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VALUATIVE INVARIANTS FOR LARGE CLASSES OF MATROIDS

LUIS FERRONI AND BENJAMIN SCHRÖTER

Abstract. We study an operation in matroid theory that allows one to transition a given matroid into

another with more bases via relaxing a stressed subset. This framework provides a new combinatorial

characterization of the class of split matroids. Moreover, it permits to describe an explicit matroid

subdivision of a hypersimplex, which in turn can be used to write down concrete formulas for the

evaluations of any valuative invariant on these matroids. This shows that evaluations on split matroids

depend solely on the behavior of the invariant on tractable subclass of Schubert matroids that we call

cuspidal matroids. We address systematically the consequences of our approach for several invariants.

They include the volume and Ehrhart polynomial of base polytopes, the Tutte polynomial, Kazhdan–

Lusztig polynomials, the Whitney numbers of the first and second kind, spectrum polynomials and a

generalization of these by Denham, chain polynomials and Speyer’s 6-polynomials, as well as Chow

rings of matroids and their Hilbert–Poincaré series. The flexibility of this setting allows us to give a

unified explanation for several recent results regarding the listed invariants; furthermore, we emphasize

it as a powerful computational tool to produce explicit data and concrete examples.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Overview. Matroid theory has received increasing attention in the past few years, due to deep

connections with other branches of mathematics unveiled in recent work. The successful introduction

of the Kähler package for the Chow ring of a matroid by Adiprasito, Huh and Katz [AHK18], the

study of the conormal Chow ring by Ardila, Denham and Huh [ADH23], and the development of

the intersection cohomology module of a matroid by Braden, Huh, Matherne, Proudfoot and Wang

[BHM+22, BHM+20] are examples of major recent developments. As a consequence of the existence

of structures with such remarkable properties, it was possible to resolve problems in matroid theory

that had remained open for half a century. See [Ard22, Huh22] for thorough up-to-date expositions

about recent progress in this area.
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2 L. FERRONI AND B. SCHRÖTER

There are many mathematical objects that can be associated to a matroid. Often, they provide

a cryptomorphic list of axioms that may in turn be used to define matroids. A problem that arises

recurrently in matroid theory is the study of invariants. Due to the variety of approaches to matroid

theory in various combinatorial frameworks, the number of settings in which invariants can be

defined is vast. For example, in quite diverse contexts, starting with a matroid M one may consider

the following invariants:

• The Tutte polynomial of M.

• The Hilbert–Poincaré series of the Chow ring of M.

• The Poincaré polynomial of the intersection cohomology module of M.

• The Kazhdan–Lusztig–Stanley polynomial arising from the lattice of flats L(M).

• The spectrum of the independence complex of M.

• The Ehrhart polynomial of the base polytope P(M).

• The chain polynomial of the lattice of flats L(M).

A remarkable fact is that although they are defined in dissimilar combinatorial, algebraic and geometric

settings, the invariants of the preceding list share the property of being valuative. This means that

these invariants behave well under subdivisions of the base polytope P(M); see Section 5 for the

details and the rigorous definitions.

Proving that a given invariant is valuative can be a problem of varying difficulty. Some of the

available tools to accomplish this task include the G-invariant of Derksen and Fink [DF10], and

a result by Ardila and Sanchez [AS23] which shows that “convolutions” of valuations are again

valuations. However, once we know that an invariant is valuative, it is reasonable to ask how to use

this property in practice.

In [JS17] Joswig and Schröter introduced a class of matroids, called “split matroids”, which arise

naturally in the study of the rays of the tropical Grassmannian and subdivisions of the hypersimplex.

As we will see in this paper, this class of matroids suggests a different paradigm; for example,

although the graphic matroid K4 coming from a complete graph on 4 vertices has a polytope that is

“indecomposable”, it happens to be a split matroid and hence the valuations on it can be understood

by considering an adequate subdivision of a hypersimplex in which P(K4) appears. In other words,

instead of subdividing the polytope we are given, we may think of the opposite operation: starting

from our polytope, try to “add” pieces corresponding to matroids that can be easily described, and in

such a way that at the end we obtain a hypersimplex. More precisely, we want to find a reasonably

easy subdivision of a hypersimplex in which one of the cells is our matroid, and the rest are as easy

as possible to describe.

A different reason for which the study of split matroids comes natural is because they constitute a

well-structured and “large” class of matroids. A long-standing conjecture, posed informally by Crapo

and Rota [CR70] half-century ago, and later formalized by Mayhew, Newman, Welsh, and Whittle

[MNWW11] asserts that the class of paving matroids is “predominant” (see Conjecture 4.2 below).

The class of split matroids is strictly larger than the class of paving matroids.

In the literature one often finds conjectures regarding invariants of matroids. Some well-known

examples are the following:

• The Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial of a matroid is always real-rooted [GPY17b].

• The Ehrhart polynomial of a matroid always has positive coefficients [DLHK09].

• The Whitney numbers of the second kind form a unimodal sequence [Rot71].

• The Speyer 6-polynomial of a matroid always has non-negative coefficients [Spe09].

• The Tutte polynomial of a matroid M without loops and coloops satisfies the inequality

[MW99].

)M(2, 0) )M(0, 2) ≥ )M(1, 1)
2 .

We note that all these statements follow a common pattern. Often, assertions of this type are

made on the basis of computational data coming from matroids of small cardinality or small rank.

Therefore, we are motivated to provide a systematic way of producing a significant amount of examples

that perhaps can be used to test these and other similar conjectures following this pattern. For some

invariants, even the class of paving matroids might be too restrictive; for example the Whitney numbers



VALUATIVE INVARIANTS FOR LARGE CLASSES OF MATROIDS 3

of the second kind or the Tutte polynomials of paving matroids are simple to describe. Hence, it is

reasonable to question whether there is an reasonable way to describe the evaluation of an arbitrary

valuative invariant on an arbitrary split matroid. Hopefully, using a tool of this type one can disprove

a conjecture, support it by proving that it holds for all split matroids, or perhaps sharpen the view

to find a counterexample that is not split. Two previous instances in which this approach has proved

successful are the recent counterexamples found to the second of the conjectures above in [Fer22a],

and the proof of the fifth of the above conjectures for all split matroids in [FS23]. Let us point out

that a counterexample to the fifth conjecture has been announced very recently in [BKCP23].

The ultimate purpose of this paper is to show that, indeed, it is possible to describe in a compact

way what the evaluation of an arbitrary valuative invariant on an arbitrary split matroid looks like, and

show how this can be used in practice to deduce new theorems, examples, or properties of well-known

invariants. We believe that after a systematic approach to several invariants, it will become more

apparent to the reader that the class of split matroids is a reasonable choice that stays at a sufficiently

good level of generality, that makes computations feasible, and which captures useful data that can

be used to either provide evidence or construct potential counterexamples to conjectures and open

problems.

1.2. Outline. The first of our contributions is establishing a language that allows us to describe the

class of split matroids in a new and purely combinatorial way. The gadget we introduce is the notion

of “cusp” of a subset of the ground set of a matroid. This allows us to extend the terminology and

results of [FNV22, Section 3]. We define the central notion of “stressed subsets” of a matroid. A

subset � ⊆ � of the ground set of a matroid M is said to be stressed if both the restriction M|� and

the contraction M/� are uniform matroids. One of the motivations for our exposition is to highlight

that it indeed generalizes and extends the constructions and results of [FNV22].

The following theorem, although elementary, lays a robust groundwork for our later constructions.

Theorem 1.1 Let M be a matroid on � having set of bases B. If � is a stressed subset, then

B̃ = B ⊔ cusp(�) is the set of bases of a matroid M̃ on � .

We call the resulting matroid M̃ a relaxation of M, and we denote it by Rel(M, �). The above result

is stated and proved as Theorem 3.12. This operation generalizes the classical circuit-hyperplane

relaxation, which explains the terminology we use. Moreover, unlike the relaxation of stressed

hyperplanes, it behaves well under dualization, and has reasonable counterpart operations in terms

of the lattice of cyclic flats and, more importantly to our purposes, the base polytope. In Section 3

we explore the interplay of this operation with other features of matroids. Furthermore, we introduce

cuspidal matroids. In a direct sum of two uniform matroids, the ground sets of each of the summands

are stressed and therefore can be relaxed. We define:

ΛA ,:,ℎ,= = Rel(U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ,UA ,ℎ).

The indices : and = stand for the rank and the cardinality of ΛA ,:,ℎ,= , whereas A and ℎ are two additional

parameters that correspond to the rank and the size of the subset we have relaxed to obtain ΛA ,:,ℎ,= .

Cuspidal matroids can be understood as the prototypical Schubert split matroids. Being informal, the

cuspidal matroids are precisely the “easy” pieces that we will use to build up a hypersimplex, starting

from the base polytope P(M) of a connected split matroid M.

In Section 4 we use the notions of stressed subsets and relaxations to prove the following charac-

terization.

Theorem 1.2 A connected matroid M of rank : and size = is split if and only if after relaxing all the

stressed subsets of M one obtains the uniform matroid U:,= .

In fact, although in this introduction we refer only to connected split matroids, the actual statements

in the main body of the paper are slightly more general and hold for the class of elementary split

matroids, which were introduced in [BKS+23]. The preceding result, stated and proved later as

Theorem 4.9, can be used to show in a conceptual way that the class of elementary split matroids
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contains all paving matroids and co-paving matroids. We further discuss certain enumerative aspects

of these “large” classes of matroids.

In Section 5 we present the terminology and several results regarding matroid polytopes that are

to be used in later sections of the paper. Some subsections are a thorough overview of notions and

tools that already appeared in the literature under various names. One of the aims that we pursue is

to unify these concepts in a common language that helps to understand the underlying structure and

mathematics. To this end, we try to include many details, explanations and pointers to the literature.

We prove that the relaxation of stressed subsets induces a subdivision at the level of matroid polytopes

that is particularly simple as it comes from a split.

Theorem 1.3 Let M be a connected matroid of rank : and cardinality =, and assume that � is a

stressed subset with non-empty cusp such that rk(�) = A and |�| = ℎ. Consider the relaxed matroid

M̃ = Rel(M, �). Then, there is a subdivision of P(M̃) consisting of three internal faces. These faces

correspond to matroids isomorphic to M, ΛA ,:,ℎ,= and U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ, respectively.

This statement is reformulated in a more precise way in Theorem 6.3. Continuing with the informal

discussion that we initiated above, this implies that the relaxation of stressed subsets indeed provides

a way of “adding pieces” to the base polytope in a controlled way. In particular, for a connected

split matroid, we can construct a subdivision of the hypersimplex having the property that all the

remaining maximal pieces correspond to cuspidal matroids. Therefore, we close Section 5 by proving

the following general result, which is a direct consequence of the previous statements. This, along

with the matroidal subdivision that witnesses its validity, constitutes arguably the main result from

which all the other particularizations are derived.

Theorem 1.4 Let M be a connected split matroid of rank : and cardinality =, and let 5 be a valuative

invariant. Then,

5 (M) = 5 (U:,=) −
∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ
(
5 (ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) − 5 (U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ)

)
,

where each λA ,ℎ denotes the number of stressed subsets with non-empty cusp of size ℎ and rank A.

This theorem is stated and proved as Theorem 6.6. Its power can be fully appreciated when one

deals with a particular invariant 5 , hence we dedicate Sections 7 – 9 to discuss applications of this

result for various invariants. In some cases, we perform the full calculation for cuspidal matroids,

hence obtaining a counterpart formula for all elementary split matroids. Whereas, in some other cases

we just indicate the consequence of the main result for paving or sparse paving matroids — although

we believe that computations for cuspidal matroids are feasible, we have given priority to illustrate

the method, instead of undergoing long calculations here.

In Section 7 we discuss volumes and Ehrhart polynomials; although we do not discuss new results,

we put the emphasis on this representing a more unified framework. This allows us to recover, for

example, the construction of matroids attaining negative Ehrhart coefficients in [Fer22a]. We provide

an explicit formula for the Tutte polynomials of elementary split matroids. We believe this formula

will be relevant for mathematicians interested in Tutte polynomials. As a quick application of our

framework, we settle negatively a conjecture by Matt Larson.

In Section 8 we prove that the flag 5 -vector of the lattice of flats is a valuative invariant. This

allows us to deduce that the Whitney numbers of the second kind, the chain polynomials of the lattice

of flats, and the Hilbert series of the Chow ring (among many other matroid functions) are valuative

too. We discuss computational aspects for these invariants, motivated by conjectures by Rota [Rot71]

on Whitney numbers of the second kind, Athanasiadis and Kalampogia-Evangelinou [AKE23] on

chain polynomials, and our own Conjecture 8.18 on Hilbert series of Chow rings, respectively.

In Section 9 we discuss three families of invariants: first, the Kazhdan–Lusztig (KL) and /-

polynomials; second, the 6-polynomial of Speyer; and third, the Denham polynomial and the spectrum

polynomial. We prove a formula for the KL and /-polynomials of arbitrary corank 2 matroids and
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settle a conjecture of Gedeon for this class of matroids. We prove a formula for 6-polynomials

of paving matroids that extends a prior formula by Speyer for rank 2 matroids, and we use it to

show that the 6-polynomial of a sparse paving matroid has non-negative coefficients, which supports

another difficult conjecture by Speyer. Finally, we use our framework to show the valuativeness of the

spectrum polynomial and construct a pair of matroids that answer a question raised by Kook, Reiner,

and Stanton.

2. Preliminaries

Throughout this article we will assume that the reader is familiar with the main terminology in

matroid theory. For undefined concepts we refer to the books [Oxl11] and [Wel76]. We will only

review some basic notions related to cyclic flats, Schubert matroids, and lattice path matroids.

2.1. Cyclic flats. The family of all cyclic flats of a matroid will play an important role in several

parts of this paper. Let us start by recalling the definition of a cyclic set.

Definition 2.1 Let M be a matroid on the ground set � . A set � ⊆ � is called cyclic if � can be

written as a union of circuits of M or, equivalently, the restriction of M to �, denoted M|�, has no

coloops.

Note that � is a flat of the matroid M if and only if the contraction M/� has no loops. Dualizing,

this is equivalent to M
∗ |�r� not having any coloop, i.e., the set � r � is cyclic in the dual of M. In

other words, the flats of M and the cyclic sets of M
∗ are in correspondence via taking complements.

Therefore, the family of all the cyclic sets when ordered by inclusion is a lattice. If � is a cyclic set

in M, then M|� does not have coloops, so that its dual M
∗/(� r �) is loopless, and hence � r � is a

flat of M
∗. In summary, this shows the following.

Lemma 2.2 Let M be a matroid on � . The subset � ⊆ � is a cyclic flat of the matroid M if and only

if its complement � r � is a cyclic flat of the dual matroid M
∗.

The data given by the ground set plus all the cyclic flats with their ranks suffice to determine the

whole matroid. Sims [Sim80] and, independently, Bonin and De Mier [BdM08], proved that this

information provides indeed another cryptomorphic characterization of matroids. Let us recall the

defining properties of the lattice of cyclic flats.

Theorem 2.3 ([BdM08, Theorem 3.2]) LetZ be a collection of subsets of a set � and let rk : Z → Z≥0.

Then Z is the collection of cyclic flats of a matroid M on the ground set � and the function rk is the

restriction of the rank function of M to Z if and only if

(Z0) Z is a lattice under inclusion.

(Z1) rk(0Z) = 0 where 0Z is the bottom element of the lattice Z.

(Z2) 0 < rk(. ) − rk(-) < |. r - | for all sets -,. ∈ Z such that - ( . .

(Z3) For all sets -,. in Z,

rk(-) + rk(. ) ≥ rk(- ∨Z . ) + rk(- ∧Z . ) + |(- ∩ . ) r (- ∧Z . ) |.

Given the set � , the collection Z and the map rk : Z → Z≥0 as above, the collection of all the

independent sets of the matroid M is:

(1) I(M) = {� ⊆ � : |- ∩ � | ≤ rk(-) for all - ∈ Z}.

We will use repeatedly that a matroid M on � is loopless if and only if Z has the empty set as its

bottom element, i.e., 0Z = ∅. Analogously, M is coloopless if and only if 1Z = � . The cyclic flats

other than the top and bottom elements of Z(M) are called proper. Notice that Lemma 2.2 implies

that Z(M∗) is the dual poset of Z(M).
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Lemma 2.4 Let M be a loopless and coloopless matroid, and let � be a cyclic flat of M. The lattice

of cyclic flats of the restriction M|� is isomorphic to the interval [∅, �] in Z(M).

We refer to [FHGHW21, Corollary 1 & Theorem 6] for details about this statement and more

general versions of it. Also the next useful lemma can be found in that article.

Lemma 2.5 ([FHGHW21, Proposition 4]) Let M be a loopless and coloopless matroid on � . Then

M is a uniform matroid if and only if Z(M) = {∅, �}.

2.2. Schubert matroids and lattice path matroids. Schubert matroids are an important class of

matroids that have appeared under various names in the literature.

Definition 2.6 A matroid M is said to be a Schubert matroid if its lattice of cyclic flats is a chain.

See [BdM06, Section 4] for a detailed discussion about appearances of this family of matroids in

the literature. Let us emphasize our convention that the family of Schubert matroids is closed under

isomorphisms.

Every Schubert matroid can be relabelled so that it becomes a lattice path matroid [BdM06]. Let

us recall the basic properties of these matroids. Fix two non-negative integers : ≤ =. We consider

lattice paths in the plane R2, starting at the point (0, 0), ending at (=− :, :), and consisting of precisely

= segments derived from steps of the form +(1, 0) or +(0, 1). For example, Figure 1 illustrates two

lattice paths for the parameters : = 5 and = = 12.

1

2

3 4
5

6
7

8 9
10

11 12

= − :

:

Figure 1. Two lattice paths for : = 5 and = = 12. The blue path stays below the red

path.

It is common to denote each lattice path as a sequence of = symbols, either N (“north”) or

E (“east”), putting one of these two possibilities as the 8-th symbol according to whether the 8-th

step is either +(0, 1) or +(1, 0) respectively. In Figure 1 the red path would be denoted as the

sequence % = NNEENENEENEE. Another way of encoding a lattice path % is by considering the

set B(%) of all the positions in which there is a N. For instance, for the path % in Figure 1 is the set

B(%) = {1, 2, 5, 7, 10}.

For fixed : and = and consider two lattice paths ! and *. We say that ! is below * if for each

< = 1, . . . , = we have

(2) |B(!) ∩ [<] | ≤ |B(*) ∩ [<] | .

This has a straightforward interpretation in the grid; see again Figure 1 where the path ! (colored blue)

stays below the path* (colored red). In this example B(!) = {1, 3, 8, 9, 12} and B(*) = {1, 2, 5, 7, 10}.

Whenever the path ! is below * we also say that * is above !. If furthermore the inequality in

equation (2) is strict for all < = 1, . . . , = − 1 then we say that ! is strictly below * or, equivalently,

that * is strictly above !.
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Theorem 2.7 ([BdMN03]) Let us fix 0 ≤ : ≤ = and two lattice paths ! and * such that ! is below

*. Then the set

B[!,*] := {B(%) : % is a lattice-path that is above ! and below *}

is the set of bases of a matroid on [=] of rank :.

The matroid of Theorem 2.7 is denoted by M[!,*]. We call such a matroid a lattice path matroid

with lower path ! and upper path *. The fundamentals of the theory of lattice path matroids are

discussed in [BdMN03] and [BdM06].

As mentioned before, Schubert matroids are (up to isomorphism) a subclass of lattice path matroids.

The next theorem characterizes Schubert matroids as lattice path matroids. For this purpose we use

the notation M[*] := M[!,*] for lattice path matroids of rank : on = elements whose lower path

! = E. . . EN. . . N is the lower-right border of the rectangular grid with vertices (0, 0), (0, :), (=−:, 0)

and (= − :, :).

Theorem 2.8 A matroid M is a Schubert matroid if and only if it is isomorphic to a lattice path

matroid M[*].

Proof. This follows from [BdM06, Corollary 4.4]. �

3. Stressed subsets and relaxations

The purpose of this section is to introduce a new operation in matroid theory that extends the classical

circuit-hyperplane relaxation. We define this operation in a purely combinatorial fashion in this

section. In particular, we avoid the polyhedral point of view for the moment even if it comes very

natural. Further below in Section 5 we will discuss this perspective in detail. There are two reasons

for our decision. On the one hand, this presentation will provide a concise language that can be used

to detect when the set of bases of a matroid can be “enlarged” in a controlled way without making any

references to the geometry, and thus giving later in Section 4 an elegant combinatorial description of

the class of split matroids, which is of independent interest in classical matroid theory. On the other

hand, we have chosen this type of exposition because it highlights how we generalize and extend

several recent results; for example see [FNV22, KNPV23, HMM+23].

3.1. The cusp of a subset. The first construction associates to each set in a matroid a family of

non-bases. Under the special circumstances explained in Theorem 3.12, these non-bases will admit

to be added to the set of bases of M giving place to a new matroid.

Definition 3.1 Let M be a matroid of rank : on the ground set � and let � be a subset of � . We

define the cusp of � in M to be the set

cusp(�) :=

{
( ∈

(
�

:

)
: |( ∩ �| ≥ rk(�) + 1

}
.

When dealing with several matroids at the same time, we will use the more precise notation

cuspM(�). Notice that, indeed, for every set �, the family cusp(�) and the collection of bases B of M

are disjoint. This is because rk(�) = max�∈B |�∩ �|, and hence |�∩ �| ≤ rk(�) whenever the set �

is a basis. We observe that although the terminology “cusp” is new, similar concepts have been used

before in other contexts such as asymptotic enumeration of certain matroid classes. For example, in

[PvdP15a], a non-basis ( is said to be covered by the flat � in a matroid M if |( ∩ � | ≥ rkM(�) + 1,

i.e., if ( ∈ cusp(�). In other words, the cusp of � is exactly the set of non-bases covered by �.

There is a useful expression that allows us to express the size of the cusp of a set � in a matroid M

in terms of the following numerical data: the size and rank of the matroid M and the size and the rank

of the subset �.
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Proposition 3.2 Let M be a matroid of rank : and cardinality =, and let � be a subset of the ground

set of M which has size ℎ and rank A. Then

|cusp(�) | =

:∑
8=A+1

(
ℎ

8

) (
= − ℎ

: − 8

)
.

