forest in G, and let x := χ^F . First, notice that since F ∩E(G−r) is a forest of G − r, the restriction of x to R^{E(G−r)} is in P^↓(G − r). Second, let T be any spanning tree of G^+ such that T ∩ E(G) = F . We root T at r. For (v, w) ∈ A(G^+), we let z_{(v,w)} := 1 if the parent of v (in T rooted at r) is w, and z_{(v,w)} := 0 otherwise. The resulting point z ∈ R^{A(G+ )} satisfies all the constraints in the extended formulation defining Q(G). This proves that x ∈ Q(G). Hence, P^↓(G) is contained in R(G).

Next, observe that every point x ∈ R(G) satisfies x_{vw} ⩾ 0 for every edge vw ∈ E(G). Hence, R(G) ⊆ R^{E(G)}_{⩾0} . It suffices to prove that the rank inequality x(E(U)) ⩽ |U| − 1 is valid for R(G), for all non-empty proper subsets U.

If U does not contain r, then x(E(U)) ⩽ |U| − 1 is valid for R(G) since it is valid for P^↓(G − r).

Now, assume that r ∈ U. We claim that x(E(U)) ⩽ |U| − 1 is valid for Q(G). This of course implies that it is valid for R(G). Let x ∈ Q(G) and let z ∈ R^{A(G+ )} be a point that witnesses this. Then, x(E(U)) = ∑ vw∈E(U) (z_{(v,w)} + z_{(w,v)}) =x_{vw} ⩽ ∑ vw∈E(U) (z_{(v,w)} + z_{(w,v)}) + ∑ (v,w)∈A(G^+),v∈U\{r},w /∈U z_{(v,w)} ⩾_0 = ∑ v∈U\{r} ∑ w∈N(v) z_{(v,w)} =1 = |U| − 1 ,

implying the claim. This concludes the proof.

The next lemma follows directly from Lemmas 9 and 10.

Lemma 11. Let G be a graph, let X ⊆ V (G), and let G_1 and G_2 be vertex-disjoint induced subgraphs of G whose union is G − X. Then

xc(P^↓(G)) ⩽ xc(P^↓(G_1)) + xc(P^↓(G_2)) + 2|X| · (|E(G)| + |V (G)|) .

We are now ready to prove our main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 6. For the sake of simplicity, we assume that d ⩾ 1. (Otherwise all graphs in graph class G with at least 1/(1 − d) vertices are disconnected.) For a positive integer n, let f(n) denote the maximum extension complexity of the forest polytope of an n-vertex graph in G. For small values of n, we may resort to the trivial bound f(n) ⩽ 2^{dn}, which follows directly from Theorem 8. Letting X be a^1_2 -balanced separator X, Lemma 11 implies f(n) ⩽ 2f(⌊^n_2 ⌋) + 2(dn + n)cn^β ⩽ 2f(⌊^n_2 ⌋) + 3cdn^{1+β} .

Since β > 0, the Master Theorem gives f(n) ∈ O(cdn^{1+β}). Indeed, f(n) =^3_{1−2−β} cdn^{1+β} satisfies this recurrence.

Assuming that a^1_2 -balanced separator X ⊆ V (G) can be found in polynomial time for every n-vertex graph G in G, the extended formulation for P^↓(G) given by Theorem 6 can also be written down in polynomial time. It is enough to find a^2_3 -balanced separator in polynomial time, since the proof of Lemma 3 is algorithmic. For n-vertex graphs as in Theorem 6, a^2_3 -balanced separator of size O(cdn^{1+β} √ log n) can be found in polynomial time using an algorithm of Feige, Hajiaghayi, and Lee [15], which is thus only slightly larger than the best possible size of O(cdn^{1+β}). For some classes G, it is known that the extra O( √ log n) factor in the separator size can be avoided, most notably for proper-minor closed classes [2, 18, 26].

