
NUMBER OF EULERIAN ORIENTATIONS FOR
BENJAMINI–SCHRAMM CONVERGENT GRAPH SEQUENCES

FERENC BENCS, MÁRTON BORBÉNYI, AND PÉTER CSIKVÁRI

Abstract. For a graph G let ε(G) denote the number of Eulerian orientations, and
v(G) denote the number of vertices of G. We show that if (Gn)n is a sequence of Eulerian
graphs that are convergent in Benjamini–Schramm sense, then limn→∞

1
v(Gn)

ln ε(Gn)

is convergent.

1. Eulerian orientations

A graph G is called Eulerian if every vertex degree is an even number. (In general,
connectedness of G is also a requirement, but in this paper we do not need this assump-
tion.) It is a classical fact that the edges of an Eulerian graph can be oriented in such a
way that at every vertex the in-degree and the out-degree are equal. Such an orientation
is called Eulerian or balanced orientation. The number of Eulerian oriantations is de-
noted by ε(G). Counting Eulerian orientations has triggered considerable interest both
in combinatorics, computer science and statistical physics. Probably, the best known re-
sult is due to Lieb [20] who determined the asymptotic number of Eulerian orientations
of large square grid graphs. In physics the limit value is called the residual entropy or
the entropy of the ice model. Baxter [2] determined the residual entropy for the large
triangular lattices. Welsh [33] observed that for a 4–regular graph the Tutte-polynomial
evaluation |TG(0,−2)| is exactly the number of Eulerian orientations since nowhere-zero
Z3-flows and Eulerian orientations are in one-to-one correspondence for 4–regular graphs.
In this paper we focus on bounded degree graphs, but there has been many advances on
asymptotic enumeration of Eulerian orientations in case of non-bounded degree graphs
too, see the papers [15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 22]. Mihail and Winkler [23] gave an efficient ran-
domized algorithm to sample and approximately count Eulerian orientations. Schrijver
[25] gave a lower bound for the number of Eulerian oriantations in terms of the degree
sequence. He proved that if G is a graph on n vertices with degree sequence d1, d2, . . . , dn,
where dk are even for all k, then

ε(G) ≥
n∏

k=1

(
dk

dk/2

)
2dk/2

.

In particular, for a d–regular graph G on n vertices, where d is even, we have

ε(G) ≥

((
d

d/2

)
2d/2

)n

.
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The right hand side of this inequality coincides with Pauling’s original heuristic argument
for the entropy of ice [24]. This heuristic argument is based on the idea that at each

vertex the probability that a random orientation is balanced is exactly ( d
d/2)
2d

. Assuming an
(asymptotic) independence for the vertices we get an estimate for the number of Eulerian
orientations. Vergnas [30] proved an upper bound that has the following corollary. If
(Gn)n is a sequence of d-regular graphs such that the length of the shortest cycle, denoted
by g(Gn) hereafter, tends to infinity, then

lim
n→∞

1

v(Gn)
ln ε(Gn) = ln

((
d

d/2

)
2d/2

)
,

where v(G) denotes the number of vertices of a graph G. The aforementioned result of
Lieb gives that if (Gn)n is a a sequence of toroidal grids, then

lim
n→∞

1

v(Gn)
ln ε(Gn) =

3

2
ln

(
4

3

)
,

and the result of Baxter shows that if (Gn)n is a a sequence of triangular graphs with
helical boundary condition, then

lim
n→∞

1

v(Gn)
ln ε(Gn) = ln

(
3
√
3

2

)
.

To put the results of Lieb, Baxter and Vergnas into a common framework we need the
concept of Benjamini–Schramm convergence. This concept grasps graph sequences that
are locally look alike.

Definition 1.1 (Benjamini–Schramm convergence). We say that a graph sequence (Gn)n
is bounded-degree if there is a ∆ such that the maximum degree of any Gn is at most ∆.

For a finite graph G, a finite connected rooted graph α and a positive integer r, let
P(G,α, r) be the probability that the r-ball centered at a uniform random vertex of G
is isomorphic to α.

Let L be a probability distribution on (finite and infinite) connected rooted graphs; we
will call L a random rooted graph. For a finite connected rooted graph α and a positive
integer r, let P(L, α, r) be the probability that the r-ball centered at the root vertex is
isomorphic to α, where the root is chosen from the distribution L.