Proof. By definition, the members in the cusp of � have size :. Moreover, they are precisely those

sets which contain 8 ≥ rk(�) + 1 = A + 1 elements lying in � and : − 8 elements in the complement

of �. In other words, we have

|cusp(�) | =

:∑
8=A+1

(
|�|

8

) (
|� r �|

: − 8

)
=

:∑
8=A+1

(
ℎ

8

) (
= − ℎ

: − 8

)
. �

There are some instances in which the cusp of a matroid is empty. For example, if � is independent,

we have |�| = rk(�), so the condition |( ∩ �| ≥ rk(�) + 1 becomes impossible to achieve, as

|( ∩ �| ≤ |�| = rk(�). The following result characterizes the only scenarios in which the cusp of a

subset can be empty.

Proposition 3.3 Let M be a matroid on � with basesB and � ⊆ � . Then the following are equivalent:

(i) cusp(�) = ∅.

(ii) Either � is independent in M or � r � is independent in M
∗.

Proof. Assume that cusp(�) = ∅. Then the sum in Proposition 3.2 is zero. Following the notation

of that proposition, this sum vanishes if and only if either rk(�) + 1 = A + 1 > : = rk(M) or the first

binomial factor is always zero, i.e., rk(�) + 1 = A + 1 > ℎ = |�|. Hence, either rk(�) ≥ rk(M) which

is equivalent to rk(�) = rk(M); or rk(�) ≥ |�| which is equivalent to rk(�) = |�|. We conclude that

either � has full rank, and thus is a coindependent set, or it is a independent set.

Conversely, if � is independent, we have rk(�) = |�| and hence there is no set ( satisfying the

inequality |( ∩ �| ≥ rk(�) + 1 = |�| + 1 as this would contradict that ( ∩ � ⊆ �; it follows that the

cusp of � is empty. Otherwise, if � r � is a independent set in the dual matroid M
∗, we have that

rk(�) = rk(M). Similar to the case above the condition |( ∩ �| ≥ rk(�) + 1 = rk(M) + 1 implies that

( is at least of size rk(M) + 1 = : + 1 excluding that ( is an element in cusp(�). Therefore it follows

again that the cusp must be empty. �

Recall that � r � is independent in M
∗ if and only if � is a spanning subset in M, i.e., clM(�) = � .

We often refer to the preceding statement by saying that the cusp is non-empty whenever the set is

neither independent nor spanning.

Remark 3.4 If � is a subset such that rk(�) = : − 1 in a matroid M of rank :, then cusp(�) =
(�
:

)
.

By definition, we have cusp(�) =
{
( ∈

(�
:

)
: |( ∩ �| ≥ :

}
. Any set ( in this family satisfies that

: = |( | ≥ |( ∩ �| ≥ :. In particular, ( ∩ � = (, which implies that ( ⊆ � and hence we find

cusp(�) =
(�
:

)
, as claimed. In particular, if � is a hyperplane, its cusp is exactly the family of all

:-subsets of �.

A convenient feature is that cusps behave well when dualizing a matroid. Whenever M is a matroid

on � , we will write cusp∗(�) to denote the cusp of � ⊆ � in the dual matroid M
∗.

Proposition 3.5 If M is a matroid on � , then, for each � ⊆ � , the following holds:

( ∈ cusp∗(�) ⇐⇒ � r ( ∈ cusp(� r �).

Proof. Assume that the rank of the matroid M is : and that |� | = =. Let us fix a set ( ∈ cusp∗ (�);

since the rank of the dual matroid M
∗ is = − :, we have that |( | = = − :. Further by definition, we

have |( ∩ �| ≥ rk∗(�) + 1 where rk∗ denotes the rank function of M
∗. This rank function is given by
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rk∗ (�) = rk(� r �) + |�| − :. Therefore we get |(∩ �| ≥ rk(� r �) + |�| − : + 1 which is equivalent

to

: − |�| + |( ∩ �| ≥ rk(� r �) + 1.

Putting all the pieces together, we obtain the following for the complement of (

| (� r () ∩ (� r �) | = |� r (� ∪ () |

= = − |� ∪ ( |

= = − |�| − |( | + |( ∩ �|

= = − |�| − (= − :) + |( ∩ �|

= : − |�| + |( ∩ �|

≥ rk(� r �) + 1.

And since |� r ( | = = − (= − :) = : = rk(M), it follows that � r ( ∈ cusp(� r �). This proves that

if ( ∈ cusp∗ (�) then � r ( ∈ cusp(� r �). The other implication follows by the same argument. �

3.2. Relaxation of stressed subsets. Our next goal is to introduce a new operation that will extend

another classical operation in matroid theory that is known as “circuit-hyperplane relaxation”. The

following statement can be found for example in [Oxl11, Proposition 1.5.14].

Proposition 3.6 Let M be a matroid on � with set of bases B. If M has a circuit-hyperplane �, then

the collection B̃ = B ⊔ {�} is the set of bases of a matroid M̃ on � .

Our aim is to develop a set up in which the collection of bases of a matroid M can be enlarged by

including non-bases of M in a controllable fashion. We begin with the introduction of the terminology.

Definition 3.7 Let M be a matroid with ground set � . A subset � ⊆ � is called stressed if both the

restriction M|� and the contraction M/� are uniform matroids.

Choosing the name “stressed subset” stems from the notion of “stressed hyperplane” introduced

by Ferroni, Nasr and Vecchi in [FNV22]. In that paper, a hyperplane � in a matroid M is said to be

stressed if all the subsets of � having size rk(M) are circuits; in particular, a circuit-hyperplane is

always a stressed hyperplane. The definition that we gave above does in fact extend this concept, as

we shall explain. Observe that for every matroid M and every hyperplane �, the contraction M/�

is isomorphic to a uniform matroid of the form U1,=−ℎ where = is the cardinality of M and ℎ = |� |.

Therefore, according to Definition 3.7 for a hyperplane to be stressed one only has to verify that

M|� is uniform; that is equivalent to requiring that M|� � U:−1,ℎ where : = rk(M), i.e., that all the

subsets of size : − 1 of � are independent in M or, more explicitly, that all the subsets of � of size :

are circuits.

Clearly, � is a stressed subset of the matroid M if and only if its complement is a stressed subset

of the dual M
∗, because M

∗ |�r� = (M/�)∗, M
∗/(� r �) = (M|�)

∗ and the dual of a uniform matroid

is a uniform matroid.

When we deal with a matroid M we usually denote by : its rank and by = the cardinality of its

gournd set. When � is a stressed subset, we use the letters A and ℎ to denote its rank rk(�) and size

|�|, respectively. Notice that in this case we have

(3) M|� � UA ,ℎ and M/� � U:−A ,=−ℎ .

Example 3.8 Consider the matroid O7 depicted in Figure 2; see [Oxl11, p. 644] for a list of properties

this matroid possesses. It has rank 3 and size 7. If we consider the set - = {3, 6, 7}, we have that

M|- � U2,3, whereas M/- � U1,4. This says that - is a stressed subset. In fact, - is a circuit-

hyperplane and therefore cusp(-) = {-}. On the other hand, if we consider . = {1, 2, 3, 4} we obtain

that M|. � U2,4 and M/. � U1,3; in this case cusp(. ) = {{1, 2, 3}, {1, 3, 4}, {1, 2, 4}, {2, 3, 4}}, since

. is a hyperplane (cf. Remark 3.4).
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Figure 2. A visualization of the matroid O7.

The next proposition establishes a useful characterization of the stressed subsets with non-empty

cusp, at least in the case in which our matroid M does not contain any loops and coloops. In particular,

these stressed sets are cyclic flats that necessarily satisfy an additional property.

Proposition 3.9 Let M be a matroid on � without loops and coloops and let Z be its lattice of cyclic

flats. For every subset � of the matroid, the following are equivalent.

(a) � is a stressed subset with non-empty cusp.

(b) � is a cyclic flat that covers 0Z = ∅ and is covered by 1Z = � .

Proof. Let us prove first that (a) ⇒ (b). Assuming that � is a stressed set implies M|� � UA ,ℎ and

M/� � U:−A ,=−ℎ where A, ℎ, : and = are chosen as in (3). Additionally we assume that cusp(�) ≠ ∅,

and thus � is neither an independent nor a spanning set. In other words, this means that A < ℎ and

A < : respectively. Since we have that M/� � U:−A ,=−ℎ and A < :, it follows that M/� does not have

loops, i.e., � is a flat. The set � is a union of circuits since M|� � UA ,ℎ does not contain coloops

as A < ℎ. Since M is loopless and coloopless we have that 0Z = ∅ and that 1Z = � . Now suppose

that additionally there is a cyclic flat � such that ∅ ( � ( �. Then 0 < rk(�) < rk(�) = A, and

since M|� � UA ,ℎ it follows that rk(�) = |� | > 0, i.e., � is a independent set, contradicting that � is

a non-empty cyclic flat. This proves that � indeed covers 0Z. The proof that 1Z covers � is entirely

analogous. This can be shown by applying the same arguments to the dual matroid M
∗.

Now let us prove that (b) ⇒ (a). Assume that � is a proper cyclic flat, i.e., ∅ ( � ( � . Then

cusp(�) ≠ ∅, because � is a (non-empty) union of circuits and hence dependent, and it is non-

spanning as it is a closed set which is strictly contained in the ground set � . It remains to show that

� is stressed. By Lemma 2.4, the lattice of cyclic flats of the restriction M|�, denoted by Z(M|�),

is exactly the restriction of Z to the interval [∅, �], which by assumption is equal to {∅, �}. The

matroid M|� with ground set � satisfies Z(M|�) = {∅, �}; it follows that it is uniform. An entirely

analogous reasoning shows that M/� is uniform as well and thus � is stressed. �

In the first part of the proof of (a) ⇒ (b), we did not use the assumption that M was loopless and

coloopless. Therefore, we have the following result for arbitrary matroids.

Corollary 3.10 Let M be a matroid on the ground set � and let � ⊆ � be a stressed set with

non-empty cusp. Then � is a cyclic flat.

One of the results in [FNV22, Theorem 3.4] states that a stressed hyperplane � is a witness that

the set of bases of a matroid can be enlarged by a so-called “stressed hyperplane relaxation”. This

operation extends the set of bases B of the matroid M by declaring all the circuits contained in � to

be bases. In particular, it generalizes the classical circuit-hyperplane relaxation of Proposition 3.6.

In light of Remark 3.4, when � is a hyperplane, we have that

cusp(�) =

(
�

:

)
.
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In other words, whenever one relaxes a stressed hyperplane (or in particular a circuit-hyperplane),

one includes precisely the cusp of the stressed hyperplane to the set of bases of the matroid. The goal

now is to prove that this extends to a general stressed subset. Before stating this appropriately, let us

prove the following handy tool.

Lemma 3.11 Let M be a matroid on � of rank :, and let � be a stressed subset of M. Every ( ∈
(�
:

)
satisfying that |( ∩ �| = rk(�) is a basis of M.

Proof. Let us pick a set ( as in the statement. Then the set ( ∩ � is a basis of the matroid M|� as

this matroid is uniform and the set ( ∩ � is of size rk M|�. Furthermore, the set ( ∩ (� r �) is a

basis of the contraction M/� for an analogous reason. By [Oxl11, Corollary 3.1.8], we obtain that

( = (( ∩ �) ∪ (( ∩ (� r �)) is a basis of M. �

A stressed subset is not necessarily a flat. If its cusp is non-empty, by Corollary 3.10, it indeed

is automatically a cyclic flat. The main result in this section is that the presence of a stressed subset

allows us to enlarge the set of bases in a controlled way.

Theorem 3.12 Let M be a matroid on � with bases B and let � be a stressed subset of M. Then the

set B̃ = B ⊔ cusp(�) is the family of bases of a matroid on � .

Definition 3.13 We denote the matroid with bases B̃ of Theorem 3.12 by Rel(M, �) and call it the

relaxation of M by �.

Proof of Theorem 3.12. If the cusp of � is empty, then there is nothing to prove, because B̃ = B.

Let us assume therefore that � is a stressed subset with non-empty cusp (hence, a cyclic flat). We

are going to show that the basis exchange property is satisfied for any pair of bases �1, �2 in B̃ and

any G ∈ �1 r �2. We consider all four cases separately according to whether �1 and �2 lie in B or

cusp(�).

There is nothing to do if both bases �1 and �2 are in B, as B is the collection of bases of the

matroid M.

If �1 ∈ cusp(�) and �2 ∈ B then |�1 ∩ �| > rk(�) ≥ |�2 ∩ �| or equivalently

|�2 r �| ≥ : − rk(�) > |�1 r �| .

Thus, the set �2 r (�1 ∪ �) is non-empty and we may pick an element H from it. Clearly, �3 :=

(�1 r {G}) ∪ {H} intersects � in at least rk(�) many elements as |�1 ∩ �| ≥ rk(�) + 1. There are two

cases, either |�3 ∩ �| > rk(�) and thus �3 ∈ cusp(�); or |�3 ∩ �| = rk(�) and since � is stressed,

we may apply Lemma 3.11 to conclude that �3 is a basis of M.

The same argument is valid whenever �1 ∈ cusp(�) and �2 ∈ cusp(�). In this case, the

intersection of �3 := (�1 r {G}) ∪ {H} with � is at least of size rk(�) for every H ∈ �2.

If �1 ∈ B, |�1 ∩ �| = rk(�) and �2 ∈ cusp(�) then

|�2 ∩ �| ≥ rk(�) + 1 > rk(�) = |�1 ∩ �| .

Thus there is an element H ∈ (�2r�1)∩�. As before, the intersection of the set �3 := (�1r{G})∪{H}

with � has cardinality at least rk(�) and therefore �3 ∈ B̃.

We are left with the case �1 ∈ B, |�1 ∩ �| < rk(�), and �2 ∈ cusp(�). In this case

|�2 ∩ �| ≥ rk(�) + 1 and |�1 r �| > : − rk(�) .

Let us construct a set �′ of size : as follows: pick rk(�) elements of �2∩� and add another :− rk(�)

elements of �1 r �. By Lemma 3.11, the set �′ is contained in the collection B because � is stressed

and |�′ ∩ �| = rk(�). Applying the basis exchange property for the distinct bases �1 and �′ of the

matroid M provides an element H ∈ �′ r �1 such that �3 := (�1 r {G}) ∪ {H} ∈ B ⊆ B̃. Observe that

H ∈ �2 as H ∉ �1. Hence �1, �2 satisfy the exchange property as well which completes the proof. �
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Example 3.14 Consider the lattice path matroid M depicted on the left hand side of Figure 3. This

matroid has rank 4 and cardinality 8. The set � = {6, 7, 8} has rank 2 and cardinality 3 in M.

The set � is clearly dependent and non-spanning, so cusp(�) ≠ ∅. Furthermore, it is stressed,

as the restriction is M|� � U2,3 and the contraction on � is M/� � U2,5. It can be proven

Figure 3. On the left the matroid of Example 3.14 and on the right its relaxation.

that cusp(�) = {{1, 6, 7, 8}, {2, 6, 7, 8}, {3, 6, 7, 8}, {4, 6, 7, 8}, {5, 6, 7, 8}}, and M̃ := Rel(M, �) is

precisely the Schubert matroid depicted on the right hand side of Figure 3. Notice that the relaxation

in this example is neither a circuit-hyperplane relaxation nor a stressed hyperplane relaxation. The

set � is not a hyperplane of M and its complement � r � is not a hyperplane of M
∗.

An important feature of this new notion of relaxation is that, unlike the stressed hyperplane

relaxation of [FNV22], it is now compatible with dualizations.

Proposition 3.15 The stressed subset relaxation commutes with taking duals of matroids. In other

words, if � is a stressed subset of M, then � \ � is a stressed subseet of M
∗ and

Rel(M, �)∗ = Rel(M∗, � r �).

Proof. This follows directly from Proposition 3.5: The elements in cusp∗ (� r �) are exactly the

complements of the elements in cusp(�). �

3.3. Structural properties of stressed subset relaxations. As we have mentioned repeatedly, if a

stressed set has non-empty cusp, then it is a cyclic flat. In order to emphasize this property, we use

the letter � for a stressed subset with non-empty cusp. However, there are a few exceptions. For

instance, the next result is such a case in which we use the letter � although the only requirement we

impose is that our set be stressed.

Throughout this subsection we collect some basic features of the matroid Rel(M, �) in terms of

M and �. We start by characterizing the rank function of this new matroid.

Proposition 3.16 Let M be a matroid of rank :, and let � be a stressed subset. Consider M̃ =

Rel(M, �), the relaxation of M by �. For every subset � ⊆ � , the rank of � in M̃ is given by

rk
M̃
(�) =

{
min( |�|, :) if |� ∩ � | ≥ rk(�) + 1,

rkM (�) otherwise.

Proof. Let us denote by r̃k the rank function of M̃. Since every basis of the matroid M is a basis in

M̃ we have rk(�) ≤ r̃k(�) for every � ⊆ � . We will begin by dealing with the first case, that is

|�∩ � | ≥ rk(�) + 1. In this case we consider two subcases according to whether |�| ≤ : or |�| > :.

In the first case, we can add elements to � until we obtain a set ( of cardinality :. This set will satisfy

|( ∩ � | ≥ |� ∩ � | ≥ rk(�) + 1 and thus ( ∈ cusp(�). In particular, we have that ( is a basis of M̃

and given that � is contained in it, we have that r̃k(�) = |�|. If |�| > :, since |� ∩ � | ≥ rk(�) + 1,

we may select rk(�) + 1 elements of � ∩ � and discard elements of � that are not in our previous

selection until we obtain a set ( of size :. The set ( satisfies |( ∩ � | ≥ rk(�) + 1, and hence again, (

is a basis of M̃ and the set � contains the set (. We conclude that r̃k(�) = : whenever |�| > :.
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It remains to show that the inequality rk(�) < r̃k(�) implies |� ∩ � | ≥ rk(�) + 1. Assume

rk(�) < r̃k(�). By definition of the rank function in M̃, there is a set ( ∈ cusp(�) such that

|� ∩ ( | > |� ∩ � | for all independent sets � of M.

Consider the family X of all subsets of ( ∩ � that are of size |( ∩ � | − rk(�). Observe that by

construction | (( r -) ∩ � | = rk(�) for every - ∈ X. In particular, by Lemma 3.11, ( r - is an

independent set in M. Using the inequality above, we obtain that

|� ∩ ( | > |� ∩ (( r -) | = | (� r -) ∩ ( |

for every - ∈ X. Observe that this implies that � ∩ - ≠ ∅ so it follows that � intersects all the

members of X. Thus �∩� intersects all the elements in X, too, as all elements of X are subsets of �.

Notice that if a set intersects all the members of the collection
([0]
1

)
, then its size is at least 0 − 1 + 1.

It is clear that a set of size 0 − 1 is not sufficient, because the complement of any 1-subset of [0] does

not intersect this 1-set. This gives us

|� ∩ � | ≥ |( ∩ � | − (|( ∩ � | − rk(�)) + 1 = rk(�) + 1,

as desired. �

Remark 3.17 Using the notation of the last proposition, and denoting A = rk(�), we have that if

|� ∩ � | ≥ A + 1, then r̃k(�) = min( |�|, :). We claim that in this case rk(�) = min(:, A + |� r � |).

To convince ourselves, let us call - = � ∩ � and . = � r �. The fact that |- | ≥ rk(�) + 1 and that

M|� � UA ,ℎ implies that rk(-) = rk(�). Furthermore, since M/� � U:−A ,=−ℎ, it follows that the

rank of . in M/� is min(: − A, |. |). By [Oxl11, Proposition 3.1.6]:

rkM/� (. ) = rk(� ∪ . ) − rk(�),

which implies

rk(� ∪ . ) = A + min(: − A, |. |).

Now, since - ⊆ � and rk(-) = rk(�), it follows that rk(- ∪. ) = rk(� ∪ . ). Therefore,

rk(�) = rk(- ∪. ) = A + min(: − A, |. |) = min(:, A + |� r � |),

as claimed. This formula will be of use later in some proofs.

3.4. The lattice of cyclic flats. In the last paragraph of [BdM08, Section 3] Bonin and De Mier hinted

that there should be a generalization of circuit-hyperplane relaxations. They made the observation

that whenever the lattice of cyclic flats Z of a matroid M has an element � that covers the bottom

element 0Z and is covered by the top element 1Z, then it is possible to remove it and obtain a new

matroid. As Proposition 3.9 suggests, the generalization they foreshadowed is exactly the notion of

relaxation of stressed subsets that we introduced, at least for loopless and coloopless matroids.

Proposition 3.18 Let M be a matroid on � without loops and coloops. Assume that M has a stressed

subset � with non-empty cusp. Then the following two matroids coincide.

(a) The relaxation Rel(M, �).

(b) The matroid on � whose lattice of cyclic flats is obtained from Z(M) by deleting the element �.

Proof. Notice that by Theorem 2.3, deleting an element that covers ∅ and is covered by � yields the

lattice of cyclic flats of a matroid N on � . Furthermore, by the characterization of the independent

sets in (1) it follows that

I(N) = {� ⊆ � : |- ∩ � | ≤ rkM(-) for all - ∈ Z(M) r {�}} .

In particular, since N has the same rank as M, say :, it follows that

B(N) =

{
� ∈

(
�

:

)
: |- ∩ �| ≤ rkM (-) for all - ∈ Z(M) r {�}

}
.

From this, we see that B(M) ⊆ B(N). Notice that � ∈ B(N) rB(M) implies
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� ∈
(�
:

)
and |� ∩ �| ≥ rkM(�) + 1 or, equivalently, � ∈ cusp(�).

In other words B(N) r B(M) ⊆ cusp(�). We claim that this inclusion of sets is in fact an equality,

and thus Rel(M, �) = N. To see that the converse holds take a :-subset � ⊆ � such that � ∈ cusp(�).

Consider any other proper cyclic flat - ≠ � of M. Since � is stressed, by Proposition 3.9 it follows

that - ∨ � = � and that - ∧ � = ∅. Thus, by property (Z3) in Theorem 2.3 we have

rkM (-) + rkM(�) ≥ rkM(�) + rkM(∅) + |- ∩ � | = : + |- ∩ � |.

Now, since we assumed � ∈ cusp(�) we have that |� ∩ � | ≥ A + 1 or, equivalently, |� ∩ (� r �) | ≤

: − A − 1 where A = rkM(�). In particular,

|- ∩ �| = |- ∩ � ∩ � | + |- ∩ � ∩ (� r �) |

≤ |- ∩ � | + |� ∩ (� r �) |

≤ |- ∩ � | + : − A − 1

≤ rkM(-) + rkM(�) − rkM(�) − 1

= rkM(-) − 1.