4 Communication Protocols

4.1 Randomized Protocols

This section describes an equivalent definition of extension complexity via the communication complexity of a certain two player game [13, 35]. For n ∈ N, let [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}. Let P = conv({v_1, . . . , v_n}) = {x ∈ R^d | Ax ⩽ b}, where A ∈ R^{m×d} , b ∈ R^m . The slack matrix associated with these two descriptions of P is the matrix S ∈ R^{m×n}_+ where S_{i,j} := b_i −A_iv_j for i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n]. That is, S_{i,j} is the slack of point v_j with respect to the inequality A_ix ⩽ b_i. The concept of slack matrix was introduced by Yannakakis [34] and is inherently related to the extension complexity of a polytope. In particular, extended formulations for a polytope can be obtained from a deterministic protocol computing its slack matrix [34]. This was extended by Faenza et al. [13] to randomized protocols, as we now describe.

Let S be a non-negative matrix (in our setting, S is a slack matrix of a given polytope). Consider two agents Alice and Bob. Alice is given as input a row index i of S, and Bob is given a column index j. A randomized protocol is a process during which Alice and Bob, given their inputs, exchange information, and at the end output a non-negative number. At each step the information sent by each player may depend on their input, on the information exchanged so far, and on an unlimited amount of random bits that each player can use. Hence, the output s_{ij} of the protocol on inputs i, j is a random variable. The protocol is said to compute S in expectation if the expectation of s_{ij} is equal to S_{i,j} for each row index i and column index j of S. The complexity of a randomized protocol is the maximum number of bits exchanged by Alice and Bob in an execution of the protocol. The following result of Faenza et al. [13] establishes the equivalence between extended formulations and randomized protocols (all logarithms in this paper are binary).

Theorem 12 ([13]). For every polytope P with at least two vertices, the minimum complexity of a randomized protocol computing a slack matrix of P in expectation equals ⌈log(xc(P ))⌉.

To give the reader some intuition about randomized protocols we now briefly describe the randomized protocol from [13], which gives an alternative proof of the Martin–Wong bound on the extension complexity of the forest polytope. We refer to this randomized protocol as the classical protocol.

Let S_G be the matrix with columns indexed by the forests F of G, and rows indexed by proper, non-empty subsets U of V (G), where S_G(U, F ) = |U| − 1 − |E(F ) ∩ E(U)|. Note that S_G is a submatrix of the slack matrix of P^↓(G) with respect to the linear description given in Theorem 8. As follows easily from basic facts on extended formulations, any protocol computing S_G in expectation with complexity c can be turned into an extended formulation for P^↓(G) of size at most 2^c +|E(G)|. Indeed, there are only |E(G)| additional inequalities besides the rank inequalities x(E(U)) ⩽ |U| − 1, which are captured in S_G. Because xc(P^↓(G)) ⩾ |E(G)|, it suffices to give a randomized protocol that computes S_G in expectation.

We now describe the classical protocol. Alice receives as input a non-empty set U ⊊ V (G), and Bob receives a forest F of G. Their goal is to compute S_G(U, F ) in expectation. It will be helpful to focus on spanning trees instead of forests. To do so, we add a new vertex x to G and make it adjacent to all vertices of G, and denote the resulting graph by G^+. Then, Bob extends his forest F into a spanning tree T of G^+ by adding some of the edges incident to x. Since every edge added is incident to x, none of the added edges have both ends in U. Therefore, S_G+ (U, T ) = S_G(U, F ). Observe also that S_G+ (U, T ) = k − 1 where k is the number of connected components of G^+[U] ∩ T .

Alice begins by sending any vertex u ∈ U to Bob. Bob roots T at u and orients the edges of T away from u. Bob then samples an arc a of T uniformly at random and sends a to Alice. Alice outputs |V (G^+)| − 1 if the head of a is in U and the tail of a is not in U. Otherwise, Alice outputs 0. It is easy to check that there is a bijection between the arcs a for which Alice outputs |V (G^+)| − 1 and the components of G^+[U] ∩ T which do not contain u. Therefore, in expectation, the output of the protocol is k − 1, as desired. The complexity of the protocol is log(|V (G^+)|) + log(|E(G^+)|) + O(1). Hence the size of the resulting formulation is in O(|V (G)| · |E(G)|) by Theorem 12.