We say that a bounded-degree graph sequence (Gn)n is Benjamini–Schramm conver-
gent if for all finite rooted graphs α and r > 0, the probabilities P(Gn, α, r) converge.
Furthermore, we say that (Gn) Benjamini-Schramm converges to L, if for all positive
integers r and finite rooted graphs α, P(Gn, α, r) → P(L, α, r).

The Benjamini–Schramm convergence is also called local convergence as it primarily
grasps the local structure of the graphs (Gn)n.

If we take larger and larger boxes in the d-dimensional grid Zd, then it will converge
to the rooted Zd, that is, the corresponding random rooted graph L is the distribution
which takes a rooted Zd with probability 1. (See Figure 1 for two examples of graph
sequences that converge to Z2.)

When L is a certain rooted infinite graph with probability 1 then we simply say that
this rooted infinite graph is the limit without any further reference on the distribution.

There are other very natural graph sequences which are Benjamini–Schramm conver-
gent, for instance, (Gn)n is a sequence of d–regular graphs such that the girth g(Gn) → ∞
(length of the shortest cycle), then it is Benjamini–Schramm convergent and we can even
see its limit object: the rooted infinite d-regular tree Td.
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Figure 1. In the picture we depict two graph sequences both converging
to Z2. The latter sequence consists of the so-called Aztec diamonds. Aztec
diamonds are Eulerian graphs just as the toroidal grids. As we will see
this implies that the normalized number of Eulerian orientations converge
to the same number, that is 3

2
ln
(
4
3

)
.

There is an alternative way to look at graph parameters that are convergent whenever
the graphs are Benjamini–Schramm convergent. For a vertex v ∈ V (G) let Br(v) denote
its neighborhood of radius r. Let Br denote all possible r-neighborhoods, that is, the
rooted graphs of radius at most r. We call a bounded graph parameter estimable,
if for every ε > 0 there are positive integers k and r, and an “estimator” function
g : Bk

r → R such that for every graph G and uniform, independently chosen random
vertices v1, . . . , vk ∈ V (G), we have

P(|f(G)− g(Br(v1), . . . , Br(vk))| > ε) ≤ ε.

In other words, g estimates f from a sample chosen according to the rules of sampling
from a bounded degree graph. Elek [14] proved that a graph parameter is estimable if
and only if it is convergent for every Benjamini–Schramm convergent graph sequence.

Theorem 1.2 (Elek [14]). A bounded graph parameter f is estimable if and only if for
every Benjamini–Schramm convergent graph sequence (Gn)n, the sequence of numbers
(f(Gn))n is convergent.

So Benjamini–Schramm convergence coincide with a very natural setting for estimating
a graph parameter. Also, it is not hard to see that Theorem 1.2 is applicable for graph
families that are closed under Benjamini-Schramm convergence, such as Eulerian graphs
(we mean in the support of the random rooted graph we only have Eulerian subgraphs).

The main theorem of this paper is the following one.

Theorem 1.3. The parameter 1
v(G)

ln ε(G) is estimable for Eulerian graphs, that is, if
(Gn)n is a Benjamini–Schramm convergent sequence of Eulerian graphs, then
limn→∞

1
v(Gn)

ln ε(Gn) exists.

We remark that for many graph parameter P (G) proving the convergence of
limn→∞

1
v(Gn)

lnP (Gn) for subgraphs of lattice graphs is often an easy problem using
Fekete’s lemma This is not completely the case for the number of Eulerian orientations
as it is sensitive for edge deletion ruining the Eulerian property of the graph. For
instance, Baxter [2] elaborate on the role of the boundary condition in case of triangle
lattice. Theorem 1.3 shows that the boundary condition is not important as long as the
finite graphs are Eulerian. The situation changes dramatically if the boundary condition
involves pre-directing some of the edges. For instance, Korepin and Zinn-Justin [19]
showed that the domain wall boundary condition changes the limit value on the square
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Figure 2. Two sequences of graphs with different boundary conditions
but with the same Benjamini-Schramm limit. The first sequence (as on
the left) consists of n cycles with balanced boundary condition at the
ends. The second sequence (as on the right) consists also n cycles but at
the two end we have 2 surplus and 2 deficit. In the first case it is clear
that the number of Eulerian orientations is 2n, while in the second case
it is constant 1. This example shows that 1

v(G)
ln ε(G) is not an estimable

parameter for convergent graph sequences with boundary conditions given
by pre-directed edges.

lattice. In fact, it is rather easy to construct examples with pre-directed edges that
decreases the number of Eulerian orientations exponentially, see Figure 2 for an example.
Note that Theorem 1.3 applies for graph sequences too that are not lattice graphs and
we cannot even speak about boundary condition at all.