This shows that � ∈ cusp(�) implies � ∈ B(N) and thus completes the proof as the cusp of � is

clearly disjoint from B(M). �

3.5. Cuspidal matroids. Let us analyze a family of examples that will play a central role in the

sequel. We start with the following preliminary result.

Lemma 3.19 Let M = U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ where 0 ≤ A < ℎ and 0 < : − A ≤ = − ℎ. Then, the ground

set of the direct summand UA ,ℎ is a stressed subset with non-empty cusp and thus a cyclic flat.

Proof. Let us call � the ground set of the summand UA ,ℎ. Clearly, both the restriction M|� � UA ,=

and contraction M/� � U:−A ,=−ℎ are uniform matroids, hence � is stressed. Since A < :, it follows

that � is not spanning in M, because the rank of M is : = : − A + A > rk(�). Since A < ℎ, also � is

not independent in M. It follows by Proposition 3.3 that cusp(�) ≠ ∅. �

The disconnected matroid M of the preceding statement has rank : and cardinality = and admits a

stressed cyclic flat with non-empty cusp having rank A and size ℎ. Next we will take a closer look at

the relaxation of that flat.

Definition 3.20 For 0 ≤ A ≤ ℎ and 0 ≤ : − A ≤ = − ℎ, we define the cuspidal matroid

ΛA ,:,ℎ,= := Rel(U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ,UA ,ℎ),

i.e., we relax the subset corresponding to the ground set of the direct summand UA ,ℎ.

Notice that the preceding definition includes the cases A = ℎ and : − A = 0. In those cases, � is in

fact stressed, but we have cusp(�) = ∅, and thus the relaxation is exactly the same matroid we started

with. More precisely, we are defining

(4) Λℎ,:,ℎ,= := U:−ℎ,=−ℎ ⊕ Uℎ,ℎ, and Λ:,:,ℎ,= := U0,=−ℎ ⊕ U:,ℎ .

In general, ΛA ,:,ℎ,= has rank : and cardinality =. It follows from Theorem 3.12 that the set of

bases of ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is given by

(5) B(ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) =

{
� ∈

(
�

:

)
: |� ∩ �| ≥ A

}
=

{
� ∈

(
�

:

)
: | (� r �) ∩ �| ≤ : − A

}
,

where � is the ground set of the direct summand UA ,ℎ and thus of size ℎ. By Proposition 3.2 the

number of elements in B(ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) is

(6) |B(ΛA ,:,ℎ,=) | =

:∑
8=A

(
ℎ

8

) (
= − ℎ

: − 8

)
.
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Some particular instances of cuspidal matroids have made appearances in the literature before. For

example, the matroid Λ:−1,:,ℎ,= appeared in [FNV22], where it is denoted by Ṽ:,ℎ,= and in [HMM+23],

and called panhandle matroid. Another relevant case is the further specialization Λ:−1,:,:,= which is

known as the minimal matroid T:,= (denoted this way in [Fer22b]). This matroid receives its name

from being the unique connected matroid of rank : and size = up to isomorphism achieving the

minimal number of bases; see [Din71, Mur71].

Remark 3.21 We have chosen the ordering of the subscripts A, :, ℎ, =, because we always have the

inequalities A ≤ : ≤ = and A ≤ ℎ ≤ =. However, it can either be : < ℎ or : ≥ ℎ.

Remark 3.22 If A = 0, we have Λ0,:,ℎ,= � U:,= for every 0 ≤ ℎ ≤ = − :. In other words, when

A = 0, the value of ℎ is irrelevant. Conversely, when : − A = = − ℎ, the matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= = U:,= is

independent of the parameters A and ℎ.

Proposition 3.23 The cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is the Schubert matroid presented as a lattice path

matroid using the upper path * = N:−AE=−:−ℎ+ANAEℎ−A , as depicted in Figure 4.

: − A

= − :

ℎ − A

:

Figure 4. A presentation of Λ4,7,8,16 as a lattice path matroid.

Proof. By definition, the lattice path matroid in Figure 4 has the following set of bases:

B =

{
� ∈

(
[=]

:

)
: |� ∩ [= − ℎ] | ≤ : − A

}
.

Comparing this with equation (5) yields the result. �

Lemma 3.24 The dual of the cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is isomorphic to a cuspidal matroid, namely

Λ
∗
A ,:,ℎ,= � Λ=−ℎ−:+A , =−:, =−ℎ, =.

Proof. Using Proposition 3.15, we obtain that

Λ
∗
A ,:,ℎ,= = Rel(U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ,UA ,ℎ)

∗

= Rel(U=−ℎ−:+A ,=−ℎ ⊕ Uℎ−A ,ℎ,U=−ℎ−:+A ,=−ℎ)

� Λ=−ℎ−:+A ,=−:,=−ℎ,= .

Notice that we abused the notation Rel(−,U0,1) again to say that we are relaxing the ground set of

the direct summand U0,1. �

Proposition 3.16 tells us directly the rank function of the cuspidal matroids.
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Corollary 3.25 Let �2 = {= − ℎ + 1, . . . , =}. The rank function of the cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is

given by

rk(�) =

{
min( |�|, :) if |� ∩ �2 | ≥ A + 1,

min( |�|, |�2 ∩ �| + : − A) otherwise.

4. Large classes of matroids

The aim of this section is to introduce the class of split matroids and its subclass of elementary split

matroids. Split matroids were first studied by Joswig and Schröter [JS17] from both a polyhedral

and tropical point of view. In this section we give a purely combinatorial description of them using

the notion of relaxation that we developed in Section 3. Also, we will emphasize some enumerative

aspects in order to explain what we mean by a “large” class of matroids. We will also discuss some

bounds on the number of stressed subsets in matroids belonging to these large classes.

4.1. An overview of paving matroids. A major open problem in matroid theory consists of finding

the right asymptotics for the number of labelled or unlabelled matroids on = elements. More precisely,

it is desirable to obtain asymptotic estimations for the quantities

mat(=) := |{matroids on [=]}|,

mat′ (=) := |{matroids on [=] up to isomorphism}|.

Definition 4.1 A matroid M is said to be paving if all the dependent sets of M have size at least rk(M).

If both M and its dual M
∗ are paving, then M is said to be sparse paving.

It is straightforward to check with the above definition that, e.g., all loopless matroids of rank 2 and

all simple matroids of rank 3 are paving. More than half a century ago, Crapo and Rota postulated in

[CR70] that “paving matroids may predominate in any asymptotic enumeration of matroids”. More

recently, Mayhew, Newman, Welsh, and Whittle [MNWW11] formalized this and posed the following

conjecture.

Conjecture 4.2 ([MNWW11]) Let sp(=) denote the number of sparse paving matroids on [=] and

sp′ (=) the number of sparse paving matroids on [=] up to isomorphism. Then

lim
=→∞

sp(=)

mat(=)
= 1 and lim

=→∞

sp′ (=)

mat′ (=)
= 1.

Some progress towards this conjecture has been made in the past decade by Pendavingh and van der

Pol [PvdP15b]. This is one of the reasons for which paving matroids have received particular attention

throughout the last decades. Even though they are easier to approach than arbitrary matroids, they

still are far from well-understood. In terms of relaxations of stressed hyperplanes, the class of paving

matroids can be characterized as follows.

Proposition 4.3 ([FNV22, Proposition 3.16]) A matroid M is paving if and only if all of its hyperplanes

are stressed.

Observe that, by Remark 3.4, a hyperplane � of the matroid M has non-empty cusp if and only if

|� | ≥ : = rk(M). In particular, if we relax all the stressed hyperplanes of cardinality at least :, we

obtain a paving matroid such that all of its hyperplanes have size : − 1. In other words, we obtained

the uniform matroid U:,= . It follows that all paving matroids can be relaxed until obtaining a uniform

matroid.

Corollary 4.4 A matroid M is paving if and only if after relaxing all of its stressed hyperplanes with

non-empty cusp one obtains a uniform matroid.
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One of our goals in the next subsections will be to generalize the last statement to a larger, but

still well-structured, family of matroids. We do this by characterizing all matroids that lead to a

uniform matroid when one relaxes all of their stressed subsets with non-empty cusp (as opposed to

only hyperplanes).

4.2. Split matroids. In [JS17] Joswig and Schröter initiated the study of a class of matroids that

contains all paving matroids and their duals. This family of matroids arose in the context of studying

the polyhedral structure of the tropical Grassmannian and Dressian. They focused on the splits of a

hypersimplex.

We begin with a definition of split matroids that relies on the terms “flacet” introduced in [FS05]

and “split flacet”.

Definition 4.5 Let M be a connected matroid. A flacet of M is a flat � such that M|� and M/� are

connected. A flacet � of M is said to be a split flacet if 0 < rk(�) < |� | and � r � contains at least

one element that is not a coloop of M.

Note that a split flacet of a matroid M is by definition a cyclic flat of M. In our next definition we

take advantage of the fact that we have introduced the term “stressed subset” to denote that a set �

has the property that both its restriction and contraction are uniform. This allows us to paraphrase

[JS17, Theorem 11], which characterizes connected split matroids and use it in combination with

[JS17, Proposition 15] as our definition.

Definition 4.6 A connected split matroid M is a connected matroid for which all the split flacets are

stressed. A split matroid is a matroid isomorphic to a direct sum of matroids of which at most one

of the direct summands is a non-uniform connected split matroid and the remaining summands are

uniform matroids.

Recently, Bérczi, Király, Schwarcz, Yamaguchi, and Yokoi studied in [BKS+23] a subclass of split

matroids, called “elementary split matroids”.

Definition 4.7 ([BKS+23]) A matroid M is an elementary split matroid if it is either a connected split

matroid or a direct sum of two uniform matroids.

Throughout the rest of this paper, we will often write our statements for elementary split matroids

as opposed to split matroids. The reason for this is that most of our statements for connected split

matroids carry over verbatim to elementary split matroids, whereas they often require annoying

adjustments for disconnected split matroids. Let us mention explicitly that the class of elementary

split matroids contains all paving and copaving matroids as well.

The next theorem is a list of equivalent characterizations of elementary split matroids that can be

found in [BKS+23, Theorem 11].

Theorem 4.8 ([BKS+23, Theorem 11]) Let M be a matroid. The following are equivalent.

(a) M is an elementary split matroid.

(b) M has no minor isomorphic to U0,1 ⊕ U1,1 ⊕ U1,2.

(c) M is loopless and coloopless and every two proper cyclic flats �1 and �2 are incomparable in Z;

or M is isomorphic to a direct sum of the form U0,1 ⊕ U2,2 or U0,1 ⊕ U0,2 , with 0 ≤ 0 ≤ 1 and

2 ≥ 1.

If we combine Proposition 3.9 with the characterization of elementary split matroids in Theo-

rem 4.8(c), we obtain the following extension of Corollary 4.4, as we were aiming for.

Theorem 4.9 A matroid M is elementary split if and only if after relaxing all of its stressed subsets

with non-empty cusp (which are thus cyclic flats) one obtains a uniform matroid.
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Proof. Assume that M is an elementary split matroid. If M is loopless and coloopless, by the preceding

list of equivalences we obtain that every pair of proper cyclic flats are incomparable, i.e., if �1 and �2

are cyclic flats and �1 ( �2 then either �1 = ∅ or �2 = �; in particular, it follows that every proper

cyclic flat of M covers 0Z and is covered by 1Z. By Proposition 3.9, this implies that all these cyclic

flats are stressed and have non-empty cusp. By Proposition 3.18, it follows that relaxing all of these

cyclic flats amounts to erasing them from the lattice of cyclic flats. After all these relaxations, the

only remaining elements are the bottom and the top elements, namely ∅ and � . Hence the resulting

matroid is uniform by Lemma 2.5. If M has loops or coloops, it is a direct sum of two uniform

matroids of the form U0,1 ⊕ U2,2 (if it has coloops) or U0,1 ⊕ U0,2 (if it has loops) with 0 ≤ 0 ≤ 1

and 2 ≥ 1. In the first case, the only stressed subset with non-empty cusp is the ground set of U0,1 ,

whereas in the second case the only stressed subset with non-empty cusp is the ground set of U0,2 .

It is straightforward to verify that in both cases the cusp of the stressed subset under consideration

consists of all the non-bases. In particular, the relaxation yields a uniform matroid.

Conversely, assume that M is a matroid such that relaxing all of its stressed subsets with non-

empty cusp yields a uniform matroid. If M is loopless and coloopless, by Proposition 3.9 and

Proposition 3.18, the only possibility is that all the proper elements in the lattice of cyclic flats Z of

M cover the bottom and are covered by the top element. This implies that all the proper cyclic flats

are incomparable. The preceding theorem implies that M is elementary split. Now let us analyze

the case in which M has loops or coloops. It suffices to look at the case in which M has loops,

otherwise we apply Proposition 3.15 together with the fact that elementary split matroids are closed

under dualization. Now, consider any stressed subset � with non-empty cusp. It automatically is a

cyclic flat by Corollary 3.10, and thus contains the set ! ≠ ∅ of all loops of M. Furthermore, since �

is stressed the restriction M|� is isomorphic to a uniform matroid UA ,ℎ. The elements in ! are loops

of this matroid, thus it follows that A = 0, � = !, and ℎ = |! |. Using once more that � is a stressed

subset shows that M/� � U:,=−ℎ . It follows that M � U:,=−ℎ ⊕ U0,ℎ and hence is an elementary split

matroid. �

Besides the question of whether asymptotically all matroids are sparse paving, paving, elementary

split or split, it would be useful to understand better how the sizes of these classes of matroids compare

to one another. For example, a question that arose in our study is whether the class of elementary split

matroids captures asymptotically all the non-sparse paving matroids. With the help of a computer

we found that there are 156704 isomorphism classes of non-sparse paving matroids on 9 elements.

Among these, 83628 correspond to elementary split matroids. In other words, for = = 9, more

than 53% of the matroids that are not sparse paving are elementary split. We propose the following

conjecture.

Conjecture 4.10 Let sp(=) and es(=) denote the number of sparse paving matroids and elementary

split matroids on [=], respectively. Let sp′ (=) and es′ (=) be the number of sparse paving matroids

and elementary split matroids on [=] up to isomorphism, respectively. Then

lim
=→∞

es(=) − sp(=)

mat(=) − sp(=)
= 1 and lim

=→∞

es′(=) − sp′ (=)

mat′ (=) − sp′ (=)
= 1.

Essentially, our conjecture is asserting that the class of elementary split matroids is genuinely

larger than the class of sparse paving matroids. We expect elementary split matroids to predominate

even if we restrict the enumeration to the class of non sparse paving matroids. Of course, this does

not preclude the fact that there exist many other matroids featuring other properties.

4.3. Parameters and bounds. The goal in this subsection is to establish some bounds on the number

of stressed subsets or stressed hyperplanes that a sparse paving, paving, or elementary split matroid

can possibly have. We will often denote λA ,ℎ the number of stressed subsets of size ℎ and rank A in

a given elementary split matroid. The motivation is twofold. If one is interested in performing an

exhaustive computer search, having upper bounds on the parameters λA ,ℎ provides a rough but useful

criterion to terminate the search. Also, if one is interested in constructing “complicated” elementary
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(a) Number of isomorphism classes of matroids

on [=] of rank :

:\= 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

2 1 3 7 13 23 37 58 87

3 1 4 13 38 108 325 1275

4 1 5 23 108 940 190214

5 1 6 37 325 190214

6 1 7 58 1275

7 1 8 87

8 1 9

9 1

(b) Number of isomorphism classes of elementary split

matroids on [=] of rank :

:\= 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

2 1 3 6 9 14 19 27 36

3 1 4 9 18 38 94 434

4 1 5 14 38 407 154568

5 1 6 19 94 154568

6 1 7 27 434

7 1 8 36

8 1 9

9 1

Table 1. Number of isomorphism classes of matroids and elementary split matroids.

split matroids, it is convenient to have larger values λA ,ℎ, hence it is desirable to obtain lower bounds

or estimations of how large they can actually be.

Proposition 4.11 Let M be a paving matroid of rank : and cardinality =. Let us denote by λℎ the

number of hyperplanes of M of size ℎ and by ℎmax the size of the largest of those hyperplanes. Then,

∑
ℎ≥:

λℎ

(
ℎ

:

)
≤
ℎmax − : + 1

= − : + 1

(
=

:

)
.

Proof. We apply a double counting argument on the bipartite graph whose nodes are the independent

sets of size : and : − 1, and whose edges connect a :-set with a (: − 1)-set whenever it is contained

in the other.

Given that the matroid M is paving, all the
( =
:−1

)
subsets of cardinality : −1 are independent. Thus

our bipartite graph has
( =
:−1

)
+ |B(M) | nodes where B(M) is the collection of bases of M.

Each independent set � of rank : − 1 is contained in a unique hyperplane � (the flat spanned by

� itself), hence there are = − |� | elements that we cannot add to the independent set � and obtain a

basis. This implies that the degree of the node � in our graph is exactly = − |� |, and hence it is at

least = − ℎmax.

The other nodes in our graph correspond to bases, each of these nodes has degree :. Thus the

total number of edges of the bipartite graph is exactly : |B(M) |. We conclude

(= − ℎmax)

(
=

: − 1

)
≤ : |B(M) | ,

which is equivalent to

= − ℎmax

= − : + 1

(
=

:

)
≤ |B(M) | .

Since relaxing all the hyperplanes of the matroid M which are of size ℎ ≥ : yields the uniform matroid

U:,=, we have that(
=

:

)
= |B(U:,=) | = |B(M) | +

∑
� hyperplane

|cusp(�) | = |B(M) | +
∑
ℎ≥:

λℎ

(
ℎ

:

)
,

where we used Remark 3.4. Hence we obtain the desired inequality

∑
ℎ≥:

λℎ

(
ℎ

:

)
=

(
=

:

)
− |B(M) | ≤

(
=

:

)
−
= − ℎmax

= − : + 1

(
=

:

)
=
ℎmax − : + 1

= − : + 1

(
=

:

)
. �
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Corollary 4.12 If M is a sparse paving matroid of rank : and cardinality = and with λ circuit-

hyperplanes, then

λ ≤ min

{
1

: + 1
,

1

= − : + 1

} (
=

:

)
.

Proof. Since M is sparse paving, it is in particular paving and the size of all hyperplanes is the same

and equal to ℎmax = :. In particular, the preceding formula simplifies to the following inequality:

λ = λ: ≤
1

= − : + 1

(
=

:

)
.

Moreover, since M
∗ is sparse paving as well with the same number λ of circuit-hyperplanes, the same

reasoning shows that

λ ≤
1

: + 1

(
=

= − :

)
.

The result follows by considering the minimum of these two expressions. �

A natural question that might arise at this point is whether there exists a reasonable estimation or

lower bound for the maximum number of circuit-hyperplanes that a sparse paving matroid of fixed

rank and cardinality can have. The following result, due to Graham and Sloane, when rephrased in

terms of matroids, allows us to get such a bound.

Lemma 4.13 ([GS80, Theorem 1]) For every 1 ≤ : ≤ = there exists a sparse paving matroid of rank

:, cardinality = and having at least 1
=

(=
:

)
circuit-hyperplanes.

The equivalence of the above statement with the precise formulation of [GS80, Theorem 1] is

explained in detail in [Fer22a, Section 5].

Now, let us focus our attention to the case of elementary split matroids. We will state now some

inequalities that the numbers of stressed subsets with non-empty cusp of each size and rank in an

elementary split matroid must satisfy.

Lemma 4.14 Let M be an elementary split matroid of rank : and cardinality =. Let λA ,ℎ denote the

number of stressed subsets with non-empty cusp of rank A and size ℎ. Then:

∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ

:∑
8=A+1

(
ℎ

8

) (
= − ℎ

: − 8

)
≤

(
=

:

)
.

Proof. If we relax a stressed subset � with non-empty cusp having rank A and cardinality ℎ, the

number of bases of M increases by | cusp(�) | =
∑:

8=A+1

(ℎ
8

) (=−ℎ
:−8

)
. Furthermore, if we relax all such

subsets, we end up with the uniform matroid U:,= , which has
(=
:

)
bases. In other words,

|B(M) | +
∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ

:∑
8=A+1

(
ℎ

8

) (
= − ℎ

: − 8

)
=

(
=

:

)
,

from which the inequality in the lemma follows. �

We observe that if one particularizes the preceding bound to a paving matroid M, one obtains a

much weaker version of the one in Proposition 4.11.

The statement in Lemma 4.14 is particularly useful in the context of performing a computer search

that considers all elementary split matroids of fixed rank and cardinality. Note that if a vector of

parameters (λA ,ℎ)A ,ℎ comes from a certain elementary split matroid M of rank : and cardinality =,

then decreasing any individual entry of this vector yields a new vector that again comes from an

elementary split matroid (which is of course obtained by relaxing a certain stressed subset).
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4.4. Remarks on the number of stressed subsets. Before ending this section, let us digress on the

difficulty of deciding if a given vector (λA ,ℎ)A ,ℎ counts the number of stressed subsets with non-empty

cusp of some elementary split matroid. As we will argue below, this problem is expected to be very

difficult. Equivalently, it is hard to determine the entry-wise “maximal” vectors (λA ,ℎ)A ,ℎ for given

values of : and =. However, inequalities such as the one in Lemma 4.14 serve as a rough but useful

criterion to discard vectors that certainly do not come from elementary split matroids.

Let us be slightly more precise. We fix numbers : and =, and restrict our attention exclusively to

sparse paving matroids of rank : and cardinality =. Assume that we are given a number λ. Then, we

want to know whether there exists a sparse paving matroid having exactly λ circuit-hyperplanes. To

approach that question we provided two bounds:

• Corollary 4.12, which says that if λ > min
{

1
:+1
, 1
=−:+1

} (=
:

)
then the answer is “no”.

• Lemma 4.13, which guarantees that if λ ≤ 1
=

(=
:

)
then the answer is “yes”.

We observe that there is a gap, i.e., 1
=

(=
:

)
< λ ≤ min

{
1

:+1
, 1
=−:+1

} (=
:

)
for which the answer is in

general very difficult to obtain. Although both the upper and lower bound can be slightly improved,

the computation of the maximum number of circuit-hyperplanes that a sparse paving matroid of rank

: and cardinality = can have is a notoriously difficult problem. The reason is that this is equivalent

to many other well-known problems; see [JS17, Theorem 26]. One is the calculation of the size of

the maximum stable subset of the Johnson graph J(=, :), which is the 1-skeleton of the hypersimplex

Δ:,= . Computing the independence number of J(=, :), i.e., the size of the maximum stable subset,

would have consequences on the enumeration of matroids; see [BPvdP15]. Furthermore, this number

coincides with the maximum number of binary words of fixed length = and constant weight :, under

the additional assumption that the minimal Hamming distance between any two distinct words is at

least 4. This number is tabulated for small values of = and : (see for example [BE11, Table 1]). As

a small glimpse of how hard this is expected to be, we point out that its exact value is not known for

values as small as = = 18 and : = 9.