4.2 Proof of Main Theorem via Protocols

We now give the second proof of our main theorem. Unlike the direct proof given in Section 3, this proof is not constructive, since Theorem 12 does not give an efficient procedure to write down the extended formulation (although such a procedure is known for deterministic protocols [5]). On the other hand, the proof via protocols inspired the direct proof. Indeed, the main idea is that Alice can use less bits to send vertex u if the graph has balanced separators. This led us to investigate how Martin’s formulation behaves in the presence of separators, resulting in Lemmas 9 and 10.

The proof uses the following definitions. For β ∈ (0, 1) and c ∈ R^+ , a (c, β)-balanced separator tree for a graph G is a binary tree T_G defined recursively as follows. The root of T_G is (G, X) where X is a^1_2 -balanced separator of G of order at most c|V (G)|^β. Suppose (H, Y ) is a node of T such that H − Y is the disjoint union of two graphs H_1 and H_2 with |V (H_1)|, |V (H_2)| ⩽^1_2 |V (H)|. If |V (H)| > c, then (H, Y ) has two children (H_1, Y_1) and (H_2, Y_2) where Y_i is a^1_2 -balanced separator of H_i of order at most c|H_i|^β. If |V (H)| ⩽ c, then (H, Y ) is a leaf of T . By Lemma 3, if G is a graph class closed under induced subgraphs and G has strongly sublinear separators, then every graph G ∈ G has a (c, β)-balanced separator tree for some c ∈ R^+ and β ∈ (0, 1).

In Edmonds’ original description of the forest polytope (Theorem 8), there is a constraint for every proper, non-empty subset U of V (G), but it turns out that we only need those constraints when G[U] is connected (see [28, Theorem 40.5]). The classical protocol does not need that G[U] is connected, but our proof crucially exploits this fact.

Second proof of Theorem 6. Let G be an n-vertex connected graph in G. We prove the theorem by describing an appropriate randomized protocol. As in the classical protocol, Alice receives a non-empty, proper subset U of V (G), such that G[U] is connected as input, Bob receives a forest F of G as input, and their goal is to compute S_G(U, F ) in expectation. The players agree beforehand on a (c, β)-balanced separator tree T_G of G. In contrast to the classical protocol, the main idea is that Alice does not send a vertex u ∈ U right away, but uses T_G to delay sending u to Bob, until she can do so using “few” bits.

Let (G, X) be the root of T_G. If U ∩ X ≠ ∅, then Alice sends a vertex u of U ∩ X to Bob and the protocol proceeds as in the classical protocol. Otherwise, let (A_1, X_1) and (B_1, Y_1) be the children of (G, X). Since U ∩ X = ∅ and G[U] is connected, either U ⊆ V (A_1) or U ⊆ V (B_1). Alice sends one bit to Bob to signal which case occurs, then she recurses on the corresponding subgraph (say, without loss of generality, A_1). This creates a path from the root (G, X) := (A_0, X_0) to (A_t, X_t) in T_G where U ∩ X_i = ∅ for i ∈ [0, t − 1], and either U ∩ X_t ≠ ∅ or |V (A_t)| ⩽ c. If U ∩ X_t ≠ ∅, then Alice sends Bob a vertex u ∈ U ∩ X_t. If |V (A_t)| ⩽ c, then Alice sends Bob an arbitrary vertex u ∈ U.

Let F_t := F ∩ A_t. Observe that S_G(U, F ) = S_{At} (U, F_t). Hence, at this point Alice and Bob can proceed as in the classical protocol, but with the graph A_t and the forest F_t instead, to compute (in expectation) the slack S_{At} (U, F_t).

It remains to analyze the complexity of the protocol. Alice spends t − 1 bits to tell Bob the path in T_G from (G, X) to (A_t, X_t). Since u ∈ X_t or |V (A_t)| ⩽ c, Alice can send u to Bob using at most log c|V (A_t)|^β ⩽ log cn^β bits. By assumption, |E(A_t)| ⩽ d|V (A_t)|. Therefore, |E(A^+_t )| ⩽ (d + 1)|V (A_t)|, where A^+_t denotes the graph A_t plus a universal vertex. Since |V (A_t)| ⩽^1_{2t} |V (G)|, we have |E(A^+_t )| ⩽^{d+1}_{2t} n. Finally, since the arc a can be oriented in two ways, there are at most^{d+1}_{2t−1} n possibilities for the choice of the arc a chosen by Bob after switching to the classical protocol. Thus, Bob can send a to Alice using at most log(^{d+1}_{2t−1} n) bits. Therefore, the total amount of communication required for the protocol is at most

(t − 1) + ⌈log ( cn^β ) ⌉ + ⌈log

(_{d+1}

2^{t−1} n ) ⌉ = log ( c(d + 1)n^{1+β} ) + O(1).