2. Proof strategy and preliminaries

In this section we collect the necessary tools to prove Theorem 1.3. We essentially
rely on two tools. One of them is the so-called subgraph counting polynomial (that in
turn relies on the so-called gauge transformation) and the other one is a Lee-Yang-type
theorem on the zeros of a certain polynomial.

The idea of the proof is to encode the number of Eulerian orientations of a graph G
as a special evaluation of a certain polynomial. This polynomial will have the property
that all its zeros are on the unit circle on the complex plane. For a Benjamini–Schramm
convergent graph sequence (Gn)n the distribution of these zeros will then converge to a
limit measure on the unit circle. An extra difficulty of this approach that this special
evaluation is exactly the evaluation at 1, so in principle it can occur that the zeros of the
polynomials accumulate at 1. We overcome this difficulty by a continuity argument using
one more special property of the arising polynomials: their coefficients are non-negative.
Though this plan might be vague at this moment it will be more clear after the next
sections.

2.1. Subgraph counting polynomial. For a moment let us assume that G is a d-
regular graph, and let us introduce the so-called subgraph counting polynomial

FG(x0, . . . , xd) =
∑
A⊆E

(∏
v∈V

xdA(v)

)
,

where dA(v) is the degree of the vertex v in the graph GA = (V,A). And a bit more
generally, we can also define

FG(x0, . . . , xd|z) =
∑
A⊆E

(∏
v∈V

xdA(v)

)
z2|A| = FG(x0, x1z, x2z, ..., xdz

d).

As an example we give the subgraph counting polynomial FK5(x0, x1, x2, x3, x4) of the
complete graph K5 on 5 vertices. The first term corresponds to the empty subgraph, the
last term corresponds to the graph itself.
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x5
0 + 10x3

0x
2
1 + 15x0x

4
1 + 30x2

0x
2
1x2 + 30x4

1x2 + 60x0x
2
1x

2
2 + 10x2

0x
3
2 + 70x2

1x
3
2 + 15x0x

4
2

+ 12x5
2 + 20x0x

3
1x3 + 60x3

1x2x3 + 60x0x1x
2
2x3 + 120x1x

3
2x3 + 60x2

1x2x
2
3 + 30x0x

2
2x

2
3 + 70x3

2x
2
3

+ 60x1x2x
3
3 + 5x0x

4
3 + 30x2x

4
3 + 5x4

1x4 + 30x2
1x

2
2x4 + 15x4

2x4 + 60x1x
2
2x3x4 + 60x2

2x
2
3x4

+ 20x1x
3
3x4 + 15x4

3x4 + 10x3
2x

2
4 + 30x2x

2
3x

2
4 + 10x2

3x
3
4 + x5

4.

The following theorem connects the number of Eulerian orientations with the subgraph
counting polynomial. For a self-contained proof, see the Appendix.

Theorem 2.1 (Borbényi and Csikvári [3]). For an even number d let s = (s0, s1, . . . , sd)
be defined as follows.

sk =


( d
d/2)(

d/2
k/2)

2d/2(dk)
if k is even,

0 if k is odd.

Then FG(s0, . . . , sd) counts the number of Eulerian orientations of a d–regular graph G.

If G is not necessarily d-regular, then the above definitions have to be changed as
follows. For each vertex v we introduce a set of variables x

(v)
0 , x

(v)
1 , . . . , x

(v)
d(v). Then the

subgraph counting function is defined as

FG

((
x
(v)
0 , x

(v)
1 , . . . , x

(v)
d(v)

)
v∈V

)
=
∑
A⊆E

(∏
v∈V

x
(v)
dA(v)

)
,

and

FG

((
x
(v)
0 , x

(v)
1 , . . . , x

(v)
d(v)

)
v∈V

|z
)
=
∑
A⊆E

(∏
v∈V

x
(v)
dA(v)

)
z2|A|.

The following generalization of Theorem 2.1 is also true.