Problem 4.15 Let us fix numbers : and =. Assume that we are given a list of non-negative integers

(λA ,ℎ)0≤A≤ℎ≤=. Does there exist an (elementary) split matroid of rank : and cardinality =with exactly

λA ,ℎ stressed subsets with non-empty cusp of size ℎ and rank A?

As said before, the general answer to this question is expected to be exceedingly difficult as well,

as this includes the case we discussed above. Nonetheless, we feel motivated to ask the following

questions.

• Is it possible to obtain a (significant) improvement of the upper bound of Lemma 4.14?

• Does there exist any versions of Lemma 4.13 for elementary split matroids, i.e., lower bounds

for the entry-wise maximal vectors (λA ,ℎ)A ,ℎ?

5. Matroid polyhedra and valuations

We will review the basic notions on matroid subdivisions and valuations. This recapitulation

is necessary for at least two reasons: first, because later in the paper we will need to prove that

certain invariants are indeed valuative; and second, because this is a good opportunity to give

alternative proofs to important results in the theory, such as the convolutions of Ardila and Sanchez

(see Theorem 5.19 below). On the other hand, this allows us to prepare the set up for proving in the

Appendix A that the direct sums of series-parallel matroids span the valuative group of matroids.

5.1. Matroid polytopes and subdivisions. Throughout the rest of this paper, the main polyhedral

object that we will associate to a matroid is its base polytope.

Definition 5.1 Let M be a matroid on � . For each 8 ∈ � , denote by 48 the 8-th canonical vector in

R� . The base polytope of M is defined as

P(M) := convex hull{4� : � ∈ B} ⊆ R� ,

where B is the collection of bases of M and 4� :=
∑

8∈� 48 for each � ∈ B.
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Consider the uniform matroid U:,=. Its base polytope is given by the convex hull of all 0/1-

vectors in R= consisting of exactly : ones and = − : zeros. The resulting polytope is known as the

hypersimplex Δ:,= . An inequality description of this polytope is given by the following slice of a

cube:

Δ:,= = P(U:,=) =

{
G ∈ [0, 1]= :

=∑
8=1

G8 = :

}
.

Our next goal is to review the fundamental notions on polyhedral subdivisions, and to establish

the notation that we use subsequently throughout the paper.

Definition 5.2 Let P(M) ⊆ R� be a matroid polytope. A subdivision of P is a finite collection

S= {P1, . . . ,PB} of matroid polytopes P8 = P(M8) ⊆ R
� such that

• P =
⋃B

8=1 P8.

• Any face of a polytope P8 ∈ Sbelongs to S.

• For each 8 ≠ 9 , the intersection P8 ∩ P 9 is a common (possibly empty) face of both P8 and

P 9 .

Sometimes when we deal with a subdivision S of a matroid polytope P it is convenient to look

only at the interior faces of the subdivision. More precisely, if we denote the boundary of P by mP,

we define

S
int := {P8 ∈ S : P8 * mP} .

Often we consider the set of all inclusion-wise maximal polytopes in S. Therefore, we define

S
max :=

{
P8 ∈ S : P8 * P 9 for 9 ≠ 8

}
.

We observe that the union of all the inclusion-wise maximal faces of a subdivision is precisely P, and

moreover that all the interior faces are obtained as intersections of maximal faces.

Example 5.3 Consider the matroid U2,4. Its base polytope, i.e., the hypersimplex Δ2,4, is an octahe-

dron in R4, lying on the hyperplane G1 + G2 + G3 + G4 = 2. Consider the two matroids M1 and M2 on

{1, 2, 3, 4} with bases

B(M1) = {{1, 2}, {1, 3}, {1, 4}, {2, 3}, {2, 4}},

B(M2) = {{1, 3}, {1, 4}, {2, 3}, {2, 4}, {3, 4}},

respectively. The collection Sconsisting of all the faces of P(M1) and P(M2) is a matroid subdivision

of the hypersimplex Δ2,4. Notice that the collection of interior faces Sint consists of three polytopes.

They are P(M1), P(M2) and their only common facet, P(M1) ∩ P(M2), as depicted in Figure 5.

Furthermore, the face P(M1) ∩ P(M2) is the base polytope of the matroid M3 whose bases are

B(M3) = {{1, 3}, {1, 4}, {2, 3}, {2, 4}}. The matroid M3 is isomorphic to the direct sum U1,2 ⊕ U1,2.

Figure 5. The (interior) faces in a matroid subdivision of Δ2,4.
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Note that the subdivision S of U2,4 in Example 5.3 has the property that |Smax | = 2, i.e., there

are exactly two maximal cells whose union yield our original matroid. Subdivisions of this type

are called hyperplane splits or just splits. These subdivisions are obtained by cutting the polytope

with two halfspaces that are separated by a single hyperplane. The intersections of the two (closed)

halfspaces with the polytope yield the two maximal cells of the split. It is automatic that these cells

intersect each other along a common face. A combinatorial description of the cases in which splits

do exist can be found in the work of Kim [Kim10].

5.2. Matroid valuations. The notion of valuations on convex polytopes is central in discrete geom-

etry; see for example [Vol57, McM77, BK85] for the foundations and [JS18] for newer developments.

Many invariants of polytopes, such as the euclidean volume (cf. Example 5.5), or the number of

interior lattice points, are examples of valuations. Roughly speaking, a valuation is a map that re-

spects “inclusion-exclusion” under subdivisions, i.e., it can be calculated from the smaller pieces of

the subdivision.

From now on, we will consider that the ground set of any matroid is a subset of the positive

integers. We introduce the following notations:

M�,: := {P(M) : M is a matroid on � of rank :} ,

M� := {P(M) : M is a matroid on �} ,

M :=
⊔

�⊆{1,2,... }
|� |<∞

M� .

Definition 5.4 Let A be an abelian group. A weak valuation is a map 5 : M → A such that for every

matroid polytope P and every subdivision S= {P1, . . . ,PB} of P,

(7) 5 (P) =
∑

P8∈Sint

(−1)dim(P)−dim(P8 ) 5 (P8).

Example 5.5 Consider the map 5 : M → R defined by 5 (P) = vol(P), where by vol we mean

the euclidean volume. Observe that for any subdivision S = {P1, . . . ,PB} of a polytope P, we will

only need to consider the internal faces that are full-dimensional, because the volume of a lower

dimensional polytope vanishes. Now, since the union of all the full dimensional internal faces covers

the polytope P up to some measure zero set exactly once, equation (7) holds.

Let us fix a matroid polytope P ∈ M, a subdivision Sand a weak valuation 5 : M → A. For each

non-empty subset � ⊆ Smax denote by P� the intersection
⋂

P8∈� P8. Each polytope P� belongs to Sint.

In [AFR10, Theorem 3.5], Ardila, Fink, and Rincón proved that the map 5 being a weak valuation is

equivalent to the following condition on 5 :

(8) 5 (P) =
∑

∅≠�⊆Smax

(−1) | � |−1 5 (P�).

In other words, equation (8) characterizes weak valuations. This explains more rigorously why we

think of them as maps “respecting” the inclusion-exclusion principle. The proof of the equivalence

with Definition 5.4 follows from a topological argument for computing Euler characteristics. For the

details we refer the reader Ardila, Fink, and Rincón’s paper.

Remark 5.6 Constant functions are valuations. More precisely, the map 5 : M → Z given by

5 (P(M)) = 1 for every matroid M is a valuation. This is a non-obvious fact, which was proved by

Ardila, Fink, and Rincón in [AFR10, Section 4]. The proof relies on the computation of the Euler

characteristic of a suitable cell complex.

The name “weak” valuation suggests that there is a notion of “strong” valuation, which should of

course be more restrictive. Before providing the definition, let us set some notation. The indicator
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function of a polytope P ⊆ R� is the map 1P : R� → Z with

1P(G) :=

{
1 if G ∈ P,

0 if G ∉ P.

Definition 5.7 Let A be an abelian group. A strong valuation is a map 5 : M → A satisfying:

5 (P) =

B∑
8=1

08 5 (P8), whenever 1P =

B∑
8=1

081P8
, 08 ∈ Z.

Notice that, as opposed to the case of weak valuations, in the preceding definition we did not make

any mentions of subdivisions. In [DF10] Derksen and Fink showed that strong and weak valuations

on matroids are equivalent notions.

Theorem 5.8 ([DF10, Theorem 3.5]) Let A be an abelian group. A map 5 : M → A is a weak

valuation if and only if it is a strong valuation.

It is because of this property that we will drop the words “weak” or “strong” in front of “valuation”.

For a useful source about other variations of the notion of valuation and a panoramic view of how they

relate to one another, with a specific view on matroids, we refer the reader to [EHL23, Appendix A].

Let Mat: (�) denote the free abelian group generated by all matroids M with ground set � of

rank :. Consider the subgroup of Mat: (�) given by all linear combinations
∑
08M8 ∈ Mat: (�)

satisfying that
∑
081P(M8 ) is the identically zero function. The quotient of Mat: (�) by this subgroup

is called the valuative group of matroids on � of rank :, and is denoted by Val: (�). We refer to

[EHL23] for more details about valuative groups.

The valuative group is canonically isomorphic to the integer span of all indicator functions of

all the matroid polytopes for matroids with ground set � and rank :, which we denote IM�,:
. The

isomorphism Val: (�) � IM�,:
is given by the map M ↦→ 1P(M) .

These groups are freely generated. In fact, the following is an appealing result by Derksen and

Fink, proved in a different way in [EHL23, Corollary 7.9].

Theorem 5.9 ([DF10, Theorem 5.4]) The set {1P(M) : M is a Schubert matroid on � of rank :} is a

basis of the free abelian group IM�,:
.

This implies that any valuation 5 : M → A is determined by its values on Schubert matroids

uniquely. We prove a related result in the Appendix A, where we show that the direct sums of series-

parallel matroids on � of rank : are a spanning set for the valuative group Val: (�). Equivalently,

the indicator functions of matroid polytopes of matroids on � that have rank : and are direct sums of

series-parallel matroids span the group IM�,:
.

5.3. Valuative invariants and valuations from flags of sets. A map 5 : M → A is an invariant if

5 (M) = 5 (N) whenever M � N, i.e., if they are isomorphic matroids. If in addition A is an abelian

group and the function 5 is a valuation, we say that 5 is a valuative invariant. To lighten our notation,

we will write 5 (M) whenever we have a map 5 : M → A, instead of 5 (P(M)).

Example 5.10 Consider the maps 5 , 6 : M → R[C] given by 5 (M) = Crk(M) and 6(M) = Crk(M
∗ ) .

Clearly, they are invariants of matroids. Again, it is a non-obvious fact that they are valuations. Notice

that if we fix a matroid M and a subdivision S of P(M) in M, then all the matroids corresponding

to the polytopes in S have the same ground set and rank. In particular, 5 and 6 are constant on all

interior faces in Sint. The valuativeness follows then from the arguments mentioned in Remark 5.6.

A reasonable question that might arise at this point is what techniques there exist to prove that an

invariant 5 : M → A is valuative. An important tool is the following invariant of matroids, which

was addressed first by Derksen in [Der09] and later studied by Derksen and Fink in [DF10].
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Definition 5.11 Let M be a matroid on � . Consider C� the set of all the =! complete chains of

subsets of � of the form � = [∅ = (0 ( (1 ( · · · ( (= = �]. To each chain � as before, let us

associate a symbol *B, indexed by a 0/1-vector B ∈ R=, as follows

*(B1 ,...,B= ) ,

where B8 = rkM((8) − rkM((8−1) for 1 ≤ 8 ≤ =. Let U be the free abelian group spanned by all the 2=

symbols *B indexed by all the 0/1-vectors in Z=. We define the map G : M� → U by

G(M) =
∑

�∈C�

*B (� ) .

This map is called the G-invariant. A key property of the G-invariant is that it satisfies a universality

property, in the sense that it is valuative and every other valuative invariant factors through G. Let us

state this precisely.

Theorem 5.12 ([DF10, Theorem 1.4]) The map G : M� → U is a valuative invariant. Moreover, it

is universal. In other words, if 5 : M� → A is a valuative invariant, then there exists a (necessarily

unique) homomorphism of abelian groups 5̃ : U → A such that

5 = 5̃ ◦ G.

Example 5.13 For the matroids of Example 5.3, we have

G(U2,4) = 24*(1,1,0,0) ,

G(M1) = G(M2) = 20*(1,1,0,0) + 4*(1,0,1,0) ,

G(M3) = 16*(1,1,0,0) + 8*(1,0,1,0) .

Observe that, indeed, G(U2,4) = G(M1) + G(M2) − G(M3), as one should expect.

The G-invariant is often useful to conclude the valuativeness of other invariants, due to the fact

that it is defined in a purely combinatorial way, without relying on the geometry of the polytope. As

a quick example, notice that the number of bases of the matroid is encoded in G by looking at the

coefficient of*(1,...,1,0,... ,0) , where in the subindex there are : ones followed by = − : zeros, and then

dividing that number by :!(= − :)!. In particular, this tells that the map M ↦→ |B(M) | is a valuative

invariant — though, of course, this can be proved in many other ways.

Let us mention explicitly that the G-invariant contains strictly less information than the full

matroidal structure. In fact, more can be said. Bonin and Kung [BK18, Theorem 7.3] studied the

configuration of a matroid: this is the isomorphism type of the lattice of cyclic flats, along with the

cardinalities and sizes of each cyclic flat. They showed that the G-invariant of M can be recovered from

the configuration of M. However, Bonin [Bon22] showed that matroids with different configurations

can have the same G-invariant.

The proof of Theorem 5.12 in [DF10] is intertwined with the proof of the valuativeness of other

very useful functions constructed from flags of sets. Let us recapitulate this, as in fact it will provide

a spanning set for the space of all valuations M� → Z.

Let us fix � , and denote = = |� |. Let < ≤ = be any non-negative integer. For each flag of sets

∅ ⊆ -1 ( -2 ( · · · ( -< ⊆ � and each weakly increasing sequence of numbers 0 ≤ A1 ≤ · · · ≤

A< ≤ =, consider the map S-,A : M� → Z defined by:

(9) S-,A (M) =

{
1 if rkM (-8) = A8 for 8 = 1, . . . , <

0 otherwise.

Theorem 5.14 ([DF10, Proposition 5.3 & Corollary 5.6]) The function S-,A : M� → Z described

above is a valuation. Moreover, every valuation 5 : M� → Z can be written as an integer combination

of functions S-,A for flags - of length = = |� |.
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The utility of the preceding statement must not be underestimated. As the reader will see below, we

will use it in an instrumental way to prove the valuativeness of several invariants appearing in Hodge

theory. Moreover, Theorem 5.19 appearing below can be seen as an application of this fact. Before

focusing our attention there, let us state one more consequence of Theorem 5.14. This establishes the

valuativeness of a very useful family of functions.

Theorem 5.15 Let �0 ( �1 ( · · · ( �< ⊆ � be any fixed flag of sets. The map ϕ̂�0,...,�<
: M� → Z

defined via

(10) ϕ̂�0,...,�<
(M) =

{
1 if �8 ∈ L(M) for all 0 ≤ 8 ≤ <,

0 otherwise,

is a valuation. Moreover, if we consider any vector (A0, . . . , A<), the map ϕ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

: M� → Z

defined by

(11) ϕ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

(M) =

{
1 if �8 ∈ L(M) and rk(�8) = A8 for all 0 ≤ 8 ≤ <,

0 otherwise,

is a valuation too.

Proof. If we prove that the map ϕ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

(M) is valuative, then one can deduce that ϕ̂�0,...,�<
is a

valuation, as the latter is a sum over several instances of the former. For an arbitrary flag of subsets

�0 ( �1 ( · · · �< ( � , and numbers A0, . . . , A<, consider the map S�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

: M� → Z defined by

(12) S�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

(M) =

{
1 if rk(�8) = A8 for all 0 ≤ 8 ≤ <,

0 otherwise.

This is of course a more precise way of presenting the maps of equation (9). Now, for each subset

� ⊆ � and each number A, consider the map I�,A : M� → Z defined by

I�,A (M) =

{
1 if � ∈ L(M) and rk(�) = A

0 otherwise.

Notice that � being a flat means that for every subset �′ ) � we have rk(�) < rk(�′). In particular,

this implies that we can write

I�,A (M) =
∑
�′⊇�

(−1) |�
′r�|S�,�′

A ,A
(M).

It follows that

(13) ϕ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

(M) =

<∏
8=0

I�8 ,A8 =

<∏
8=0

∑
�8⊇�8

(−1) |�8r�8 |S�8 ,�8
A8 ,A8

(M) =
∑ <∏

8=0

(−1) |�8r�8 |S�8 ,�8
A8 ,A8

(M),

where the last sum on the right is over all choices of subsets �0, . . . , �< such that �8 ⊇ �8 for each

8. Assume that for some 9 ≤ < − 1 we have that � 9 * � 9+1 and, after fixing any linear ordering

on � , choose the smallest element G ∈ � 9+1 r � 9 . If G ∈ � 9 then consider the set �′
9 = � 9 r {G};

otherwise, G ∉ � 9 and consider �′
9 = � 9 ∪ {G}. We claim that the terms corresponding to the choice

(�0, . . . , �<) and the choice (�0, . . . , � 9−1, �
′
9 , � 9+1, . . . , �<) cancel out, and this happens exactly

once. Indeed, this follows directly from the fact that their signs differ and that

S�9 ,� 9
A 9 ,A 9

= S�9 ,�
′
9

A 9 ,A 9

.

It follows from the above paragraph that we can assume that �8 ⊆ �8+1 for every 8 ≤ < − 1. Now,

observe that this allows us to simplify equation (13) as follows

ϕ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

(M) =
∑

(−1)ϵ (�0 ,...,�< )S�0,�0 ,...,�< ,�<
A0,A0 ,...,A< ,A<

(M),
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where (−1)ϵ (�0 ,...,�< ) is a sign depending on the �8 and the sum is over all the choices of subsets

�0, . . . , �< such that �0 ⊆ �0 ⊆ �1 ⊆ · · · ⊆ �< ⊆ �<. This shows that our map ϕ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

(M) is a

linear combination of valuations and is therefore a valuation. �

Remark 5.16 A variation of Theorem 5.15 for arbitrary flags of cyclic flats can be found in [FO22,

Lemma 5.3] by Fink and Olarte. In fact the proof we just gave is strongly inspired by theirs.

5.4. Convolutions of valuations. Throughout the past decades it has been gradually realized that

ideas from Hopf theory can be used to describe structural properties of valuations in matroid theory.

For a more precise landscape, we suggest the reader to take a look at the work of Joni and Rota [JR79],

Schmitt [Sch94], and Aguiar and Ardila [AA23]. Recently, Ardila and Sanchez [AS23] used a Hopf-

theoretic framework to establish a very handy result that explains in a succinct and straightforward

way the valuativeness of several matroid functions.

Let A be a ring. Let 5 , 6 : M → A be two maps. The convolution of 5 and 6 is the map

5 ★ 6 : M → A such that

( 5 ★ 6) (M) =
∑
(⊆�

5 (M|() 6(M/()

for every matroid M with ground set � .

Of course, the convolution operation is not commutative in general. Its importance stems from

the fact that some invariants of matroids are obtained as convolutions of other easier invariants. We

present examples for this approach in some of the sections below.

Remark 5.17 Many maps 6 : M → A of matroids satisfy that 6(M) = 0 whenever M has loops. An

example is the characteristic polynomial j : M → Z[C] assigning to each matroid M its characteristic

polynomial. In this case, the convolution of any other invariant 5 (with or without that property) with

6 depends only on the flats of M. More precisely

( 5 ★ 6) (M) =
∑

�∈L(M)

5 (M|�) 6(M/�),

because M/( is loopless if and only if ( is a flat.

One of the main results of Ardila and Sanchez establishes that the convolution of two valuations

is again a valuation. Let us record this fact.

Theorem 5.18 ([AS23, Theorem C]) Let A be a ring. If 5 , 6 : M → A are valuations, then 5 ★ 6 is

a valuation too.

In the remainder of this subsection we will present an alternative proof of this result. Furthermore,

we will prove a strengthening that is of some independent interest. To the best of our knowledge,

this stronger version is new, and exhibits manifestly the power of the result by Derksen and Fink

presented in Theorem 5.14. Let us mention that we were privately communicated an alternative proof

by Nicholas Proudfoot, via a categorical approach. Proudfoot’s proof will appear in [EMPV23].

Theorem 5.19 Consider two valuations 5 , 6 : M → R. For each set �, the map 5 ★� 6 : M → R

defined by

( 5 ★� 6) (M) :=

{
5 (M|�) 6(M/�) if � ⊆ � ,

0 otherwise.

is a valuation.

Proof. As said above, all valuations M� → Z are integer combinations of valuations of the form

S-,A where - is a maximal flag. In other words, we have:

5 =
∑
-,A

0-,A S-,A , and 6 =
∑
-,A

1-,A S-,A ,
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where the sums run over all maximal flags - and all possible sequences A, and the expressions 0-,A
and 1-,A denote integers. To prove our statement, it suffices to reduce to the case:

5 = 0-,A S-,A , and 6 = 1-′ ,A ′ S-′,A ′ .

Let us denote 0 = |�|. The map 5 (M|�)6(M/�) can be described by considering the concatenations

of a flag of length rk(M|�) of subsets -0 ⊆ · · · ⊆ -rk(M |�) = � of ranks A0 ≤ · · · ≤ A0 = rk(M|�)

followed by � ⊔ - ′
0
⊆ · · · ⊆ � ⊔ - ′

rk(M/�)
= � having ranks A0 + A′

0
≤ · · · ≤ A0 + A′

rk(M/�)
= A. In

particular, Theorem 5.14 tells that M ↦→ 5 (M|�) · 6(M/�) is a valuation too. �

Of course, as was said above, this proves Theorem 5.18. Each individual summand on the

right-hand-side of the convolution is a valuation itself.