Since S_G is a submatrix of the slack matrix of P^↓(G) with respect to the linear description given in Theorem 8, and there are only |E(G)| = O(dn) additional rows of the slack matrix, it follows from Theorem 12 that xc(P^↓(G)) ∈ O(cdn^{1+β}), as required.

4.3 Planar graphs

As mentioned in the introduction, Williams [32] proved that for every connected planar graph G on n vertices, P(G) has an extended formulation of size O(n). We reprove this result by giving a randomized protocol for (the non-trivial part of) the slack matrix of P(G). The main idea is exploiting the relationship between the spanning trees of a planar graph and its dual.

Let G be a planar graph, with a fixed embedding. Let F (G) be the set of faces of G. The dual G^∗ is the multigraph with V (G^∗) := F (G), where for each edge e = vw of G incident with faces f and g, there is an edge e^∗ = fg in G^∗, called the dual of e. For a set X ⊆ E(G), let X^∗ be the set of edges of G^∗ dual to the edges in X. It is well known that X ⊆ E(G) is the edge-set of a spanning tree of G if and only if E(G^∗) \ X^∗ is the edge-set of a spanning tree of G^∗. For any spanning tree T of G, let T^∗ be the dual spanning tree of G^∗ with E(T^∗) := E(G^∗) \ E(T )^∗. Note that the definitions of P(G) and P^↓(G) extend to the setting of multigraphs. In particular, letting φ : R^E → R^E with φ(x) = 1 − x, we have that P(G^∗) = φ(P(G)). This implies a one-to-one correspondence between the vertices of the two polytopes and between their facets. The next lemma shows that this isomorphism preserves the slack.

Recall that, by Lemma 9, we may assume that G is 2-connected. Indeed, if G is not 2-connected and G_1, . . . , G_k are the blocks of G, then since |V (G_1)| + · · · + |V (G_k)| = |V (G)| + k − 1 ⩽ 2|V (G)|, a bound of the form xc(P(G_i)) ⩽ c|V (G_i)| for each i ∈ [k] and for some constant c implies xc(P(G)) ⩽ 2c|V (G)|. It is known (see [14]) that for any 2-connected graph G, the facets of P(G) are defined by the non-empty sets U ⊊ V (G) such that both G[U] and G/U are 2-connected. Here G/U is the graph obtained from G by contracting the subgraph G[U] to a single vertex.

Lemma 13. Let G be a 2-connected planar graph with a fixed embedding. Consider a facet of P(G) defined by a non-empty subset U ⊊ V (G). Let U^∗ be the set of vertices of G^∗ corresponding to faces of G that have at least one vertex not in U. Then, for any spanning tree T of G, |U| − 1 − |E(T ) ∩ E(U)| = |U^∗| − 1 − |E(T^∗) ∩ E(U^∗)|. Hence, the facet of P(G^∗) defined by U^∗ corresponds (under φ) to the facet of P(G) defined by U, and the two facets have the same slack.

UG U^∗G^∗

Figure 1: On the left, a planar graph G, a set U defining a facet of P(G) and a spanning tree of G (thick edges). On the right, the dual graph G^∗ (with the vertex corresponding to the outer face of G drawn in the center), together with U^∗ and T^∗ (thick edges). The equation in Lemma 13 can be easily verified for this example.