Theorem 2.2 (Borbényi and Csikvári [3]). Let G be an Eulerian graph. For each vertex
v ∈ V let us introduce the vector s(v) = (s

(v)
0 , s

(v)
1 , . . . , s

(v)
d(v)), where

s
(v)
k =


( d(v)
d(v)/2)(

d(v)/2
k/2 )

2d(v)/2(d(v)k )
if k is even,

0 if k is odd.

Then FG

((
s
(v)
0 , . . . , s

(v)
d(v)

)
v∈V

)
counts the number of Eulerian orientations of the graph

G.

2.2. A Lee-Yang-type theorem: Wagner’s subgraph counting technique. In
this section we will recall some theorem of Wagner (Theorem 3.2 of [31]) about the
location of zeros of FG(x0, . . . , xd|z). For any fixed vertex v and x

(v)
0 , . . . , x

(v)
d(v) let us

define the following key-polynomial

Kv(x
(v)
0 , . . . , x

(v)
d |z) =

d(v)∑
k=0

(
d(v)

k

)
x
(v)
k zk.

Theorem 2.3 (Wagner [31]). If for any vertex v the polynomial Kv(x
(v)
0 , . . . , x

(v)
d |z) has

no complex zero in the open disk of radius κ around 0, then FG

((
x
(v)
0 , x

(v)
1 , . . . , x

(v)
d(v)

)
v∈V

|z
)

has no complex zero in the open disk of radius κ around 0 for any d-regular graph G.



6 F. BENCS, M. BORBÉNYI, AND P. CSIKVÁRI

If for any vertex v the polynomial Kv(x
(v)
0 , . . . , x

(v)
d |z) has no complex zero in the com-

plement of a closed disk of radius κ around 0, then FG

((
x
(v)
0 , x

(v)
1 , . . . , x

(v)
d(v)

)
v∈V

|z
)

has
no complex zero in the complement of a closed disk of radius κ around 0 for any graph
G.

In particular, if for any vertex v the polynomial Kv(x
(v)
0 , . . . , x

(v)
d |z) has only zeros on

the circle of radius κ around 0, then FG

((
x
(v)
0 , x

(v)
1 , . . . , x

(v)
d(v)

)
v∈V

|z
)

has complex zeros
only on the circle of radius κ for any graph G.

3. Proof of Theorem 1.3

In this section we complete the proof of Theorem 1.3.
For a graph G let us introduce the polynomial

PG(z) = FG

((
s
(v)
0 , s

(v)
1 , . . . , s

(v)
d(v)

)
v∈V

∣∣∣∣ z) ,

where

s
(v)
k =


( d(v)
d(v)/2)(

d(v)/2
k/2 )

2d(v)/2(d(v)k )
if k is even,

0 if k is odd.

Example 3.1. For the complete graph K5 on 5 vertices we have

PK5(z) = FK5

(
3

2
, 0,

1

2
, 0,

3

2

∣∣∣∣ z) =
243

32
z20 +

45

16
z14 +

45

32
z12 +

3

8
z10 +

45

32
z8 +

45

16
z6 +

243

32
.

The following picture depicts its zeros.

Figure 3. The zeros of PK5(z).

By Theorem 2.2 we know that PG(1) = ε(G). Observe that the polynomials

Kv(s
(v)
0 , . . . , s

(v)
d |z) =

d(v)∑
k=0

(
d(v)

k

)
s
(v)
k zk = 2−d(v)/2

(
d(v)

d(v)/2

)
(1 + z2)d(v)/2,
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that is, all its zeros lie on the unit circle. By Theorem 2.3 it implies that the zeros of
PG(z) also lie on the unit circle. If G has m edges, then the degree of the polynomial
PG(z) is 2m and we can factorize it as follows:

PG(z) = 2−m
∏
v∈V

(
d(v)

d(v)/2

) 2m∏
i=1

(z − ρi),

where |ρi| = 1 for i = 1, . . . , 2m. Let us introduce the following measure on the complex
plane:

µG =
1

2m

2m∑
i=1

δρi ,

where δs is the Dirac-measure supported on s ∈ C. If k is a fixed non-negative integer,
then ∫

zk dµG(z) =
1

2m

k∑
i=1

ρki .