6. Valuations on split matroids

The goal of this short section is to prove Theorem 6.6. This result will be obtained as a consequence

of a general family of subdivisions arising from the relaxations of stressed subsets. This will also add

a geometric perspective to the results in Section 3. The results in this section lay the groundwork for

the remainder of the paper, in which we will apply Theorem 6.6 for some specific invariants.

6.1. Subdivisions from relaxations. There are inequality descriptions for the base polytope of any

matroid in terms of the flats and cyclic flats of the matroid. In particular, they can be used to see our

relaxation of stressed subsets as the relaxation of one inequality.

Proposition 6.1 Let M be a matroid of rank : on � . Its base polytope is defined by the following sets

of inequalities:

P(M) =

{
G ∈ R� :

∑
8∈�

G8 = : and
∑
8∈�

G8 ≤ rk(�) for each � ∈ L(M)

}

=

{
G ∈ [0, 1]� :

∑
8∈�

G8 = : and
∑
8∈�

G8 ≤ rk(�) for each � ∈ Z(M)

}
.

In particular, if M is loopless and coloopless and � is a stressed subset with non-empty cusp, then

P(Rel(M, �)) is obtained from P(M) by relaxing the inequality
∑

8∈� G8 ≤ rk(�).

Proof. The first description can be found in [Edm70, (8) and (9)]. If � ∈ L(M) is a flat of the

matroid M which is not cyclic. Then the set � ⊆ � of coloops of M|� is non-empty. Furthermore,

the set � r � is a cyclic flat and the inequality∑
8∈�r�

G8 ≤ rk(� r �) = rk(�) − |� |

together with G8 ≤ 1 for all 8 ∈ � implies∑
8∈�

G8 =
∑

8∈�r�

G8 +
∑
8∈�

G8 ≤ rk(� r �) + |� | = rk(�) .

From which the second description follows. The last assertion of the statement follows from Propo-

sition 3.18. �

Corollary 6.2 The base polytope of the cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is given by

P(ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) =

{
G ∈ [0, 1]= :

=∑
8=1

G8 = :, and

=−ℎ∑
8=1

G8 ≤ : − A

}
.

Proof. This follows directly from the preceding characterization and the fact that the cuspidal matroid

ΛA ,:,ℎ,= has only one proper cyclic flat, namely, � = {1, . . . , = − ℎ} of rank : − A. �
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The following result explains why the relaxation of a stressed subset can be used to describe a

subdivision of the relaxed matroid.

Theorem 6.3 Let M be a matroid of rank : and cardinality = with a stressed subset � whose cusp is

non-empty. Further, let M̃ be the relaxation Rel(M, �). Then, there exist matroids N1 and N2 such

that

P(M) ∪ P(N1) = P(M̃) and P(M) ∩ P(N1) = P(N2).

Moreover, N1 � ΛA ,:,ℎ,= and N2 � U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ where A = rk(�) and ℎ = |� |.

Proof. The statement is a geometric reformulation of previous results and definitions. We may assume

without loss of generality that � = {1, . . . , =} and � = {= − ℎ + 1, . . . , =}. With these assumptions,

let us set N1 = ΛA ,:,ℎ,= and N2 = U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ. We show first that P(M) ∩ P(N1) = P(N2).

Proposition 6.1 implies that the points G ∈ P(M) satisfy

=∑
8==−ℎ+1

G8 =
∑
8∈�

G8 ≤ rk(�) = A,

and Corollary 6.2 shows that all G ∈ P(N1) = P(ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) fulfill

=−ℎ∑
8=1

G8 ≤ : − A or equivalently
∑
8∈�

G8 ≥ rk(�).

Thus

P(M) ∩ P(ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) ⊆

{
G ∈ [0, 1]= :

=∑
8=1

G8 = :, and
∑
8∈�

G8 = rk(�)

}
= P(U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ).

The equality follows from the fact that all bases of U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ are bases of both M and ΛA ,:,ℎ,=

see Lemma 3.11 and the discussion below Definition 3.20.

Now, we discuss the equality P(M) ∪ P(N1) = P(M̃). Every basis of M and N1 is a basis of M̃,

thus P(M) ∪P(N1) ⊆ P(M̃). To prove the reversed inclusion P(M) ∪P(N1) ⊇ P(M̃), take G ∈ P(M̃).

Now, either
∑

8∈� G8 ≤ A and thus G ∈ P(M) by combining Proposition 6.1 and Proposition 3.18, or∑
8∈� G8 ≥ A. In this case

∑
8∉� G8 ≤ : − A. Observe that our point G lies in P(M̃) and hence satisfies

the conditions 0 ≤ G8 ≤ 1 for each 8 ∈ � ,
∑=

8=1 G8 = : and
∑=−ℎ

8=1 G8 ≤ : − A. Hence, by Corollary 6.2,

it follows that G ∈ P(ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ). This completes the proof. �

By substituting A + 1 = : = ℎ in the preceding statement one retrieves a main result of Ferroni

[Fer22b, Theorem 5.4] namely, relaxing a circuit-hyperplane corresponds to gluing a copy of the base

polytope of a minimal matroid T:,= on a facet of the polytope.

6.2. Valuative invariants for split matroids. Our goal is to put together some of the ingredients that

we developed so far. The short version of the story is that evaluating a valuative invariant on a split

matroid is a task that can be achieved by knowing only certain (often tractable) data. Moreover, the

next statement describes the change of a valuation when relaxing a stressed subset with non-empty

cusp in an arbitrary matroid.

Proposition 6.4 Let M be a matroid of rank : and cardinality = with a stressed subset � whose cusp

is non-empty. Let M̃ be the relaxation Rel(M, �), |� | = ℎ and rkM(�) = A, then for every valuative

invariant 5 : M → A the following holds

5 (M̃) = 5 (M) + 5 (ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) − 5 (U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ U:,ℎ) .

Proof. Let us first assume that the matroid M is disconnected. Assume that � = [=] and � =

{= − ℎ + 1, . . . , =} for simplicity. By definition of being a stressed subset, the restriction M|� � UA ,ℎ

and contraction M/� = U:−A ,=−ℎ must both be uniform matroids. This implies that the bases of

U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ are bases of M, too. There is a single disconnected matroid that contains all these
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bases, i.e., M = U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ. The matroid M has a two stressed subsets corresponding to the two

connected components. The statement requires that the stressed set � is of size ℎ and rank A therefore

Rel(M, �) � ΛA ,:,ℎ,= and the statement becomes trivial.

Now let us assume that M is connected, then again the statement is a consequence of the subdivision

induced by the relaxation of �, in the lines of Theorem 6.3. Preserving the notation of that statement,

we have that the setSconsisting of all the faces ofP(M) and all the faces ofP(N1) induces a subdivision

of P(M̃). We have only three internal faces which are given by Sint = {P(M),P(N1),P(N2)}. In

particular, the proof follows from 5 being a valuative invariant, so that can leverage the isomorphisms

N1 � ΛA ,:,ℎ,= and N2 � U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ. �

Example 6.5 Proposition 6.4 tells us that evaluating any valuative invariant 5 : M → A on the

matroid U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ can be done by using the identity

5 (U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ) = 5 (Λ:−A ,:,=−ℎ,= ) + 5 (ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) − 5 (U:,=)

which can be seen as a consequence of Theorem 6.3 with M = Λ:−A ,:,=−ℎ,= . See also Example 5.3

and Figure 5 for the case A = 1, : = ℎ = 2, and = = 4.

We stated a characterization of elementary split matroids in Theorem 4.9. This, when combined

with the prior statement, yields the following result.

Theorem 6.6 Let M be an elementary split matroid of rank : and cardinality =, and let 5 be a

valuative invariant. Then,

5 (M) = 5 (U:,=) −
∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ
(
5 (ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) − 5 (U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ)

)
,

where λA ,ℎ denotes the number of stressed subsets with non-empty cusp of size ℎ and rank A.

Proof. Since M is elementary split, by relaxing its stressed subsets with non-empty cusp {�1, . . . , �<}

one after each other, we end up with a sequence

M = M0, M1, . . . , M< � U:,=

where M8 = Rel(M8−1, �8) for each 1 ≤ 8 ≤ <. It follows that for each 1 ≤ 8 ≤ <, we have by

Proposition 6.4

5 (M8) = 5 (M8−1) + 5 (ΛA8 ,:,ℎ8 ,=) − 5 (U:−A8 ,=−ℎ8 ⊕ UA8 ,ℎ8 )

where A8 is the rank of the cyclic flat �8 and ℎ8 = |�8 | the size of it. Expanding the expressions

recursively, we obtain a formula for 5 (M<), namely

5 (U:,=) = 5 (M) +
∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ
(
5 (ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) − 5 (U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕ UA ,ℎ)

)
,

from where the claim follows. �

Example 6.5 allows us to express 5 (U:−A ,=−ℎ ⊕UA ,ℎ) in terms of valuations of cuspidal matroids,

which one can substitute into the formula in Theorem 6.6 to get an expression in terms of a linear

combination of evaluations of cuspidal matroids.

In the case that our matroid M is sparse paving, we can simplify the previous expression to

compute a valuative invariant 5 . This is because the only stressed subsets with non-empty cusp of M

are precisely the circuit-hyperplanes.

Corollary 6.7 Let M be a sparse paving matroid of rank : and cardinality = and having exactly λ

circuit-hyperplanes. Let 5 be a valuative invariant. Then

5 (M) = 5 (U:,=) − λ
(
5 (T:,=) − 5 (U1,=−: ⊕ U:−1,:)

)
.

Proof. In a sparse paving matroid, being a set with non-empty cusp is equivalent to being a non-basis,

because all the subsets of size : + 1 span the matroid and all the subsets of size : − 1 are independent.
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Figure 6. The graphic matroid C4,6.

In particular, since for such a matroid we additionally know that the non-bases are exactly the circuit-

hyperplanes (and are therefore stressed), we can simplify the sum of Theorem 6.6, because the only

non-zero λA ,ℎ correspond to A = : − 1 and ℎ = :. Therefore,

5 (M) = 5 (U:,=) − λ
(
5 (Λ:−1,:,:,= ) − 5 (U1,=−: ⊕ U:−1,:)

)
.

Recall that we have an isomorphism Λ:−1,:,:,= � T:,=, so the proof is complete. �

The moral in the preceding results is that if one knows how to compute a valuative invariant 5 at

uniform matroids and cuspidal matroids, then one “knows” how to compute it for all elementary split

matroids. The task is somewhat simpler if one is only interested in paving or sparse paving matroids,

as the amount of data needed is significantly smaller.

6.3. A graphical subdivision for corank 2 cuspidal matroids. This subsection will provide a

technical subdivision for cuspidal matroids having corank 2. These subdivisions will play a crucial

role in the proof of Theorem 9.9, which states an explicit formula for the Kazhdan–Lusztig and /-

polynomials for corank 2 matroids. Since this will not be needed elsewhere, the reader may postpone

the reading of this part until reaching Section 9.1.

For each pair of integers 0, 1 ≥ 2, let us denote by C0,1 the graphic matroid obtained by gluing

two cycles of length 0 and 1 along a common edge (see Figure 6); whenever 0 or 1 are equal to 2,

we understand that a cycle of length 2 consists of two parallel edges joining a pair of vertices. The

matroid C0,1 has cardinality 0 + 1 − 1 and its rank is 0 + 1 − 3. We may assume that the edges of

C0,1 are labelled such that the numbers 1, . . . , 0 are assigned to the edges of the cycle of length 0,

and the edges of the cycle of length 1 are assigned the numbers 0, 0 + 1, . . . , 0 + 1 − 1.

Lemma 6.8 The base polytope of the matroid C0,1 is

P(C0,1) =

{
G ∈ [0, 1]= :

=∑
8=1

G8 = = − 2, 0 − 2 ≤

0−1∑
8=1

G8,

0∑
8=1

G8 ≤ 0 − 1

}
,

where = = 0 + 1 − 1.

Proof. The last two inequalities are redundant whenever 0 = 1 = 2 and the claim holds in this case

as C2,2 = U1,3. Otherwise, the matroid C0,1 has exactly three circuits, namely � = {1, . . . , 0},

� = {0, . . . , =} and {1, . . . , =} r {0}. They lead to the four cyclic flats ∅, �, � and � ∪ �. While the

base polytope of every rank = − 2 matroid satisfies the first equation and is a 0/1-polytope, the other

two inequalities are a direct consequence of the expression (1) where we used that

=∑
8=0

G8 ≤ 1 − 1 ⇐⇒

0−1∑
8=1

G8 ≥ 0 − 2. �

Proposition 6.9 Let = ≥ 3 and A ≤ = − 3. Then the collection

S=
{
� : � is a face of P(C0,=+1−0) for some 2 ≤ 0 ≤ = − A − 1

}
is a matroid subdivision of the matroid base polytope P(ΛA ,=−2,A+1,=) of the corank 2 cuspidal

matroid ΛA ,=−2,A+1,= . Moreover, the set Sint consists exactly of the base polytopes of C0,=+1−0 and

their pairwise intersections.
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Proof. If A = = − 3 then 0 = 2 and C2,=−1 = Λ=−3,=−2,=−2,= which implies the claim for this case.

From now on let us assume A < = − 3 and 2 ≤ 0 < 0′ ≤ = − A − 1. Lemma 6.8 shows that

P(C0,=+1−0) ∩ P(C0′,=+1−0′ ) is empty whenever 0 + 1 < 0′ and otherwise 0′ = 0 + 1 and

(14) P(C0,=+1−0) ∩ P(C0′,=+1−0′ ) =

{
G ∈ [0, 1]= :

=∑
8=1

G8 = = − 2,

0∑
8=1

G8 = 0 − 1

}
.

This already proves that S is a polyhedral complex as by construction faces of cells are in S and

intersections of cells are faces. Furthermore, comparing the polytopes in Lemma 6.8 with those of

Corollary 6.2 implies that P(C0,=+1−0) is contained in P(ΛA ,=−2,A+1,=) and the only faces that are

not in the boundary are of the form (14). This implies the claim on the inner faces. Moreover, the

argument shows that all inner codimension-1 faces of the collection S are contained in two maximal

cells. Hence the collection S covers the polytope P(ΛA ,=−2,A+1,=) and thus the collection S is a

subdivision of this polytope. �

The following is an immediate consequence of Proposition 6.9.

Corollary 6.10 Let 5 : M → A be a valuative invariant. Then

5
(
ΛA ,=−2,A+1,=

)
=

=−A−1∑
0=2

5 (C0,=+1−0) −

=−A−2∑
0=2

5 (U0−1,0 ⊕ U=−0−1,=−0).

6.4. Towards a generalization of techniques. Let us now discuss briefly the following two reason-

able questions that one may ask:

(1) Is there a version of Theorem 6.6 for a larger class of matroids?

(2) Is it possible to generalize the notion of relaxation to an even larger class of subsets?

The naı̈ve answer to the first question is “yes”, and in fact it is something already hinted by

Theorem 5.9. Essentially, in the valuative group we can write any matroid M as an integer combination

of Schubert matroids of the same cardinality and rank. Following Hampe [Ham17], we can give an

elegant combinatorial description of the coefficients of this linear combination, as we now explain.

Definition 6.11 Let M be a matroid and let Z(M) be its lattice of cyclic flats. The cyclic chain lattice

of M is defined as the lattice CZ (M) whose elements are all the chains of Z(M) that contain the

minimal 0Z and maximal 1Z element of the lattice Z(M); and an additional top element, denoted by 1̂.

It is not difficult to show that CZ is indeed a graded lattice. Let us consider the Möbius function of

this poset. To each element C ∈ CZ (M) we can associate the number λC = −`(C, 1̂). Furthermore,

since each of these elements C is a chain of cyclic flats, there is a unique Schubert matroid SC whose

lattice of cyclic flats coincides with C. A generalization of Theorem 6.6 that includes all loopless

matroids is hence the following.

Theorem 6.12 ([Ham17]) Let M be a loopless matroid and let 5 : M → A be a valuative invariant.

Then,

5 (M) =
∑

C∈CZ (M)

C≠1̂

λC 5 (SC).

As we briefly mentioned above in the last paragraph of Section 5, using this result it is possible

to derive an alternative proof of Theorem 6.6. For a split matroid all the resulting Schubert matroids

SC are precisely the cuspidal matroids, and the coefficients λC count the number of stressed subsets

with non-empty cusp of each rank and size.

The reader may wonder why not to use this more general version in most of the calculations. Let

us explain the reasons for this. On the one hand, using the general version forces us to be able to

evaluate 5 on an arbitrary Schubert matroid. This is often too complicated and might be as difficult as

evaluating 5 on an arbitrary matroid. For instance, it is challenging to compute the Kazhdan–Lusztig
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or the 6-polynomial of an arbitrary cuspidal matroid, let alone considering a general Schubert matroid.

Hence, if we really want to use Hampe’s result to do computations, we are forced to restrict ourselves

to some more tractable subclass of Schubert matroids.

On the other hand, the geometry behind Theorem 6.12 is more complicated; there is not a

subdivision of P(M) that explains the formula. Moreover, the fact that the numbers λC can be positive

or negative introduces an additional issue. For example, it would be very hard to obtain a result such

as Lemma 4.14.

The class of loopless and coloopless elementary split matroids is particularly tractable because,

as was stated in Theorem 4.8, any two proper flats are incomparable, i.e., the maximal chains of

cyclic flats have length at most 3; the class of Schubert matroids that we need to consider in this case

are indexed by four parameters, A, :, ℎ and =. If we go beyond and consider the even larger class

of matroids whose lattice of cyclic flats has maximal chains of length at most 4, then the Schubert

matroids appearing in Hampe’s result will depend on six parameters instead of four.

Another advantage of the restriction to elementary split matroids and cuspidal matroids is that

we can understand the geometry of their polytopes. This will be apparent to the reader when we

address the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial of a corank 2 matroid leveraging the decompositions that

we proved in Proposition 6.9. In that statement, we needed to rely on the subdivisions of the base

polytope of ΛA ,=−2,A+1,= and compute the invariant for the smaller pieces. In other words, sometimes

the geometric interpretation of the polytope suggests a subdivision that the cyclic chain lattice does

not foresee.

7. Applications to basic valuative invariants

The purpose of this section is to explore the consequences of Theorem 6.6 for some basic valuative

invariants. In some cases, in order to be able to apply it, we will first need to show their valuativeness.

This will be done by leveraging the technical tools we have presented in Section 5.

The general framework developed in Section 3, together with its geometric counterpart, allow us

to recover and unify results appearing in various sources in a straightforward way. This includes the

case of volumes and Ehrhart polynomials in work of Lam and Postnikov [LP07], Ashraf [Ash18],

Hanely, Martin, McGinnis, Miyata, Vindas-Meléndez, and Yin [HMM+23], and Ferroni [Fer22a].

We will also address an invariant that will be useful later in this paper: the Tutte polynomial. We

will prove useful formulas for the Tutte polynomials of elementary split matroids that we believe may

be of independent interest. Also, by making use of Theorem 6.6 and the bounds in Section 4, we will

settle negatively a log-concavity question raised by Matt Larson.

7.1. The Volume. Our main goal is to present connections to known results in the literature [Ash18,

Fer22b, HMM+23] which we then generalize. Another of our purposes is to illustrate to the reader

the methods and usage of Theorem 6.6. We leverage this easy setting to present the technique in a

transparent way.

Let us consider a matroid M on � . In the euclidean space R� we have a lattice Z� consisting of

the integer combinations of the vectors {48}8∈� . The intersection of this lattice with the hyperplane∑
8∈� G8 = rk(M) is a sublattice. Using this sublattice, we can assign to each M ∈M� of fixed rank a

notion of volume.

Definition 7.1 The map vol : M� → R is defined by

vol(M) = vol(P(M)),

where the right-hand-side is the volume of P(M) with respect to the restriction of the ambient lattice

to the hyperplane
∑

8∈� G8 = rk(M).

We make the explicit remark that if instead of restricting the lattice Z� to the hyperplane
∑

8∈� G8 =

rk(M), we further restrict it to the affine span of P(M) we have the notion of “relative volume” —

using that notion, volumes of disconnected matroids no longer vanish.
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Throughout this section and the rest of the paper we will denote byS= the set of all the permutations

on = elements. If we write a permutation f using one-line notation, namely f = f1f2 · · ·f=, then

a descent of f is an index 8 ∈ {1, . . . , = − 1} such that f8 > f8+1. The number of descents of f is

denoted by des(f). The Eulerian number �=,: counts all the permutations in S= with : descents.

That is,

(15) �=,: := |{f ∈ S= : des(f) = :}| .

Example 7.2 A classical result attributed in [Sta77] to Laplace implies that the normalized (= − 1)-

dimensional volume of the hypersimplex Δ:,= is the Eulerian number �=−1,:−1. In other words, we

have:

vol(U:,=) =
1

(= − 1)!
�=−1,:−1.

Volumes of matroids have been studied from different points of view. For example in [ABD10,

Theorem 3.3] Ardila, Benedetti, and Doker derived an explicit formula for the volume of any matroid

polytope in terms of the (signed) V-invariant of the matroid and its minors. One drawback is that the

resulting expression is difficult to handle even for small matroids. Their formula stems from the work

of Postnikov on generalized permutohedra [Pos09, Theorem 9.3], in which he calculated the volumes

of generalized permutohedra.

Following a different path and building on techniques previously developed by Hampe [Ham17]

within the study of an intersection ring for matroids, Ashraf [Ash18, Theorem 1.1] proposed an

alternative method of computing volumes of matroids. We aim to generalize this method.

In order to calculate the volume of an elementary split matroid by applying Theorem 6.6, we need

first the volumes of cuspidal matroids. Fortunately, we can express these volumes in a compact way

using permutations. If f ∈ S= is the permutation f1 · · ·f= (in one-line notation), we denote by

des(f1 · · ·f=−ℎ) the number of indices 1 ≤ 8 ≤ = − ℎ − 1 such that f8 > f8+1.

Proposition 7.3 The volume of the cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is given by:

vol(ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) =
1

(= − 1)!
|{f ∈ S=−1 : des(f) = : − 1 and des(f1 · · ·f=−ℎ) < : − A}| .

Proof. Notice that by Corollary 6.2, we have that the base polytope of ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is an “alcoved polytope”

as in [LP07], i.e., it is defined by inequalities of the form U8 9 ≤ G8 + · · ·+G 9 ≤ V8 9 for integral numbers

U8 9 and V8 9 . In particular, the claimed formula follows directly from [LP07, Proposition 6.1]. �

Example 7.4 The minimal matroid T:,= with : > 0 is isomorphic to Λ:−1,:,:,= . Notice that using

the preceding formula, it follows

vol(T:,=) =
1

(= − 1)!
|{f ∈ S=−1 : des(f) = : − 1 and des(f1 · · ·f=−:) = 0}| .