Proof. We first prove that an edge e = uv ∈ E(G) is in E(U) if and only if its dual edge e^∗ ∈ E(G^∗) is not in E(U^∗). Let f, g ∈ F (G) be the faces incident to e. First, if e^∗ ∉ E(U^∗), then all the vertices of f and g, in particular u and v, are in U, implying that e ∈ E(U). Now assume that e ∈ E(U); that is, u, v ∈ U. We show that e ∉ E(U^∗), equivalently that one of f and g is not in U^∗. Aiming for a contradiction, assume that there are vertices w, w^′ ∉ U that are on the boundaries of f and g, respectively. Recall that G[U] and G/U are 2-connected. First, since G[U] is 2-connected, there is a uv-path P in G[U] that does not contain e. (Note that here we only need that G[U] is 2-edgeconnected.) Let C be the cycle made by P and e. Without loss of generality, f is contained in the interior of C and g is contained in the exterior of C. Since w and w^′ are not in U, w is strictly in the interior of C and w^′ is strictly in the exterior of C. Thus C separates w and w^′. Since every edge of C is in E(U), this contradicts the assumption that G/U is 2-connected. Thus e is in E(U) if and only if e^∗ is not in E(U^∗). This shows that U^∗ defines the facet of P(G^∗) corresponding (via the isomorphism φ) to the facet of P(G) defined by U. Moreover, |E(G)| = |E(U)| + |E(U^∗)|.

We now determine the number of faces in the embedding of G[U] induced by that of G. Consider G and G[U] to be embedded in the sphere. We claim that there is exactly one face of G[U] that is not a face of G. Since U ≠ V (G), there is at least one such face. Suppose that f and g are distinct faces of G[U] that are not faces of G. Let D_f and D_g be the discs associated with f and g. Then there is a vertex v ∈ V (G) \ U in the interior of D_f , and there is a vertex w ∈ V (G) \ U in the interior of D_g. Thus v and w are separated by U, which contradicts the assumption that G/U is 2-connected. Thus there is exactly one face of G[U] that is not a face of G. Each face of G either has all its vertices in U, and is thus a face of G[U], or it corresponds to a vertex in U^∗. With the above claim, this shows that G[U] has |F (G)| − |U^∗| + 1 faces.

We now prove the thesis. By Euler’s formula applied to G[U] and to G, |U| − |E(U)| + (|F (G)| − |U^∗| + 1) = 2 = |V (G)| − |E(G)| + |F (G)|. Since |E(G)| = |E(U)| + |E(U^∗)|, |U| = |U^∗| + |V (G)| − 1 − |E(U^∗)|.

For any spanning tree T of G, since |V (G)|−1 = |E(T )| = |E(T )∩E(U)|+|E(T )\E(U)|, |U| − |E(T ) ∩ E(U)| = |U^∗| + |E(T ) \ E(U)| − |E(U^∗)|. Observe that the edges of E(T ) \ E(U) are dual to the edges of E(U^∗) \ E(T^∗). Thus |U| − 1 − |E(T ) ∩ E(U)| = |U^∗| − 1 + |E(U^∗) \ E(T^∗)| − |E(U^∗)| = |U^∗| − 1 − |E(U^∗) ∩ E(T^∗)|. Hence the facet of P(G^∗) defined by U^∗ has the same slack as the corresponding facet of P(G) defined by U.

We now describe a protocol for P(G) when G is an n-vertex 2-connected planar graph, based on a simple modification of the classical protocol described in Section 4.1. Alice receives as input a non-empty set U ⊊ V (G), such that G[U] and G/U are 2-connected, and Bob receives a spanning tree T of G (since we consider the spanning tree polytope of G here). Fix a vertex v_0 and a face f_0 of G, such that the boundary of f_0 contains v_0. The crucial observation is that, for any U, if v_0 ∉ U, then f_0 ∈ U^∗ by definition. Hence Alice, instead of sending a vertex u ∈ U, just sends one bit indicating whether v_0 ∈ U or f_0 ∈ U^∗. In the first case, the protocol proceeds as in the classical protocol. In the second case, Alice and Bob switch to the dual graph G^∗, where U is replaced by U^∗ and T by its dual T^∗, and go on with the classical protocol. Note that G^∗ is not necessarily a simple graph, but the classical protocol does not require this. The correctness of the protocol in the second case is guaranteed by Lemma 13. The complexity of the protocol is at most

1 + max{⌈log(2|E(G)|)⌉, ⌈log(2|E(G^∗)|)⌉} = 1 + ⌈log(2|E(G)|)⌉ ⩽ log(n) + O(1).