If PG(z) =
∑2m

k=0 akz
k, then the integral

∫
zk dµG(z) is determined by the numbers

a2m, a2m−1, . . . , a2m−k which in turn are determined by the k-neighborhood statistics
of the graph G. It turns out that it implies that if (Gn)n is a Benjamini–Schramm
convergent graph sequence, then the sequence

∫
zk dµGn(z). The precise details of this

argument is given in the paper [13]. A measure sequence µn on C is convergent if for
any fixed k and ℓ, the sequence

∫
zkzℓ dµn(z) is convergent. Note that µGn is supported

on the unit circle, this is equivalent with the convergence of
∫
zk dµGn(z). Whence µGn

is weakly convergent.
Now let us fix some u ̸= 1 positive real number and consider 1

v(Gn)
lnPGn(u). We have

1

v(Gn)
lnPGn(u) =

1

v(Gn)
ln

(
2−e(Gn)

∏
v∈V

(
dGn(v)

dGn(v)/2

))
+

2e(Gn)

v(Gn)

∫
ln |u− z| dµGn(z).

Since µGn are supported on the unit circle we get that hu(z) = ln |u− z| is a continuous
function on an open neighborhood of the unit circle. This gives that the sequence

1
v(Gn)

lnPGn(u) exists for u ̸= 1 positive real number.
Let us introduce

pL(u) = lim
n→∞

1

v(Gn)
lnPGn(u).

The final observation is that pL(u) is a monotone increasing continuous function. This
is because PG(z) has only non-negative coefficients and so if u1 < u2, then

PG(u1) ≤ PG(u2) ≤
(
u2

u1

)2m

PG(u1),

whence

1

v(G)
lnPG(u1) ≤

1

v(G)
lnPG(u2) ≤

1

v(G)
lnPG(u1) +

2e(G)

v(G)
ln

(
u2

u1

)
.

This implies that

pL(u1) ≤ pL(u2) ≤ pL(u1) + ∆ ln

(
u2

u1

)
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showing that pL(u) is a continuous and monotone increasing function. In particular, we
can introduce pL(1) = limu→1 pL(u) and get that

lim
n→∞

1

v(Gn)
lnPGn(1) = pL(1),

that is, limn→∞
1

v(Gn)
ln ε(Gn) exists.

4. Concluding remarks

In this last section we give some remarks on the methods used in this paper.

4.1. Large girth graphs. In this section we determine the limit of 1
v(Gn)

ln ε(Gn) if
(Gn)n is a large girth sequence, that is, g(Gn) → ∞. This limit was determined by
Vergnas [30] building on the work of Schrijver [25] if (Gn)n is a sequence of d-regular
graphs. Indeed, Schrijver proved the lower bound

1

v(G)
ln ε(G) ≥ ln

(
2−d/2

(
d

d/2

))
,

and Vergnas proved a matching upper bound in terms of the maximal number of pairwise
edge-disjoint cycles which is at most dv(G)

g
if g the length of the shortest cycle.

Here we directly rely on the proof method we did in the previous section.

Theorem 4.1. Let (Gn)n be a Benjamini–Schramm convergent sequence of Eulerian
graphs with maximum degree ∆ and girth g(Gn) → ∞. Let

tk := lim
n→∞

|{v | dGn(v) = k}|
v(Gn)

(k = 0, . . . ,∆),

then

lim
n→∞

1

v(Gn)
ln ε(Gn) =

∆∑
k=0

tk ln

(
2−k/2

(
k

k/2

))
.

Proof. Recall that for positive real number u ̸= 1 we had the formula

1

v(Gn)
lnPGn(u) =

1

v(Gn)
ln

(
2−e(Gn)

∏
v∈V

(
dGn(v)

dGn(v)/2

))
+

2e(Gn)

v(Gn)

∫
ln |u− z| dµGn(z).

Here the first term converges to
∆∑

k=0

tk ln

(
2−k/2

(
k

k/2

))
.

We only need to understand the second term. In particular, we need to understand the
limit of the measures µGn . We claim that this limit measure is the uniform measure on the
unit circle. We claim that PG(z) =

∑2m
k=0 akz

k, then a2m−1 = a2m−2 = · · · = a2m−2g+1 = 0
if the girth is bigger than g. Since ak = a2m−k by the symmetric nature of the vectors
s(v) we only need to see that a1 = · · · = a2g−1 = 0 which follows since if A ⊆ E satisfies
that 0 < |A| < g, then there is a vertex v such that dA(v) = 1, and then

∏
v∈V s

(v)
dA(v) = 0.