In other words we are counting permutations f = f1 · · ·f=−1 such that f1 < · · · < f=−: and

f=−: > · · · > f=−1. There are
(=−2
:−1

)
such permutations. All of them satisfy f=−: = = − 1, and we

can of course choose
( =−2
=−:−1

)
=

(=−2
:−1

)
elements to be on the left and put the remaining elements on

the right (their order is completely determined). Hence

vol(T:,=) =
1

(= − 1)!

(
= − 2

: − 1

)
.

This formula retrieves [Fer22b, Corollary 4.2].

Based on this valuative invariant we illustrate a straightforward application of Theorem 6.6.
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Proposition 7.5 Let M be an elementary split matroid of rank : and cardinality =. Then

vol(M) =
1

(= − 1)!

(
�=−1,:−1 −

∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ vol(ΛA ,:,ℎ,=)

)
,

where λA ,ℎ denotes the number of stressed cyclic flats of M of size ℎ and rank A.

Proof. This follows from Theorem 6.6 in combination with Example 7.2 where we saw that the volume

of the uniform matroid U:,= is exactly �=−1,:−1. Recall also that the volume of a disconnected matroid

vanishes. �

When we restrict the above formula to paving matroids we recover [HMM+23, Theorem 7.4] and

if we restrict further to sparse paving matroids we obtain the following formula by Ashraf.

Corollary 7.6 ([Ash18, Theorem 1.2]) Let M be a sparse paving matroid of rank :, cardinality =,

and having exactly λ circuit hyperplanes. Then

vol(M) =
1

(= − 1)!

(
�=−1,:−1 − λ

(
= − 2

: − 1

))
.

In [LP07, Proposition 5.3] Lam and Postnikov derived an explicit formula for the volume of

arbitrary rank 2 matroids without loops. Since the class of elementary split matroids contains all

loopless rank 2 matroids, we can use Proposition 7.5 to retrieve an equivalent version of Lam and

Postnikov’s expression.

Proposition 7.7 Let M be matroid of rank 2 without loops. Then

vol(M) =
1

(= − 1)!

(
2=−1 −

∑
ℎ

λℎ

=−1∑
8==−ℎ

(
= − 1

8

))
,

where λℎ = λ1,ℎ is the number of stressed hyperplanes of size ℎ.

Proof. Observe that, in analogy to what we did in Example 7.4, we have

vol(Λ1,2,ℎ,= ) =
1

(= − 1)!
|{f ∈ S=−1 : des(f) = 1, des(f1 · · ·f=−ℎ) = 0}| .

We are counting permutations that have only one descent. Assume that the only descent is at position 8,

i.e., f8 > f8+1. Notice that there are
(=−1

8

)
choose the first 8 elements f1 < · · · < f8. The remaining

= − 1− 8 elements must be sorted increasingly. The only case in which f8 < f8+1 is precisely when f

is the identity permutation. Thus, there are
(=−1

8

)
− 1 permutations having descent set {8}. Thus we

obtain

vol(Λ1,2,ℎ,= ) =
1

(= − 1)!

=−2∑
8==−ℎ

((
= − 1

8

)
− 1

)
.

Hence it follows that

vol(Λ1,2,ℎ,= ) =
1

(= − 1)!

(
=−2∑

8==−ℎ

(
= − 1

8

)
− (ℎ − 1)

)
=

1

(= − 1)!

(
=−1∑

8==−ℎ

(
= − 1

8

)
− ℎ

)
.

Notice that for a loopless matroid of rank 2, the stressed subsets with non-empty cusp are all of rank

1. Using Proposition 7.5 we derive

vol(M) =
1

(= − 1)!

(
�=−1,1 −

∑
ℎ

λℎ

(
=−1∑

8==−ℎ

(
= − 1

8

)
− ℎ

))
.

Additionally, �=−1,1 = 2=−1 − =. Furthermore, all the hyperplanes in a rank 2 loopless matroid are

disjoint (because the only flat of smaller rank is the empty set) and form a partition of the ground set
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(because every element lies in a hyperplane), we have that
∑

ℎ λℎℎ = =. Hence, the above formula

reduces to the expression in the statement. �

7.2. Ehrhart polynomials. In this subsection we draw our attention to Ehrhart polynomials. We

begin by recalling their definition.

Theorem 7.8 ([Ehr62]) Let P ⊆ R= be a lattice polytope of dimension 3. The map

C ↦→ |CP ∩ Z= | ,

defined for each non-negative integer C, is the evaluation of a polynomial of degree 3.

The rational polynomial defined by the above property is the Ehrhart polynomial of the polytope P;

we will denote it by ehr(P, C) ∈ Q[C]. We refer to [BR15] for a detailed treatment of Ehrhart

polynomials.

The Ehrhart polynomial counts lattice points in dilations of polytopes, whence an inclusion-

exclusion argument reveals that it is a valuative invariant for matroids. We will write ehr(M, C) as a

shorthand of ehr(P(M), C). This invariant of matroids has been the focus of many articles due to an

intriguing conjecture of De Loera, Haws and Köppe [DLHK09, Conjecture 2].

Conjecture 7.9 ([DLHK09]) For every matroid M, the Ehrhart polynomial of P(M) has positive

coefficients.

Despite several supporting results [Pos09, CL18, CL21, JR22], including positive results for

uniform matroids [Fer21], minimal matroids [Fer22b] and matroids of rank 2 [FJS22], it has been

shown in [Fer22a] that this conjecture is false in general. We demonstrate in this section how one

can recover Ferroni’s counterexamples as well as further results on Ehrhart polynomials of (sparse)

paving matroids by applying Theorem 6.6 or Corollary 6.7.

In [Kat05] Katzman studied the Hilbert functions of certain algebras of Veronese type and derived

an explicit formula for the Ehrhart polynomial of the hypersimplex Δ:,= .

Theorem 7.10 ([Kat05]) The Ehrhart polynomial of the uniform matroid U:,= is given by

(16) ehr(U:,=, C) =

:−1∑
9=0

(−1) 9
(
=

9

) (
(: − 9)C + = − 1 − 9

= − 1

)
.

Although this formula is compact, proving that it yields a polynomial with positive coefficients is

a challenging problem. Notice that it is an alternating sum, and that the variable C appears inside a

binomial coefficient that sometimes has negative terms when expanded. The main result in [Fer21]

is a combinatorial formula for the coefficients of the above polynomial that shows manifestly that

they are positive. In [KMSRA18a, Theorem 3.8] Knauer, Martı́nez-Sandoval, and Ramı́rez-Alfonsı́n

found a formula for the Ehrhart polynomial of a minimal matroid, in terms of Bernoulli numbers and

symmetric functions evaluated at certain integers. Later, Ferroni [Fer22b] provided the following

formulas.

Proposition 7.11 ([Fer22b]) The Ehrhart polynomial of the base polytope of the minimal matroid

T:,= := Λ:−1,:,:,= is given by

ehr(T:,=, C) =

C∑
9=0

(
= − : − 1 + 9

9

) (
: − 1 + 9

9

)

=
1(=−1

:−1

)
(
C + = − :

= − :

) :−1∑
9=0

(
= − : − 1 + 9

9

) (
C + 9

9

)
.
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The second of these two formulas reveals immediately that the coefficients of ehr(T:,= , C) are

always positive. Moreover, the shifted evaluation ehr(T:,= , C − 1) has non-negative coefficients.

Now, having these compact formulas for ehr(U:,=, C) and ehr(T:,=, C) we can combine them with

Corollary 6.7 and obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 7.12 ([Fer22a]) Let M be a sparse paving matroid of rank : and cardinality = having

exactly λ circuit-hyperplanes. Then

ehr(M, C) = ehr(U:,=, C) − λ ehr(T:,=, C − 1).

Proof. By Corollary 6.7 we have that

ehr(M, C) = ehr(U:,=, C) − λ
(
ehr(T:,=, C) − ehr(U:−1,: ⊕ U1,=−: , C)

)
.

As we mentioned before, the Ehrhart polynomial is multiplicative and invariant under taking duals.

Hence, combining that with Proposition 7.10, we obtain

ehr(U:−1,: ⊕ U1,=−: , C) = ehr(U:−1,: , C) · ehr(U1,=−: , C)

= ehr(U1,: , C) · ehr(U1,=−: , C)

=

(
C + : − 1

: − 1

) (
C + = − : − 1

= − : − 1

)
.

Using the first of the two formulas for ehr(T:,=, C) in Proposition 7.11, it is straightforward to

conclude. �

Since ehr(T:,= , C − 1) has non-negative coefficients, the heuristic is that having more circuit-

hyperplanes causes the coefficients of ehr(M, C) to be smaller. We can now benefit from Lemma 4.13.

Corollary 7.13 There exist matroid polytopes with Ehrhart polynomials having negative coefficients.

Proof. Our Corollary 4.12 guarantees that for each : and = we can find a sparse paving matroid of

rank :, cardinality = having at least λ = 1
=

(=
:

)
circuit-hyperplanes. Substituting the value λ = 1

=

(=
:

)
in

the formula of Proposition 7.12 shows that there are Ehrhart polynomials of base polytopes of sparse-

paving matroids with negative coefficients. For example, the quadratic coefficient of the matroid

obtained taking = = 3589 and : = 3 is negative. �

The natural step now is to compute the Ehrhart polynomials of cuspidal matroids. This allows

us to describe the Ehrhart polynomials of elementary split matroids by applying Theorem 6.6, and

thus generalizes the results of Hanely, Martin, McGinnis, Miyata, Nasr, Vindas-Meléndez, and Yin

[HMM+23].

In [FL23a, Theorem 1.1] Fan and Li derived an intricate formula for the Ehrhart polynomial of an

arbitrary Schubert matroid. Their formula is difficult to handle, unless the Schubert matroid under

consideration is particularly well-structured. Fortunately, it suffices to our purposes, because when

restricting to the cuspidal matroids, it reduces to a more tractable expression.

Lemma 7.14 ([FL23a, Equation (4.5)]) The Ehrhart polynomial of a cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,=

satisfies

ehr(ΛA ,:,ℎ,= , C) =

<C∑
8=0

=−ℎ∑
9=0

ℎ∑
ℓ=0

(−1) 9+ℓ
(
= − ℎ

9

) (
ℎ

ℓ

) (
(0 − 9)C + = − ℎ − 9 + 8 − 1

= − ℎ − 1

) (
(1 − ℓ)C + ℎ − ℓ − 8 − 1

ℎ − 1

)
,

where 0 = = − ℎ − : + A, 1 = ℎ − A and < = min(ℎ, :) − A. Here we use the convention that
(U
V

)
= 0

whenever U < V or U < 0.

The variable C appears in the upper limit of the indices in the first sum. This means that for

the computation of the coefficients of ehr(ΛA ,:,ℎ,= , C) one has to use Lagrange’s interpolation or
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another method. Moreover, Fan and Li conjecture that cuspidal matroids have Ehrhart polynomials

with positive coefficients [FL23a, Conjecture 1.6]. This is related to another conjecture by Ferroni,

Jochemko, and Schröter [FJS22, Conjecture 6.1] on positroids.

In [HMM+23, Corollary 5.3], a simplification of the above formula is obtained in the case in which

A = : − 1, thus getting rid of the variable C in the upper limit.

7.3. Tutte polynomials. Perhaps the most popular among all matroid invariants is the Tutte polyno-

mial. This fact is not a coincidence, since the Tutte polynomial encodes several important statistics

associated to a matroid, e.g., the number of bases, the number of independent sets, the number of

spanning sets, etc. Furthermore, the Tutte polynomial has the property of being universal among

all Tutte–Grothendieck invariants. See [BO92] and [EMM22] for a thorough account of remarkable

properties that Tutte polynomials have; in particular, we point out the chapter [EMM22, Chapter 32]

by Falk and Kung, in which they describe how one obtains the Tutte polynomial as linear specialization

of the G-invariant with a focus on paving matroids.

Definition 7.15 Let M be a matroid on � . The Tutte polynomial of M is defined as the bivariate

polynomial )M(G, H) ∈ Z[G, H] given by

)M(G, H) =
∑
�⊆�

(G − 1)rk(�)−rk (�) (H − 1) |�|−rk(�) .

Example 7.16 The Tutte polynomial of the uniform matroid U:,= is given by

)U:,=
(G, H) =

:∑
8=1

(
= − 8 − 1

= − : − 1

)
G8 +

=−:∑
8=1

(
= − 8 − 1

: − 1

)
H8,

whenever 1 ≤ : ≤ = − 1. If : = 0 then )U0,=
(G, H) = H=; if : = =, then )U=,=

(G, H) = G=; see for

instance [MRInRS12].

The Tutte polynomial behaves interchanges the variables when taking duals, i.e., )M∗ (G, H) =

)M(H, G), and it is multiplicative, i.e., )M⊕N(G, H) = )M(G, H) · )N(G, H). Another important property

that follows from the definition of the Tutte and the characteristic polynomial is that

(17) jM (C) = (−1)rk(M))M(1 − C, 0),

where : is the rank of M.

There exist several proofs in the literature of the fact that the map M → Z[G, H] given by

M ↦→ )M(G, H) is a valuative invariant. For instance, see [Spe08, Lemma 3.4] or the more general

version [AFR10, Theorem 5.4]. It is possible to recover the Tutte polynomial as a linear specialization

of the G-invariant, which of course shows that it is a valuation. However, using the convolution

property of Ardila and Sanchez, it is possible to obtain yet another and rather compact proof of the

valuativeness. We include this for the sake of completeness.

Theorem 7.17 The map ) : M → Z[G, H], which associates to each matroid its Tutte polynomial, is

a valuative invariant.

Proof. Consider the following two maps 5 , 6 : M → Z[G, H] defined by

5 (M) = Hrk(M∗ ) and 6(M) = Grk(M) .

As we mentioned in Example 5.10 both 5 and 6 are valuative invariants. By Theorem 5.18, we have

that their convolution,

( 5 ★ 6) (M) =
∑
�⊆�

Hrk( (M |�)
∗ )Grk(M/�)

is a valuative invariant. Notice that rk((M|�)
∗) = |�| − rkM(�), whereas rk(M/�) = rk(M) − rkM(�).

Hence, we obtain

( 5 ★ 6) (M) = )M(G + 1, H + 1),

After a change of variables, we conclude that the Tutte polynomial is a valuative invariant. �
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Our next goal is to provide a good way of computing Tutte polynomials for arbitrary elementary

split matroids. As we did with the volume, a possible approach consists of first determining it for all

cuspidal matroids. In fact, since these are particular lattice path matroids, it is possible to write down

explicit formulas following the interpretation of the coefficients found in [BdMN03, Theorem 5.4].

We follow another approach that leads to dealing with fewer subcases. We first investigate how the

Tutte polynomial changes under a relaxation. As usual, our matroid M has rank : and cardinality =,

and the stressed subset � with non-empty cusp that we relax has rank A and cardinality ℎ.

Proposition 7.18 Let M be a matroid, and let � be a stressed subset with non-empty cusp. Then the

Tutte polynomial of the relaxation M̃ = Rel(M, �) satisfies

)
M̃
(G, H) = )M(G, H) +

ℎ∑
8=A+1

:−A−1∑
9=0

(
ℎ

8

) (
= − ℎ

9

)
U
8, 9

A ,:
(G, H) ,

where

U
8, 9

A ,:
(G, H) :=

{
(G − 1):−8− 9

(
1 − ((G − 1) (H − 1))8−A

)
if 8 + 9 ≤ :

(H − 1)8+ 9−:
(
1 − ((G − 1) (H − 1)):−A− 9

)
if 8 + 9 > :.

In particular, )
M̃
(G, H) − )M(G, H) is a multiple of G + H − GH.

Proof. By Proposition 3.16, we know that the rank functions of M and M̃ coincide on the sets

� with |� ∩ � | ≤ rk(�). Furthermore, Remark 3.17 tells us that, for the remaining subsets,

r̃k(�) = min( |�|, :) and rk(�) = min(:, A + |� r � |). Here we denote the rank function of M̃

by r̃k : 2� → Z≥0. We may calculate the difference of the Tutte polynomials of the matroids by

considering only sets where the rank functions potentially differ.

)
M̃
(G, H) − )M(G, H) =

∑
�⊆�

|�∩� | ≥A+1

(
(G − 1):−r̃k(�) (H − 1) |�|−r̃k(�) − (G − 1):−rk(�) (H − 1) |�|−rk(�)

)
.

Observe that all the subsets over which we are iterating are of the form � = - ⊔ . where - ⊆ �,

. ⊆ � r � and |- | ≥ A + 1. Observe that both rk(�) and r̃k(�) will depend only on the sizes of

- = � ∩ � and . = � r �. In particular, if we let 8 = |- | and 9 = |. |, we have

(G − 1):−r̃k(�) (H − 1) |�|−r̃k(�) = (G − 1):−min(8+ 9,:) (H − 1)8+ 9−min (8+ 9,:)

and

(G − 1):−rk(�) (H − 1) |�|−rk(�) = (G − 1):−min(:,A+ 9) (H − 1)8+ 9−min (:,A+ 9) .

Further if |. | ≥ : − A, then rk(�) = : and obviously r̃k(�) = :, so that we are allowed to ignore the

terms in the sum corresponding to |. | ≥ : − A. Once we fix the sizes of - and . as above, we have(ℎ
8

)
possibilities to choose - ⊆ � and

(=−ℎ
9

)
for . ⊆ � r �. Further 8 and 9 range between A + 1 and ℎ

and between 0 and : − A − 1, respectively. Whenever 9 ≤ : − A − 1 also min(:, A + 9) = A + 9 , hence

we may simplify the second of the two equations. By putting all the pieces together, we obtain the

identity of the statement. �

Remark 7.19 When the stressed subset with non-empty cusp � is a hyperplane, the preceding

formula reduces to [FNV22, Proposition 3.13], which therefore leads to a nice expression for the Tutte

polynomial of paving matroids. Such a formula was stated by Brylawski in [Bry72, Proposition 7.9].

Now, we can state how the Tutte polynomial of an arbitrary elementary split matroid looks like.

Theorem 7.20 Let M be an elementary split matroid of rank : and cardinality =. The Tutte polynomial

of M is given by

)M(G, H) = )U:,=
(G, H) −

∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ

ℎ∑
8=A+1

:−A−1∑
9=0

(
ℎ

8

) (
= − ℎ

9

)
U
8, 9

A ,:
(G, H) ,
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where U
8, 9

A ,:
is defined as in Proposition 7.18.

As was observed by Brylawski in [Bry72], a matroid M is paving if and only if all the monomials

G8H 9 for 8 ≥ 2 and 9 ≥ 1 of its Tutte polynomial have a vanishing coefficient. In other words,

Tutte polynomials can be used in a straightforward way to decide whether a given matroid is paving.

However, for elementary split matroids we have less structure. In general, for an elementary split

matroid all the coefficients can be strictly positive simultaneously; for an example just consider the

minimal matroid T:,= . Also, unlike for paving matroids, the Tutte polynomial cannot detect whether

a matroid is or not elementary split, as the following example shows.

Example 7.21 The two matroids M1 and M2 depicted in Figure 7 have rank 3 and size 7. The one on

the left is elementary split, while the one on the right is not. Their Tutte polynomials agree, and are

equal to:

)M1
(G, H) = )M2

(G, H) = H4 + G3 + G2H + GH2 + 3H3 + 3G2 + 5GH + 5H2 + 3G + 3H.

1

2
3

4

5

6, 7

1 2

3

4

5

6, 7

Figure 7. A split and a non-split matroid having the same Tutte polynomial.

Let us close this subsection by mentioning an interesting application of our machinery, and

Theorem 7.20. The following settles negatively a conjecture on the log-concavity of certain evaluation

of the Tutte polynomial, posed by Matt Larson during the BIRS workshop “Algebraic Aspects of

Matroid Theory” held in Banff, Canada in March 2023.

Corollary 7.22 The polynomial )M(G + 1, G + 1) does not have log-concave coefficients in general.

Moreover, it is not unimodal in general.

Proof. For a sparse paving matroid the formula in Theorem 7.20 simplifies drastically as A = : − 1,

ℎ = : implies that 8 = : and 9 = 0 in the above formula. Clearly,

U
:,0
:−1,:

(G, H) = 1 − (G − 1) (H − 1) = G + H − GH

and thus

)M(G, H) = )U:,=
(G, H) − λ(G + H − GH)

for a sparse paving matroid M of rank : on = elements with λ circuit-hyperplanes. In particular,

Lemma 4.13 says that there is a matroid on = = 176 elements, having rank : = 81, and λ =
⌊

1
176

(176
81

) ⌋
circuit-hyperplanes. Its Tutte polynomial has the form:

)M (G + 1, G + 1) = 3285987011079620145461965951500485419858828427672500 +

6617084784610995354941772132439688305063454012156950 G +

6654590882901946448474136220360853789828324829830700 G2 +

6654535137231641703627509311976459391294765151016000 G3 +

6656646120873892602379298143301761305388688100978400 G4 + · · ·

A direct inspection of the above few terms reveals that the sequence of coefficients is not unimodal,

and therefore also not log-concave. �
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8. Invariants arising from flats and Hodge theory

In this section we will address invariants that are related to the enumeration of flats. We show

that the flag 5 -vector of the lattice of flats is valuative, which yields automatically the valuativeness

of several useful specifications such as the Whitney polynomial and the chain polynomial. We also

discuss the Hilbert series of Chow rings: we formulate a conjecture about their real-rootedness, and

discuss several facts related to the problem of computing them.

8.1. The flag 5 -vector. In [BK18] Bonin and Kung studied the G-invariant of Definition 5.11. They

proved that it is equivalent to knowing the catenary data of a matroid. The catenary data of a matroid

is a vector that enumerates all the maximal chains of flats of M according to the cardinality of each

of the flats appearing in it.

The goal now is to prove a related result, which will be of central use later in the paper to derive

the valuativeness of other invariants, such as the chain polynomial of L(M) or the Kazhdan–Lusztig

polynomial of M.

Definition 8.1 The flag 5 -vector of the lattice of flats L(M) of a matroid M is the function UM :

2� → Z defined by:

UM({A1, . . . , AB}) = #{flags �1 ⊆ · · · ⊆ �B in L(M) : rk(�8) = A8 for each 8}.