By Theorem 12, the size of the resulting extended formulation is O(n), thus matching Williams’ result.

5 Open Problems

We have shown that for every proper minor-closed graph class G, the spanning tree polytope of every connected n-vertex graph in G has extension complexity in O(n^{3/2}). This gives some evidence in support of the following conjecture of Fiorini et al. [16].

Conjecture 14 ([16]). For every proper minor-closed graph class G, the spanning tree polytope of every connected n-vertex graph in G has extension complexity in O(n).

Much stronger results might hold. Is it true that xc(P(G)) ∈ O(|V (G)|) for connected graphs G in:

• graph classes admitting strongly sublinear separators, • graph classes with bounded expansion, • graph classes with bounded maximum degree, or

• graph classes with bounded density?

Given the lack of lower bounds, a first question is whether xc(P(G)) ∈ O(|V (G)|) for a random cubic graph G. Another example of interest is the 1-subdivision of a complete graph.

Another possible direction of investigation is the extension complexity of matroid base polytopes, of which spanning tree polytopes are a special case (corresponding to graphic matroids). Rothvoß [27] proved (via a counting argument) that there are matroid base polytopes with exponential extension complexity. However, there is no known explicit family of matroid base polytopes with super-polynomial extension complexity. On the other hand, polynomial-size extended formulations are known for some classes that strictly contain graphic matroids; see [3, 4, 6, 7]. All such formulations have deep roots in Martin’s and Wong’s formulations for the spanning tree polytope, which is a further reason to investigate its extension complexity.

Acknowledgments

Tony Huynh, Gwenaël Joret and David Wood are supported by the Australian Research Council. Gwenaël Joret is also supported by an ARC grant from the Wallonia-Brussels Federation of Belgium, and a CDR grant from the Belgian National Fund for Scientific Research (FNRS). Samuel Fiorini is supported by the FNRS, through PDR grant BD- OCP/T.0087.20. This work was partially supported by ERC Consolidator grant FORE- FRONT/615640. Manuel Aprile is supported by a SID 2019 grant of the University of Padova.

References

[1] Lyudmil G. Aleksandrov and Hristo N. Djidjev. Linear algorithms for partitioning embedded graphs of bounded genus. SIAM J. Discrete Math., 9(1):129–150, 1996.

[2] Noga Alon, Paul Seymour, and Robin Thomas. A separator theorem for nonplanar graphs. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 3(4):801–808, 1990.

[3] Manuel Aprile. Extended formulations for matroid polytopes through randomized protocols. 2021. arXiv:2106.12453.

[4] Manuel Aprile, Alfonso Cevallos, and Yuri Faenza. On 2-level polytopes arising in combinatorial settings. SIAM J. Discrete Math., 32(3):1857–1886, 2018.

[5] Manuel Aprile and Yuri Faenza. Extended formulations from communication protocols in output-efficient time. Math. Program., 183(1):41–59, 2020.

[6] Manuel Aprile and Samuel Fiorini. Regular matroids have polynomial extension complexity. Mathematics of Operations Research, to appear. arXiv:1909.08539.

[7] Michele Conforti, Volker Kaibel, Matthias Walter, and Stefan Weltge. Subgraph polytopes and independence polytopes of count matroids. Oper. Res. Lett., 43(5):457–460, 2015.

[8] Vida Dujmović, David Eppstein, and David R. Wood. Structure of graphs with locally restricted crossings. SIAM J. Discrete Math., 31(2):805–824, 2017.

[9] Vida Dujmović, Pat Morin, and David R. Wood. Layered separators in minor-closed graph classes with applications. J. Combin. Theory Ser. B, 127:111–147, 2017.

[10] Zdeněk Dvořák, Rose McCarty, and Sergey Norin. Sublinear separators in intersection graphs of convex shapes. SIAM J. Discrete Math., 35(2):1149–1164, 2021.

[11] Zdeněk Dvořák and Sergey Norin. Strongly sublinear separators and polynomial expansion. SIAM J. Discrete Math., 30(2):1095–1101, 2016.

[12] Jack R. Edmonds. Matroids and the greedy algorithm. Math. Programming, 1:127–136, 1971.