From the Newton-Waring formulas we also get that
∫
zkdµG(z) = 0 for k = 1, . . . , 2g−1.

Since g(Gn) → ∞ we get that for the limit measure µL we have
∫
zk dµL(z) = 0 for

every integer k ≥ 1. Hence µL is the uniform measure, and

lim
u→1

∫
ln(u− z) dµL(z) = 0.

This completes the proof.
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□

Remark 4.2. One can prove that for any g and α > 0 there exists a C(d, g, α) > 0 such
that if the d-regular graph G contains more than αv(G) cycles of length at most g, then

1

v(G)
ln ε(G) > ln

((
d

d/2

)
2d/2

)
+ C(d, g, α).

In other words, if (Gn)n is a sequence of d-regular graphs such that Gn ̸→ Td, then

lim sup
n→∞

1

v(G)
ln ε(G) > ln

(
2−d/2

(
d

d/2

))
.

This statement can be seen from the subgraph counting polynomial.
Theorem 4.1 also follows from Theorem 5.1 of [17].

4.2. What goes wrong with perfect matchings? To have a better understanding
of the proof strategy used in this paper we carefully analyze another graph invariant in
this section, namely, the number of perfect matchings, hereafter denoted by pm(G).

Clearly, if we have a graph with a lot of perfect matchings, and we delete one vertex
the number of perfect matchings drops to zero. This means that we need to impose some
restriction on the graph class. Note that even in the case of Eulerian orientations we
needed to require that the elements of the graph sequence (Gn)n are Eulerian graphs.
Unfortunately, even with the assumption that all Gn are d-regular bipartite graphs one
can construct a sequence of graphs (Gn)n such that 1

v(Gn)
ln pm(Gn) is not convergent [1].

Nevertheless, there is one positive result: it is convergent if Gn are not only d-regular
bipartite graphs, but g(Gn) → ∞ is also satisfied [1].

It is very instructive to see what goes wrong in the case of the number of per-
fect matchings in our proof. Suppose for simplicity that Gn are 4-regular graphs.
Then pm(G) = FG(0, 1, 0, 0, 0) by the definition of the subgraph counting polyno-
mial. This would not be very useful as FG(0, 1, 0, 0, 0|z) = pm(G)zv(G). Fortunately,
FG(x0, x1, x2, x3, x4) takes the same value at several different places due to some invari-
ance under “rotations”, see details in [3]. In particular,

FG(0, 1, 0, 0, 0) = FG

(
1,−1

2
, 0,

1

2
,−1

)
.

For this vector we have

Kv(z) = 1− 2z + 2z3 − z4 = (1− z)3(1 + z),

so all zeros have absolute value 1. (There is always such a vector for (0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) no
matter what d is.) This means that

FG

(
1,−1

2
, 0,

1

2
,−1

∣∣∣∣ z)
have all zeros lying on the unit circle. It even implies that the function
PG(u) := FG

(
1,−1

2
, 0, 1

2
,−1|u

)
is non-negative for real u > 1 implying that for such a u

the
pL(u) := lim

n→∞

1

v(Gn)
lnPGn(u)

exists. If pm(Gn) ̸= 0, then PGn(1) ̸= 0 and we can also deduce that PGn(u) > 0 for
0 < u < 1 so pL(u) exists in this case. Unfortunately, since the coefficients of PG(z) are
not necessarily non-negative we cannot argue that it is monotone increasing, and that
pL(u) is continuous at 1.
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Though this strategy does not work in the case of perfect matchings, it is still instruc-
tive to see how gauge transformation gives us a great flexibility to choose the vectors in
such a way that we can apply a Lee-Yang-type theorem.
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5. Appendix: Eulerian orientations via subgraph counting polynomial

In this appendix we give a self-contained proof of Theorem 2.1. First we introduce the
so-called normal factor graph and gauge transformation, then we prove the aforemen-
tioned theorem.

5.1. Normal factor graphs and gauge transformations. The following concept
will enable us to encode the number of Eulerian orientations and the subgraph counting
polynomial in a unified framwework.

Definition 5.1. A normal factor graph H = (V,E,X , (fv)v∈V ) is a graph (V,E) equipped
with an alphabet X and a function fv : X dv → R at each vertex. At each edge e there
is a variable xe taking values from the alphabet X . The partition function

Z(H) =
∑
σ∈XE

∏
v∈V

fv(σ∂v),

where σ∂v is the restriction of σ to the the edges incident to the vertex v.