Put more succinctly, the flag 5 -vector enumerates chains of flats according to the total length of

the chain, and the rank of each of the flats in the chain. The central result that we will prove here is

a straightforward yet important application of Theorem 5.15. The main difference with Bonin and

Kung’s catenary data is that we do not make any reference to the sizes of the flats in the chain, and

our flags need not be maximal.

Theorem 8.2 The map associating to each matroid M the flag 5 -vector of L(M) is a valuative

invariant.

Proof. The flag 5 -vector is the sum over all families of subsets �0, . . . , �< and all choices of numbers

A0, . . . , A< of the functions defined in equation (11). Since each summand is itself a valuation, the

result follows. �

Remark 8.3 It is possible to define an even finer invariant than the flag 5 -vector by taking into

account both the ranks and sizes of the flats in each chain. With considerable effort, one could

attempt to adapt the proof of Theorem 5.15. We omit such laborious task here because we will not

require a result at that level of generality.

8.2. Whitney polynomials. An important family of statistics of the matroid M that are not captured

by the Tutte polynomial are the Whitney numbers of the second kind. These numbers are denoted

,0, . . . ,,: , where ,8 counts the number of rank 8 flats of M. Following Mason [Mas72], the rank

generating function of the lattice of flats L(M) will be referred to as the Whitney polynomial of M,

and will be denoted by:

WM(G) =

:∑
8=0

,8 G
8 .

An immediate consequence of the valuativeness of the flag 5 -vector is that the Whitney polynomial

is itself a valuative invariant.

Corollary 8.4 The map W : M → Z[C] assigning to each matroid M the polynomial WM(C) is a

valuative invariant.

A basic property of Whitney polynomials is that they behave multiplicatively under direct sums

of matroids. An important motivation for studying these polynomials stems from a long standing

conjecture by Rota [Rot71] which postulates that WM(C) has always unimodal coefficients. Some
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strengthenings by Mason [Mas72] go beyond and conjecture the log-concavity. The most general

family of inequalities for Whitney numbers of the second kind is provided by the main result of

Braden, Huh, Matherne, Proudfoot, and Wang in [BHM+20]. They proved that ,8 ≤ , 9 whenever

0 ≤ 8 ≤ 9 ≤ : − 8. The proof of these inequalities relies on deep constructions related to the singular

Hodge theory of matroids.

In an attempt to construct potential counterexamples to the unimodality or log-concavity con-

jectures, it is plausible to approach the computation of Whitney polynomials of elementary split

matroids.

Let us state now the general formula for the Whitney numbers when M is an arbitrary cuspidal

matroid. We start with the following auxiliary result.

Proposition 8.5 The number of hyperplanes of the cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is(
ℎ

A − 1

)
+

ℎ∑
9=A

(
ℎ

9

) (
= − ℎ

: − 1 − 9

)
.

Proof. Let �1 = {1, . . . , = − ℎ} and �2 = [=] r �1. A set ( is a hyperplane of ΛA ,:,ℎ,= if and only

if rk(() = : − 1 and ( is closed. Thus using Corollary 3.25 we get that the hyperplanes of ΛA ,:,ℎ,=

are the sets ( of size : − 1 intersecting �2 in at least A elements, and the sets ( = �1 ⊔ (
′ of size

= − ℎ + A − 1 ≥ : − 1 where |(′ | = A − 1. Counting the number of these sets leads to the desired

formula. �

Proposition 8.6 The W-polynomial of the cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is given by

WΛA,:,ℎ,=
(C) =

:∑
8=0

,8 C
8,

where the 8-th Whitney number of the second kind of ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is

,8 =

(
ℎ

A + 8 − :

)
+

ℎ∑
9=A+8−:+1

(
ℎ

9

) (
= − ℎ

8 − 9

)
,

for 0 ≤ 8 ≤ : − 1, and ,: = 1. Here we use the convention that
(0
1

)
= 0 whenever 1 < 0.

Proof. The number of flats of rank : − 8 − 1 in the cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is the number of

hyperplanes of the 8-th truncation T8 (ΛA ,:,ℎ,=). The truncation of a cuspidal matroid is again cuspidal

and, in fact, T8 (ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) � Λmax{A−8,0},:−8,ℎ,= . Hence, using the preceding result, the formula of the

statement follows. �

In particular, since the W-polynomial is multiplicative, it is therefore easy to compute for a direct

sum of uniform matroids. By using Theorem 6.6, we obtain an easy description of the Whitney

numbers of the second kind of all elementary split matroids.

Theorem 8.7 Let M be an elementary split matroid of rank : and cardinality = and λA ,ℎ the number

of stressed subsets with non-empty cusp of rank A and size ℎ. Then

WM(C) = WU:,=
(C) −

∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ
(
WΛA,:,ℎ,=

(C) − WU:−A,=−ℎ
(C) · WUA,ℎ

(C)
)
.

In other words, the Whitney numbers of the second kind are given by ,: = 1 and, for 0 ≤ 8 ≤ : − 1,

,8 =

(
=

8

)
−

∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ

(
ℎ∑
9=A

(
ℎ

9

) (
= − ℎ

8 − 9

)
−

(
= − ℎ

8 − A

))
.

Proof. The formula for WM(C) follows directly from Theorem 6.6 and the fact that Whitney polyno-

mials are multiplicative. To obtain the formula for the coefficients we expand the polynomial WM(C).
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We begin with the product WU:−A,=−ℎ
(C) · WUA,ℎ

(C) for which we have

WU:−A,=−ℎ
(C) · WUA,ℎ

(C) =

(
C:−A +

:−A−1∑
ℓ=0

(
= − ℎ

ℓ

)
Cℓ

) ©
«
CA +

A−1∑
9=0

(
ℎ

9

)
C 9
ª®
¬

= C: +

:−1∑
9=:−A

(
ℎ

A + 9 − :

)
C 9 +

:−1∑
ℓ=A

(
= − ℎ

ℓ − A

)
Cℓ +

:−2∑
8=0

min{8,A−1}∑
9=A+8−:+1

(
ℎ

9

) (
= − ℎ

8 − 9

)
C8 .

Applying Proposition 8.6, we see that the 8-th term in the difference WΛA,:,ℎ,=
(C) − WU:−A,=−ℎ

(C) ·

WUA,ℎ
(C) is zero if 8 = : and otherwise it is equal to(

= − ℎ

8 − A

)
−

ℎ∑
9=min{8+1,A }

(
ℎ

9

) (
= − ℎ

8 − 9

)
.(18)

The formula of the statement follows from the fact that [C8]WU:,=
(C) =

(=
8

)
for all 8 < :, and that the

expression in (18) vanishes whenever A > 8. �

At first glance this result might seem rather tautological, but notice that we are expressing the

number of flats of each rank only in terms of the number of stressed subsets of each rank and size.

We used Theorem 8.7 to produce an extensive list of W-polynomials of matroids. As said before,

our motivation was that this idea appeared to be a plausible approach to try to construct potential

counterexamples to Rota’s conjecture. Despite the fact that we were not able to find any such

counterexamples, we believe the above formulas are worth to be included here.

8.3. The chain polynomial. The Bergman complex of a matroid M is defined as the order complex

of the poset of proper non-empty flats L(M) r {0̂, 1̂}. This complex will be subsequently denoted by

Δ(L̂(M)). For basic properties it possesses, we refer to Björner’s book chapter [Bjö92].

The most fundamental numerical invariant associated to any simplicial complex Δ is its 5 -vector,

5 (Δ) = ( 50, 51, . . . , 53), counting the faces of a fixed size 8

58 = |{� ∈ Δ : |� | = 8}| ,

for each 8 ≥ 0. The number 3 denotes the size of the largest face or facet of Δ. One can conveniently

arrange these numbers into a polynomial, called the 5 -polynomial,

5Δ (G) =

3∑
8=0

58G
3−8 .

In the particular case of Bergman complexes, the numbers 58 count the number of chains of flats

0̂ ( �1 ( · · · ( �8 ( 1̂. In particular, the 5 -polynomial of Δ(L̂(M)) is commonly referred to as the

chain polynomial of M.

Clearly, the chain polynomial of a matroid is a linear specialization of the flag 5 -vector of L(M).

Therefore, Theorem 8.2 allows us to conclude that it is a valuative invariant.

Corollary 8.8 The map 5 : M → Z[C] assigning to each non-empty loopless matroid M the chain

polynomial 5
Δ(L̂(M) )

(C), and to each matroid either having loops or being the zero polynomial.

Our original motivation to look at this invariant paper was the work of Athanasiadis and Kalampogia-

Evangelinou in which they propose the following intriguing conjecture.

Conjecture 8.9 ([AKE23]) For every matroid M, the polynomial 5
Δ(L̂(M) )

(G) is real-rooted.

There is an explicit expression for 5
Δ(L̂(M) )

(G) for an arbitrary uniform matroid M. Such formula

can be obtained by interpreting the proper part of L(U:,=) as the poset of non-empty faces of the

(: − 1)-th skeleton of an =-dimensional simplex, and using the main results of Brenti and Welker

[BW08]. It follows from their results that for uniform matroids the chain polynomial is real-rooted
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(see also [AKE23, Section 2.3]). Before stating the formula, let us introduce some terminology. We

will denote by �< (G) the <-th Eulerian polynomial, defined via

(19) �< (G) =

<−1∑
8=0

�<,8 G
8,

for each < ≥ 1, where �<,8 is the Eulerian number as defined in equation (15). Also, we will define

�0(G) = 1.

Proposition 8.10 The chain polynomial of the uniform matroid U:,= is given by

5
Δ(L̂(U:,= ) )

(G) =

:−1∑
9=0

(
=

9

)
� 9 (G + 1) · G:−1− 9 .

Observe that computing by definition the chain polynomial of a given matroid might result

in a computationally expensive procedure. The number of chains in a matroid elements grows

exponentially on the size of the ground set. Therefore, we feel encouraged to provide fast ways of

computing chain polynomials by relying on the valuative property.

The preceding result suggests that similar formulas for cuspidal matroids might be within reach.

However carrying out the computations appears to be a subtle and delicate task. Nonetheless, we can

write a very concrete formula for paving matroids. The following result tells that this can be achieved

provided that one preprocesses chain polynomials for two classes of matroids: uniform matroids and

uniform matroids with an extra coloop.

Corollary 8.11 Let M be a paving matroid of rank : and cardinality =. The chain polynomial of M

is given by

5
Δ(L̂(M) )

(G) = 5
Δ(L̂(U:,= ) )

(G) −

=∑
ℎ=:

λℎ

(
5
Δ(L̂(U:,ℎ+1 ) )

(G) − 5
Δ(L̂(U1,1⊕U:−1,ℎ ) )

(G)
)

where λℎ denotes the number of (stressed) hyperplanes of size ℎ in M.

The above formula follows from Theorem 6.6 by noticing that si(Λ:−1,:,ℎ,= ) � U:,ℎ+1 and that

si(U1,=−ℎ ⊕U:−1,ℎ) � U1,1 ⊕U:−1,ℎ. Notice that both polynomials 5 and ℎ are invariant under taking

simplifications. Moreover, it is possible to use [AKE23, Theorem 5.5] to derive an explicit formula

for 5
Δ(L̂(U:,=⊕U1,1 ) )

(G), i.e., uniform matroids with an extra coloop.

We take the opportunity to mention that, by relying on a variation of the formula in Corollary 8.11

along with properties of interlacing polynomials, Brändén and Saud-Maia-Leite [BSML] proved that

Conjecture 8.9 holds for all paving matroids.

Experiments and the work of Hameister, Rao, and Simpson [HRS21] suggest an intriguing con-

nection between chain polynomials with the Hilbert series of the Chow ring, another invariant that

we will explore in the next subsection.

8.4. Chow rings and Chow polynomials. Within the resolution of the Heron–Rota–Welsh conjec-

ture by Adiprasito, Huh, and Katz [AHK18], a central role is played by the Chow ring of the matroid

M. This is a standard graded, Artinian, Gorenstein ring constructed from the lattice of flats L(M).

Following the terminology introduced in [BHM+22], we will denote the Chow ring by CH(M). For

the precise definition of CH(M) and some of its basic properties, we refer to our Appendix B.

Since the Chow ring CH(M) of a matroid M is a graded ring, one may ask what is the dimension

of each component CH 9 (M). This amounts to determining the Hilbert–Poincaré series of CH(M),

i.e., the series

(20) H
M
(G) := Hilb(CH(M), G) =

∞∑
9=0

dimQ(CH 9 (M)) G 9 .
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Since CH(M) is finite-dimensional as a Q-vector space, the Hilbert–Poincaré series defined above

yields actually a polynomial of degree : − 1. Let us point out that the article by Ferroni, Matherne,

Stevens, and Vecchi [FMSV22] was conceived and written in its entirety after the first version of

the present paper was posted on the arXiv and circulated among the community. Although we will

refer to some useful statements in [FMSV22], the presentation here is essentially self-contained. In

consonance with [FMSV22], we will often refer to the polynomial H
M
(G) as the Chow polynomial of

M.

The departing point to understand this invariant is the following result, established by Feichtner

and Yuzvinsky in [FY04, p. 526].

Proposition 8.12 ([FY04]) Let M be a loopless matroid. The Chow polynomial of M is given by

H
M
(G) =

∑
∅=�0(�1(· · ·(�<⊆�

<∏
8=1

G (1 − Grk(�8 )−rk(�8−1 )−1)

1 − G
.

The sum is taken over all chains of flats starting at the bottom element, i.e., ∅ = �0 ( · · · ⊆ �< ⊆ �

in L(M) for every 1 ≤ < ≤ : − 1.

By the hard Lefschetz property we have the isomorphisms CH 9 (M) � CH:−1− 9 (M). This allows

us to conclude that the polynomial Hilb(CH(M), G) is palindromic. Moreover, by the hard Lefschetz

property in CH(M) it follows that the map CH 9 → CH 9+1 sending ξ to ℓ ξ is injective for all 9 ≤ ⌊ :−1
2
⌋.

Thus, the sequence of coefficients of H
M
(G) is unimodal. Let us take a look at the following concrete

example.

Example 8.13 Consider the Boolean matroid U=,= . As we mentioned before, the Chow ring of U=,=

coincides with the Chow ring of the permutohedral variety -� , for � = [=]. It is a classical result

that the ℎ-vector of the permutohedron Π (=) has as entries the Eulerian numbers �=,0, . . . , �=,=−1.

In particular, it follows that

H
U=,=

(G) = Hilb(A(-�), G) = �= (G),

where �= (G) is the Eulerian polynomial as defined in equation (19); see also [BHM+22, Remark

2.11]. By [Ham17, Corollary 3.13], the dimension of CH 9 (U=,=), i.e., the Eulerian number �=, 9 , is

precisely the number of loopless Schubert matroids of rank = − 9 with ground set [=].

Theorem 8.14 The map M → Z[G] assigning to each loopless matroid M the Hilbert–Poincaré

series of CH(M), and to each matroid with loops the zero polynomial, is a valuative invariant.

Proof. Consider � = [=]. For each flag of subsets of the form ∅ = �0 ( �1 ( · · · ( �< ⊆ � and

each list of non-negative integers A0, . . . , A<, consider the map ζ�0,...,�<
A0 ,...,A<

: M� → Z[G] defined by

(21) ζ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

=




<∏
8=1

G (1 − GA8−A8−1−1)

1 − G
if �8 ∈ L(M) and rk(�8) = A8 for all 0 ≤ 8 ≤ <,

0 otherwise.

Observe that ζ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

: M� → Z[G] is a constant multiple of the map ϕ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

: M� → Q of

Theorem 5.15 and hence it is a valuation. Consider now the map ζ : M� → Z[G] defined as the

sum of all the ζ�0,...,�<
A0,...,A<

over all the flags of subsets ∅ = �0 ( �1 ( · · · ( �< ( � and all the list of

integers A0, . . . , A<. Observe that, by Proposition 8.12, the map ζ : M� → Z[G] is assigning to each

matroid the Hilbert–Poincaré series of its Chow ring. Since it is a sum of valuations, it follows that ζ

is a valuation. �

Remark 8.15 Dotsenko conjectured [Dot22, Conjecture 2] that Chow rings of matroids are Koszul.

This was recently proved true by Mastroeni and McCullough [MM23]. In particular, the Koszulness
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of the Chow ring implies that the Poincaré series of the Chow ring of a matroid, denoted by

Poin(CH(M), G), is determined by Hilb(CH(M), G) via:

Poin(CH(M), G) =
1

Hilb(CH(M),−G)
.

We refer to [Frö99] for the precise definitions of Koszulness, Poincaré series, and a proof of this

equality. From this, the reader may check directly that the Poincaré series of the Chow ring cannot

be a valuative invariant itself, although it is very close to being one.

As a consequence of the valuativeness of Chow polynomials, we can use Theorem 6.6 to get the

following concrete expression for paving matroids.

Theorem 8.16 Let M be a paving matroid of rank : and cardinality =. Then,

H
M
(G) = H

U:,=
(G) −

∑
ℎ≥:

λℎ

(
H

U:,ℎ+1
(G) − H

U:−1,ℎ⊕U1,1
(G)

)
,

where λℎ denotes the number of stressed hyperplanes of size ℎ in M.

Proof. Since the map M ↦→ Hilb(CH(M), G) is valuative by Theorem 8.14, we can apply Theorem 6.6.

In particular, since M is paving, all the stressed subsets with non-empty cusp correspond to A = : − 1.

Hence, denoting by λℎ the number of these subsets having size ℎ, i.e., the number of stressed

hyperplanes of size ℎ, we obtain

H
M
(G) = H

U:,=
(G) −

∑
ℎ

λℎ

(
H

Λ:−1,:,ℎ,=
(G) − H

U1,=−ℎ⊕U:−1,ℎ
(G)

)
.

We now use that the map M ↦→ Hilb(CH(M), G) is trivially invariant under simplification for loopless

matroids, that is si(Λ:−1,:,ℎ,= ) � U:,ℎ+1 and si(U1,=−ℎ ⊕ U:−1,ℎ) � U1,1 ⊕ U:−1,ℎ which yields the

statement. �

The reader may wonder to what extent the preceding formula can be applied in practice. To answer

that question, let us start by mentioning what happens in the case of uniform matroids.

Proposition 8.17 ([FMSV22, Theorem 1.9]) The following identity holds:

H
U:,=

(G) =

:−1∑
9=0

(
=

9

)
3 9 (G) (1 + G + · · · + G:−1− 9).

In the above statement 3 9 (G) stand for the classical derangement polynomials. Hameister, Rao and

Simpson, [HRS21, Conjecture 6.2] conjectured and Ferroni, Matherne, Stevens and Vecchi proved in

[FMSV22, Corollary 3.17] a different formula for the Chow polynomial of uniform matroids in terms

of the ℎ-polynomial of the Bergman complex of M.

The case of uniform matroids with an extra coloop can be handled using a very special case of the

semi-small decomposition of Braden, Huh, Matherne, Proudfoot, and Wang [BHM+22, Theorem 1.2].

In this very special case, one should remove precisely the coloop, to obtain:

(22) H
U:,=⊕U1,1

(G) = (1 + G) H
U:,=

(G) + G

:−1∑
9=1

(
=

9

)
� 9 (G) H

U:− 9,=− 9
(G).

We refer to [FMSV22, Remark 3.30] for more details about this formula. In particular, every term

appearing in the formula of Theorem 8.16 can be computed effectively.

Let us also mention that in [HRS21, Theorem 5.1] a combinatorial description of the coefficients

of H
U:,=

(G) was obtained in terms of certain statistics of permutations. On the other hand, Backman,

Eur, and Simpson [BES22, Theorem 3.3.8] proved an interpretation for the coefficients of the Chow

polynomial in terms of relative nested quotients. A consequence of any of the two mentioned results

is that H
U=−1,=

(G) coincides with the derangement polynomial 3= (G). This is not obvious from
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Proposition 8.17, as putting : = = − 1 yields a more complicated expression which also involves

derangement polynomials; we refer to [JKMS19, Corollary 4.2] for an explanation of this surprising

coincidence. In other words, for uniform matroids of corank 0 and corank 1, the Hilbert–Poincaré

series of the Chow ring yields a real-rooted polynomial; for the proof of the real-rootedness of the

Eulerian and the derangement polynomials and further generalizations, we point to [GS20]. We

propose the following conjecture.

Conjecture 8.18 The Hilbert–Poincaré series of the Chow ring of any matroid is a real-rooted

polynomial.

Notice that this assertion is a considerable strengthening of the unimodality of the coefficients

of these polynomials, which follows from the hard Lefschetz property for the Chow rings. Another

two polynomials for which this phenomenon is also conjectured are the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial

[GPY17b] and the /-polynomial [PXY18]. In addition, our conjecture bears a resemblance with

Conjecture 8.9, which asserts the real-rootedness of the chain polynomial; the connection between

these invariants deserves further study.

We have verified that indeed the Hilbert–Poincaré series of the Chow rings of all sparse paving

matroids with at most 40 elements are real-rooted, thus supporting our Conjecture 8.18. Furthermore,

in the paper by Ferroni, Matherne, Stevens, and Vecchi [FMSV22] it is proved that the polynomials

H
M
(G) are W-positive; this was also proved independently by Botong Wang [RW]. This constitutes a

good piece of evidence backing up our Conjecture 8.18.

We end this discussion by mentioning two more invariants that the reader may ask about: the

Hilbert–Poincaré series of both the augmented Chow ring, introduced in [BHM+22, BHM+20] and of

the conormal Chow ring, defined in [ADH23]. A natural problem that one can consider is computing

them for uniform matroids and proving their valuativeness. For the augmented Chow ring, this is

done in [FMSV22]. The case of the conormal Chow ring is more subtle, and its Hilbert–Poincaré

series fails to be valuative [Lar].

9. Invariants from singular Hodge theory, K-theory, and beyond

In this section we will address three families of invariants: first, the Kazhdan–Lusztig and /-

polynomials; second, the 6-polynomial defined by Speyer; and third, the spectrum polynomial and a

generalization by Denham. Each subsection can be read independently of the other two.

We will rely on our framework to prove new results on these invariants. For the Kazhdan–Lusztig

and /-polynomials, we will show in Theorem 9.9 a formula for the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial of

corank 2 matroids; we will use it to prove a conjecture by Gedeon in this case. For the 6-polynomial,

we will establish a compact formula for paving matroids in Theorem 9.18, extending a result by

Speyer on rank 2 matroids; we will use it to prove the non-negativity conjecture of Speyer [Spe09]

in this case. For the spectrum and the Denham polynomial, we will show that they are valuations; in

addition, by providing an explicit formula for all split matroids we are able to construct Example 9.30,

answering a question posed by Kook, Reiner, and Stanton [KRS00].