[13] Yuri Faenza, Samuel Fiorini, Roland Grappe, and Hans Raj Tiwary.

Extended formulations, nonnegative factorizations, and randomized communication protocols. Math. Program., 153(1, Ser. B):75–94, 2015.

[14] Eva Maria Feichtner and Bernd Sturmfels. Matroid polytopes, nested sets and Bergman fans. Portugaliae Mathematica, 62(4):437–468, 2005.

[15] Uriel Feige, MohammadTaghi Hajiaghayi, and James R. Lee. Improved approximation algorithms for minimum weight vertex separators. SIAM J. Comput., 38(2):629–657, 2008.

[16] Samuel Fiorini, Tony Huynh, Gwenaël Joret, and Kanstantsin Pashkovich. Smaller extended formulations for the spanning tree polytope of bounded-genus graphs. Discrete Comput. Geom., 57(3):757–761, 2017.

[17] John R. Gilbert, Joan P. Hutchinson, and Robert E. Tarjan. A separator theorem for graphs of bounded genus. J. Algorithms, 5(3):391–407, 1984.

[18] Ken-ichi Kawarabayashi and Bruce Reed. A separator theorem in minor– closed classes. In Proc. 51st Annual Symp. on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS ’10), pp. 153–162. IEEE, 2010.

[19] Kaveh Khoshkhah and Dirk Oliver Theis. On the combinatorial lower bound for the extension complexity of the spanning tree polytope. Oper. Res. Lett., 46(3):352–355, 2018.

[20] Petr Kolman, Martin Koutecký, and Hans Raj Tiwary. Extension complexity, MSO logic, and treewidth. Discrete Math. Theor. Comput. Sci., 22(4), 2020.

[21] Alexandr V. Kostochka. Lower bound of the Hadwiger number of graphs by their average degree. Combinatorica, 4(4):307–316, 1984.

[22] James R. Lee. Separators in region intersection graphs. 2016, arXiv:1608.01612. [23] R. Kipp Martin. Using separation algorithms to generate mixed integer model reformulations. Oper. Res. Lett., 10(3):119–128, 1991.

[24] Gary L. Miller, Shang-Hua Teng, William Thurston, and Stephen A.

Vavasis. Separators for sphere-packings and nearest neighbor graphs. J. ACM, 44(1):1–29, 1997.

[25] Jaroslav Nešetřil and Patrice Ossona de Mendez. Sparsity, vol. 28 of Algorithms and Combinatorics. Springer, 2012.

[26] Bruce A. Reed and David R. Wood. A linear-time algorithm to find a separator in a graph excluding a minor. ACM Trans. Algorithms, 5(4):39, 2009.

[27] Thomas Rothvoß. Some 0/1 polytopes need exponential size extended formulations. Mathematical Programming, 142(1):255–268, 2013.

[28] Alexander Schrijver. Combinatorial optimization: polyhedra and efficiency, vol. 24 of Algorithms and Combinatorics. Springer, 2003.

[29] Warren D. Smith and Nicholas C. Wormald. Geometric separator theorems & applications. In Proc. 39th Annual Symp. on Foundations of Comput. Sci. (FOCS ’98), pp. 232–243. IEEE, 1998.

[30] Andrew Thomason. An extremal function for contractions of graphs. Math. Proc.

Cambridge Philos. Soc., 95(2):261–265, 1984.

[31] Hamidreza Validi and Austin Buchanan. A note on “A linear-size zero-one programming model for the minimum spanning tree problem in planar graphs”. Networks, 73(1):135–142, 2019.

[32] Justin C. Williams. A linear-size zero-one programming model for the minimum spanning tree problem in planar graphs. Networks, 39(1):53–60, 2002.

[33] R.T. Wong. Integer programming formulations of the traveling salesman problem.

In Proc. 1980 IEEE International Conference on Circuits and Computers, pp. 149– 152. 1980.

[34] Mihalis Yannakakis. Expressing combinatorial optimization problems by linear programs. J. Comput. Syst. Sci., 43(3):441–466, 1991.

[35] Shengyu Zhang. Quantum strategic game theory. In Proc. 3rd Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS ’12), pp. 39–59. ACM, 2012.