For instance, if X = {0, 1} and

fv(σ1, . . . , σdv) =

{
1 if

∑dv
i=1 σi = 1,

0 otherwise,

where dv is the degree of the vertex v, then Z(H) is exactly the number of perfect
matchings of the underlying graph.

Let H = (V,E,X , (fv)v∈V ) be a normal factor graph with alphabet X . We will show
that it is possible to introduce a new normal factor graph Ĥ = (V,E,Y , (f̂v)v∈V ) on the
same graph with new functions f̂v and alphabet Y such that Z(Ĥ) = Z(H). As we will
see, sometimes it will be more convenient to study the new normal factor graph Ĥ.

Let Y be a new alphabet, and for each edge (u, v) ∈ E let us introduce two new
matrices, Guv and Gvu of size Y ×X . The new variables will be denoted by τ ∈ YE, the
old ones by σ ∈ XE. For a vertex v with degree dv = k let

f̂v(τvu1 , . . . , τvuk
) =

∑
σvu1 ,...,σvuk

 ∏
ui∈N(v)

Gvui
(τvui

, σvui
)

 fv(σvu1 , . . . , σvuk
).

This way we defined the functions f̂v of Ĥ.

This transformation is called a gauge transformation. In computer science, this method
was introduced by Valiant under the name holographic reduction [29, 28, 27, 26]. In
statistical physics, it was developed by Chertkov and Chernyak under the name gauge
transformation [11, 12]. Wainwright, Jaakola, Willsky had a related idea under the name
reparametrization [32], but it is not easy to see the connection. In the different cases
the scope was slightly different, Valiant used it as a reduction method for computational
complexity of counting problems. This line of research was extended in a series of papers
of Jin-Yi Cai and his coauthors, see Jin-Yi Cai’s book [5] and the papers [6, 8, 7, 4, 9, 10]
and references therein. Chertkov and Chernyak [11, 12] studied the so-called Bethe–
approximation through gauge transformations. We simply use it as a method of proving
the identities like Theorem 2.2.

The following theorem is due to Chertkov and Chernyak [11, 12] and independently
Valiant [29].

Theorem 5.2. If for each edge (u, v) ∈ E we have GT
uvGvu = IdX , then Z(Ĥ) = Z(H).
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Proof. Let us start to compute Z(Ĥ) =
∑

τ∈YE

∏
v∈V f̂v(τ∂v):

Z(Ĥ) =
∑
τ∈YE

∏
v∈V

 ∑
σvu1 ,...,σvuk

 ∏
ui∈N(v)

Gvui
(τvui

, σvui
)

 fv(σvu1 , . . . , σvuk
)

 .

If we expand it will have terms
∏

v∈V fv(σvu1 , . . . , σvuk
) with some coefficients. A priori

it can occur that these terms are incompatible in the sense that σuv ̸= σvu. As we
will see, the role of the conditions on Guv is exactly to ensure that if there is an edge
(u, v) ∈ E with σuv ̸= σvu, then the coefficient is 0, and if all edges are compatible, then
the coefficient is 1. Indeed, the coefficient is∑

τ∈YE

∏
v∈V

∏
ui∈N(v)

Gvui
(τvui

, σvui
).

Note that τuv = τvu for each edge, and this variable appears only at the vertices u and
v, and nowhere else. Hence∑

τ∈YE

∏
v∈V

∏
ui∈N(v)

Gvui
(τvui

, σvui
) =

∏
(u,v)∈E

(∑
τuv

Guv(τuv, σuv)Gvu(τvu, σvu)

)
=

=
∏

(u,v)∈E

(∑
τuv

GT
uv(σuv, τvu)Gvu(τvu, σvu)

)
=

∏
(u,v)∈E

(GT
uvGvu)σuv ,σvu =

∏
(u,v)∈E

(Id)σuv ,σvu .

Hence this is only non-zero if σuv = σvu for each edge (u, v) ∈ E(G), and then this
coefficient is 1. □

5.2. Eulerian orientations. In this section we prove Theorem 2.1. For sake of conve-
nience we repeat the theorem.

Theorem 2.1 Let s = (s0, s1, . . . , sd) be defined as follows.

sk =

 ( d
d/2)(

d/2
k/2)

2d/2(dk)
if k is even,

0 if k is odd.

Then FG(s0, . . . , sd) counts the number of Eulerian orientations of a d–regular graph G.

Proof. First we encode the number of Eulerian orientations as a partition function of
a normal factor graph. Let Sub(G) be the subdivision of the graph G, that is, we
put a vertex to every edge. The vertex set of Sub(G) naturally correspond to V ∪ E,
where G = (V,E). An orientation of G correspond to an edge configuration of Sub(G),
where each edge e ∈ V (Sub(G)) is incident to exactly one edge: a directed edge (v, u)
corresponds a configuration, where (v, ev,u) belongs to the configuration, but (u, ev,u)
does not. So we can describe an Eulerian orientation with the local functions

fv(σv,ev,u1
, . . . , σv,ev,ud

) =

{
1 if

∑
ui∈NG(v) σvev,u = d/2,

0 if
∑

ui∈NG(v) σvev,u ̸= d/2.

and

feu,v(σu,eu,v , σv,eu,v) =

{
1 if σu,eu,v , σv,eu,v = 1,

0 if σu,eu,v , σv,eu,v ̸= 1.
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Next we use the gauge theory. For each edge e = (u, v) ∈ E(G) we introduce two
matrices in Sub(G): Geu = Gev = G1 and Gue = Gve = G2, where

G1 :=
1√
2

(
1 1
i −i

)
and G2 :=

1√
2

(
1 1
−i i

)
.

In what follows the rows and columns of G1, G2, Fe are indexed by 0 and 1, and for a
matrix A and σ, τ ∈ {0, 1} we use the notation A(σ, τ) for the corresponding element.
In particular, we have

Fe =

(
0 1
1 0

)
Observe that GT

2G1 = Id. First let us compute f̂e(τ1, τ2):

f̂e(τ1, τ2) =
∑
σ1,σ2

G1(τ1, σ1)G1(τ2, σ2)fe(σ1, σ2)

=
∑
σ1,σ2

G1(τ1, σ1)fe(σ1, σ2)G
T
1 (σ2, τ2)

= (G1FeG
T
1 )(τ1, τ2).

Hence by simple matrix multiplication we have

F̂e = G1FeG
T
1 =

(
1 0
0 1

)
.

This means that in Z(Ĥ) only those terms will survive that correspond to a subgraph
of G.

Next let us compute f̂v(τ1, . . . , τd). By definition

f̂v(τ1, . . . , τd) =
∑

σ1,...,σd

d∏
i=1

G2(τi, σi)fv(σ1, . . . , σd).

Recall that only those terms remain, where
∑

i σi =
d
2
. Suppose that

∑
i τi = k. If there

are j places where both σi = τi = 1, then its contribution to the sum is ij(−i)k−j, so

f̂v(τ1, . . . , τd) =
∑

σ1,...,σd

d∏
i=1

G2(τi, σi)fv(σ1, . . . , σd) =
1

2d/2

k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)(
d− k

d/2− j

)
(−1)k−jik.

Observe that
d/2∑
j=0

(−1)k−j

(
k

j

)(
d− k

d/2− j

)
=

d/2∑
j=0

(−1)k−j k!(d− k)!

j!(k − j)!(d/2− j)!(d/2− k + j)!

=

(
d

d/2

)(
d
k

) d/2∑
j=0

(−1)k−j

(
d/2

j

)(
d/2

k − j

)
.

Note that
∑d/2

j=0(−1)k−j
(
d/2
j

)(
d/2
k−j

)
is the coefficient of xk in

(1− x)d/2(1 + x)d/2 = (1− x2)d/2

which is clearly 0 if k is odd, and (−1)k/2
(
d/2
k/2

)
if k is even. Hence

f̂v(τ1, . . . , τd) = s||τ ||1 .

This means that
Z(Ĥ) = FG(s0, . . . , sd).
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□

Remark 5.3. Let G be a regular graph, and let

HG(y−d, y−d+2, . . . , yd−2, yd) =
∑
O

∏
v∈V

yd+O(v)
−d−O(v),

where the summation goes for all orientations of the graph G, and d+O(v) and d−O(v) are
the out-degree and in-degree of G in O. In general it is true that there is a (d+1)×(d+1)
matrix Md such that HG(x) = FG(Mdx) for every graph G and x ∈ Cd+1. This statement
also extends to non-regular graphs.
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