9.1. The Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomials and /-polynomials. In analogy to the Kazhdan–Lusztig

polynomials associated to Bruhat intervals in Coxeter groups, Elias, Proudfoot and Wakefield intro-

duced in [EPW16] a variation of the Kazhdan–Lusztig (KL) polynomials for matroids. This new

theory has received considerable attention in the past few years.

We will see how Theorem 6.6 gives a unified explanation for the results of [LNR21, FV22, FNV22,

KNPV23]. In addition, we will establish a new explicit formula for the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial

of all corank 2 matroids, which constitutes an original result.

9.1.1. A quick review. Let us include a brief recapitulation of the definitions and relevant properties

of the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomials of matroids.

Theorem 9.1 There is a unique way to assign to each loopless matroid M a polynomial %M(C) ∈ Z[C]

such that the following properties hold:
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(i) If rk(M) = 0, then %M(C) = 1.

(ii) If rk(M) > 0, then deg %M(C) <
1
2

rk(M).

(iii) For every matroid M, the polynomial

/M(C) :=
∑

�∈L(M)

Crk(� ) %M/� (C)

is palindromic.

The polynomials %M(C) and /M(C) are called the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial and /-polynomial

of the matroid M, respectively. These polynomials are multiplicative invariants, and do not change

under taking simplifications if the matroid is loopless. For these and other basic properties, we refer

to the articles [EPW16, PXY18]. For matroids with loops, both of these invariants will be set to be

zero by convention.

Apart from the resolution of the top-heavy conjecture, another of the main contributions of Braden,

Huh, Matherne, Proudfoot and Wang in [BHM+20] is the construction of a fundamental object, called

the intersection cohomology module of M, denoted IH(M). A related construction is the stalk of the

intersection cohomology at the empty flat, denoted IH(M)∅. For details and terminology we refer to

their original paper. One of the central properties of these two objects is given by the following result.

Theorem 9.2 ([BHM+20, Theorem 1.9]) The Hilbert–Poincaré series of IH(M) is the /-polynomial

of M. Also, the Hilbert–Poincaré series of IH(M)∅ is the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial of M. In

particular, both %M(C) and /M(C) have non-negative coefficients.

9.1.2. The valuativeness for KL polynomials. A useful result by Ardila and Sanchez [AS23, The-

orem 8.9] is that the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial is a valuative invariant. Their proof relies on a

subtle induction argument. We give an alternative proof of this valuativeness below, by relying on a

brute-force description of the Kazhdan–Lusztig coefficients in terms of entries of the flag 5 -vector.

Moreover, we also include a proof of the valuativeness of the /-polynomial, for the sake of future

referencing.

Theorem 9.3 The assignments M ↦→ %M(C) and M ↦→ /M(C) are valuative invariants.

Proof. A formula of Wakefield in [Wak18, Theorem 11] shows that each coefficient of the Kazhdan–

Lusztig polynomial of M is an integer combination of flag Whitney numbers. These are by definition

entries of the flag 5 -vector of L(M). Hence, Theorem 8.2 yields the valuativeness of the Kazhdan–

Lusztig polynomial. For the /-polynomial it suffices to apply the convolution theorem by Ardila and

Sanchez 5.18, because the /-polynomial is the convolution of the rank function and the Kazhdan–

Lusztig polynomial, both of which are valuations (cf. Example 5.10). �

Remark 9.4 In general, to any palindromic polynomial ?(G) of degree 3 having integer coefficients,

one may associate a polynomial W(G) of degree ⌊ 3
2
⌋ having integer coefficients, and satisfying

?(G) = W
(

G

(G+1)2

)
· (1 + G)3 .

If the polynomial W(G) has nonnegative coefficients, one usually says that ?(G) is W-positive. Since

/M(C) is indeed palindromic and has degree : = rk(M), one can consider a polynomial WM(C) ∈ Z[C]

of degree ⌊
rk(M)

2
⌋ and satisfying:

/M(C) = WM

(
C

(C+1)2

)
· (1 + C)rk(M) .

It is not difficult to conclude that the polynomial WM(C) satisfies analogous properties. The valuative-

ness of the /-polynomial implies that the map M ↦→ WM(C) is a valuative invariant as well.

We want to warn the reader that the calculation of the Kazhdan–Lusztig and /-polynomials, even

for uniform matroids, is a difficult task. Using the definitions as they were stated, the computation of
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these polynomials with a computer is slow for matroids of rather small cardinality. It is a challenging

open problem to find a combinatorial interpretation of their coefficients. To have a glimpse of the

type of polynomial we are facing, we present the following example.

Example 9.5 For uniform matroids we have the following closed formulas. As mentioned above,

their derivation is non trivial and, in some cases, one needs to use an “equivariant” version of the

Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomials to get an expression that later is simplified by applying binomial

identities (see [GPY17a]). We refer to [GLX+21, Theorem 1.3] for further details. We have:

%U:,=
(C) =

⌊ :−1
2

⌋∑
9=0

(
=−:−1∑
8=0

1

: − 9

(
=

9

) (
: + 8 − 9

8 + 9 + 1

) (
8 + 9 − 1

8

))
C 9 .

Notice that in the definition of the /-polynomial, we have summands of the form Crk(� )%M/� (C) where

� is a flat of M. In particular, for M = U:,= all the contractions are uniform matroids. Hence, an

elementary counting argument yields

/U:,=
(C) = C: +

:−1∑
9=0

(
=

9

)
· C 9 · %U:− 9,=− 9

(C).

Although their computation is complicated in general, given that all these invariants are valuative,

our Theorem 6.6 gives the following result.

Theorem 9.6 Let M be an elementary split matroid of rank : and cardinality =. Then,

%M(C) = %U:,=
(C) −

∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ
(
%ΛA,:,ℎ,=

(C) − %U:−A,=−ℎ
(C)%UA,ℎ

(C)
)
,

/M(C) = /U:,=
(C) −

∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ
(
/ΛA,:,ℎ,=

(C) − /U:−A,=−ℎ
(C)/UA,ℎ

(C)
)
,

WM(C) = WU:,=
(C) −

∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ
(
WΛA,:,ℎ,=

(C) − WU:−A,=−ℎ
(C)WUA,ℎ

(C)
)
,

where λA ,ℎ denotes the number of stressed subsets of rank A and size ℎ that have non-empty cusp.

If one specializes the preceding Theorem 9.6 to a paving matroid M, then the only stressed subsets

with non-empty cusp satisfy A = : − 1. Thus the index of the sums appearing above depend only

on the variable ℎ. Furthermore, the simplification of a cuspidal matroid with A = : − 1 is given by

si(Λ:−1,:,ℎ,= ) � U:−1,ℎ. This retrieves [FNV22, Theorem 1.4], so our Theorem 9.6 can be seen as a

generalization of that result1. Furthermore, observe that the proof in the paper by Ferroni, Nasr and

Vecchi was carried out without relying on the valuativeness of these invariants and therefore is much

more involved.

Remark 9.7 It is of high interest to produce formulas for all cuspidal matroids. The preceding

theorem would immediately yield a handy expression of these invariants for any elementary split

matroids. Notice that for paving matroids this issue is handled by the arguments we mentioned in the

prior paragraph. In such a case, the only cuspidal matroids in the formulas are of the form Λ:−1,:,ℎ,=

and their Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomials coincide with those of the uniform matroid U:−1,ℎ.

There are only few matroids for which explicit formulas for the Kazhdan–Lusztig invariants %M(C)

and /M(C) are known. In addition to uniform matroids, there are formulas for some graphic matroids,

e.g., fans, wheels, and whirls [LXY22], thagomizer graphs and some particular bipartite graphs

[Ged17], parallel connection graphs [BV20] and complete graphs [KW19, FL23b]. Explicit formulas

for the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial of sparse paving matroids are presented in [LNR21], which are

derived via an enumeration of certain (skew) Young tableaux. Such expressions and their analogues

1Here we omitted the case of the inverse Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial, but this can be included with a similar reasoning.
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for the /-polynomials for sparse paving matroids were found independently with another approach

in [FV22]. The framework in which the two mentioned articles derive their key results are particular

instances of Theorem 6.6, along with properties that the discussed polynomials satisfy.

9.1.3. Formulas for corank 2 matroids. Since the class of all elementary split matroids contains all

copaving matroids, in particular it contains the class of all corank 2 matroids without coloops. Using

some basic properties from the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomials, we will prove explicit formulas that

allow to compute easily %M(C) for an arbitrary corank 2 matroid. This is our next goal.

In [BV20], Braden and Vysogorets derived formulas that write the Kazhdan–Lusztig and the

/-polynomial of a matroid in terms of their counterparts for the matroid obtained by deleting one

element of the ground set. In particular, the expression they obtained can be used directly to compute

the Kazhdan–Lusztig and the /-polynomial of the matroids C0,1 that we introduced in Section 6.3.

Lemma 9.8 ([BV20, Theorem 3.2 & Example 3.4]) The Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial and the /-

polynomial of the matroid C0,1 are given by

%C0,1
(C) = %U=−2,=−1

(C) − C%U0−2,0−1
(C)%U1−2,1−1

(C),

/C0,1
(C) = /U=−2,=−1

(C).

where = = 0 + 1 − 1.

If we are willing to use Theorem 9.6 in order to calculate the Kazhdan–Lusztig and the /-

polynomial of an arbitrary corank 2 matroid, the difficulty that we have to overcome is to evaluate

them for all cuspidal matroids of corank 2. By looking at Definition 3.20 we see that 0 ≤ :−A ≤ =−ℎ

is required. The condition on the rank tells us that : = = − 2, and hence A ≤ ℎ ≤ = − : + A = A + 2.

This leaves us with three possible values for ℎ. If ℎ = A or ℎ = A + 2, then ΛA ,=−2,ℎ,= is either

ΛA ,=−2,A ,= � U=−2−A ,=−A ⊕UA ,A by equation (4) or ΛA ,=−2,A+2,= � U=−2,= by Remark 3.22, respectively.

The remaining case ℎ = A + 1 can be treated with Corollary 6.10.

Observe that the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial of a corank 2 matroid with ℓ coloops does not

change when contracting all coloops, whereas the /-polynomial changes by a factor (C + 1)ℓ . In

particular, to simplify our computation, we may restrict our attention to coloopless matroids.

Theorem 9.9 Let M be a corank 2 matroid without coloops. Assume that for each A, λA denotes the

number of stressed subsets of rank A and size A + 1 in M. Then

%M(C) = %U=−2,=
(C)−

∑
A

λA

(
(= − A − 2)%U=−2,=−1

(C) −

=−A−1∑
0=2

%U=−0−1,=−0
(C)

(
%U0−1,0

(C) + C%U0−2,0−1
(C)

))
,

/M(C) = /U=−2,=
(C) −

∑
A

λA

(
(= − A − 2)/U=−2,=−1

(C) −

=−A−1∑
0=2

/U0−1,0
(C)/U=−0−1,=−0

(C)

)
.

Proof. Let us apply Theorem 9.6. Observe that in a corank 2 matroid M, all subsets with non-empty

cusp satisfy A + 1 = ℎ, because A = ℎ implies being independent and A + 2 = ℎ implies that there

are coloops in M. In particular, this explains why the sum appearing in the formula of the statement

depends only on A. Since the Kazhdan–Lusztig and the /-polynomial are valuative invariants, we

can use Corollary 6.10 to compute them for the cuspidal matroids ΛA ,=−2,A+1,= . We will indicate the

proof for %, given that for / the statements are completely analogous. Using Lemma 9.8 we have

%ΛA,=−2,A+1,=
(C) =

=−A−1∑
0=2

(
%U=−2,=−1

(C) − C%U0−2,0−1
(C)%U=−0−1,=−0

(C)
)
−

=−A−2∑
0=2

%U0−1,0
(C)%U=−0−1,=−0

(C).

Notice that both sums have different upper limits. However, in the formula of Theorem 6.6 we

have to consider 5 (ΛA ,=−2,A+1,=) − 5 (UA ,A+1 ⊕ U=−A−2,=−A−1). For the Kazhdan–Lusztig polynomial,
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this correspond to subtracting exactly the missing term in the second sum above. Grouping those

accordingly leads to the expression of the statement. �

In [LNR21] a conjecture attributed to Gedeon asserts that if one fixes the rank : and the cardinality

= of a matroid, then the uniform matroid U:,= attains the coefficient-wise maximum Kazhdan–Lusztig

polynomial; see also [KNPV23, Conjecture 1.6]. Analogous statements are expected to be true also

for /M(C) and WM(C) in general; some evidence supporting such conjectures is is that these are known

facts for paving matroids [FNV22, KNPV23]. As a consequence of the preceding result, it is possible

to prove by using properties of the Narayana and Motzkin numbers that this conjecture is true for

the Kazhdan–Lusztig and the /-polynomial for matroids of corank 2. We will state our result and

indicate the proof only for /M(C). For %M(C), the proof gets slightly cumbersome as the terms that we

must handle are more complicated.

Theorem 9.10 Let M be a coloopless matroid of corank 2 and cardinality =. Then /M(C) is coefficient-

wise smaller than /U=−2,=
(C).

Proof. The claim will follow if we prove that

(23) /U0−1,0
(C) · /U=−0−1,=−0

(C) � /U=−2,=−1
(C),

where � denotes coefficient-wise inequality. This is because in the formula that we derived for

/M we are subtracting from /U=−2,=
(C) sums that consist of = − A − 2 terms, each of the form

/U=−2,=−1
(C) − /U=−0−1,=−0

(C)/U0−1,0
(C), for 0 = 2, . . . , = − A − 1.

We will prove an even stronger fact: that the inequality in (23) holds if we use the W-polynomial

instead.

(24) WU0−1,0
(C) · WU=−0−1,=−0

(C) � WU=−2,=−1
(C),

By [FNV22, Remark 5.10], we have the formula

[C8]WU:−1,:
(C) =

1

: − 1 − 8

(
: − 1 − 8

8

) (
: − 1

8 + 1

)
.

for each : ≥ 1. According to the OEIS [Slo18, A055151], we have

[C8]WU:−1,:
(C) = |{Motzkin paths from (0, 0) to (: − 1, 0) with 8 north-east steps}| ,

where a Motzkin path is a lattice path with steps of the form +(1, 0), +(1, 1) and +(1,−1) that stays

always above the G-axis. For example in [OVdJ15, Figure 3] one can see a picture of all the Motzkin

paths from (0, 0) to (4, 0). There are two paths that have two north-east steps, six paths that have

one north-east step, and there is only one path without north-east steps. This corresponds with

WU4,5
(C) = 2C2 + 6C + 1. Now, the inequality in equation (24) becomes immediate, because comparing

the coefficients of degree <, we must prove that

<∑
8=0

[C8]WU0−1,0
(C) · [C<−8]WU=−0−1,=−0

(C) ≤ [C<]WU=−2,=−1
(C).

The right-hand-side is the number of Motzkin paths from (0, 0) to (= − 2, 0) that have < north-east

steps. Each summand of the left-hand-side can be thought as enumerating a concatenation of a

Motzkin path from (0, 0) to (0, 0 − 1) and a Motzkin path from (0 − 1, = − 2), in the first part having

8 north-east steps, and in the second part having < − 8 north-steps. Notice that this establishes an

injection, since the number 0 is fixed. �

The main open conjectures regarding the Kazhdan–Lusztig theory of matroids [GPY17b, Conjec-

ture 3.2] and [PXY18, Conjecture 5.1] state that %M(C) and /M(C) are real-rooted polynomials. Using

the formulas of Theorem 9.9 and the assistance of a computer, we were able to show that.

Theorem 9.11 If M is a corank 2 matroid on a ground set of size at most 80, then %M(C) and /M(C)

are real-rooted.
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We end this section with a few remarks and suggestions of problems that may presumably be

attacked using the techniques that we presented.

For matroids of rank 3, being simple is equivalent to being paving. In particular, all of the

cosimple matroids of corank 3 are copaving and hence elementary split. We speculate that it might

possible to extend the results in this section to this case. In particular, deriving a formula for all such

matroids would be of particular interest, especially for the sake of a computer search of potential

counterexamples to the real-rootedness conjectures.

9.2. Covaluations and Speyer’s polynomials. Speyer introduced in [Spe09] an invariant for ma-

troids that originates in the  -theoretic study of the Grassmannian. Although the definition is

somewhat involved, in the end this invariant interacts nicely with matroidal subdivisions of the base

polytope. This map is not a valuation, but it satisfies a similar property. Derksen and Fink called this

property “covaluative” in [DF10]. In this section we first review this notion and derive an analog of our

Theorem 6.6 for covaluations. After that, we discuss the basic properties of the 6-polynomial defined

by Speyer, and we prove the following new results: a closed formula for the 6-polynomial of arbitrary

paving matroids, which we use to conclude the positivity of the coefficients of the 6-polynomial of

all sparse paving matroids.

9.2.1. Covaluations and covaluative invariants. As we have explained in Section 5, valuations are

the maps that, roughly speaking, respect inclusion-exclusion under polytope subdivisions. If one

disregards the signs appearing in equation (8), the resulting notion is that of weak covaluation.

Similarly, a notion of strong covaluation can be defined by modifying Definition 5.7 and asking for

maps that factor through indicator functions of interiors of polytopes.

Derksen and Fink [DF10] proved that, for matroid polytopes, the notions of weak and strong

covaluations agree. In particular, we will again drop the words ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ in front of

covaluation. In fact, the following concise definition comprises all the preceding discussion.

Definition 9.12 Let A be an abelian group. A map 5 : M → A is said to be a covaluation if the map

6(M) := (−1)2 (M) 5 (M) is a valuation.

In the above definition, 2(M) denotes the number of connected components of the matroid M. Of

course, there are counterparts of Theorem 6.6 and Corollary 6.7 for covaluations. A detail to take

into account is that more care is needed when dealing with disconnected matroids.

Theorem 9.13 Let M be a connected split matroid of rank : and cardinality =, and let 5 be a

covaluative invariant then

5 (M) = 5 (U:,=) −
∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ
(
5 (ΛA ,:,ℎ,= ) + 5 (UA ,ℎ ⊕ U:−A ,=−ℎ)

)
,

where λA ,ℎ denotes the number of stressed subsets with non-empty cusp of size ℎ and rank A.

Corollary 9.14 Let M be a connected sparse paving matroid of rank : and cardinality = and having

exactly λ circuit-hyperplanes. Let 5 be a covaluative invariant, then

5 (M) = 5 (U:,=) − λ
(
5 (T:,=) + 5 (U:−1,: ⊕ U1,=−:)

)
.

9.2.2. Speyer’s polynomial. As mentioned before, a famous covaluative invariant is the 6-polynomial,

introduced by Speyer in [Spe09] and further studied in [FS12]. It has an intricate definition that

originates in  -theory. However, by taking advantage of the results in our Appendix A, we can give

a handy definition of the 6-polynomial by means of the following characterization.

Theorem 9.15 There exists a unique invariant 6 : M → Z[C], defined by M ↦→ 6M(C) satisfying the

following properties.

(a) 6 is covaluative.

(b) If M has loops or coloops, then 6M(C) = 0.
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(c) If M is loopless and coloopless and is isomorphic to a direct sum of < series-parallel matroids,

then 6M(C) = C
<.

The polynomial 6M(C) is Speyer’s 6-polynomial.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that this statement appears as a theorem in

the literature. The existence of an invariant satisfying all these properties is proved by Speyer in

[Spe09]. However, in the arXiv version of [Spe09]2 (which differs substantially from the published

version), Conjecture 11.3 only postulates the uniqueness of such an invariant. This actually follows

immediately from the results in our Appendix A.

There are several ways of deducing the following explicit expression for the 6-polynomial of a

uniform matroid. A possible proof is following the subdivisions of Proposition A.2, and we encourage

the readers to try that approach by themselves.

Proposition 9.16 ([Spe09, Proposition 10.1]) The 6-polynomial of the uniform matroid U:,= , where

1 ≤ : ≤ = − 1 is given by the polynomial

6U:,=
(C) =

:∑
8=1

(
= − 8 − 1

: − 8

) (
= − : − 1

8 − 1

)
C8 .

Observe that this implies that 6U=−1,=
(C) = 6U1,=

(C) = C for every = ≥ 2. On the other hand,

6U0,0
(C) = 1 whereas 6U0,=

(C) = 6U=,=
(C) = 0 for = > 0.

Now let us state a short list of properties this invariant possesses. These and further results were

proved in [Spe09], [DF10] and [FS12].

Proposition 9.17 The 6-polynomial of a matroid M has the following properties.

(a) It is multiplicative, namely 6M1⊕M2
(C) = 6M1

(C) · 6M2
(C).

(b) It is invariant under taking duals, i.e., 6M∗ (C) = 6M(C).

(c) If M is loopless, then 6 is invariant under simplification, namely 6si(M) (C) = 6M(C) .

The following result provides a way of computing the 6-polynomial for any paving matroid. This

can be seen as a generalization of [Spe09, Proposition 10.3], which is an explicit formula for the

6-polynomial of all loopless matroids of rank 2 (recall that such matroids are in particular paving).

Theorem 9.18 Let M be a connected paving matroid of rank : and cardinality =. Then

6M(C) = 6U:,=
(C) −

=−1∑
ℎ=:

λℎ
(
6U:,ℎ+1

(C) + C · 6U:−1,ℎ
(C)

)
,

where λℎ denotes the number of (stressed) hyperplanes of M of cardinality ℎ.

Proof. Notice that by Theorem 9.13, it suffices to consider the 6-polynomials of the matroids ΛA ,:,ℎ,=

and UA ,ℎ ⊕ U:−A ,=−ℎ. Since M is assumed to be paving, in fact all the stressed cyclic flats that

we can relax are hyperplanes. Hence it suffices to consider the 6-polynomial of Λ:−1,:,ℎ,= and

U:−1,ℎ ⊕ U1,=−ℎ. The simplification of Λ:−1,:,ℎ,= is the uniform matroid si(Λ:−1,:,ℎ,= ) � U:,ℎ+1.

Hence

6M(C) = 6U:,=
(C) −

∑
ℎ

λℎ
(
6Λ:−1,:,ℎ,=

(C) + 6U:−1,ℎ⊕U1,=−ℎ
(C)

)
= 6U:,=

(C) −
∑
ℎ

λℎ
(
6U:,ℎ+1

(C) + C · 6U:−1,ℎ
(C)

)
,

where in the last step we used the properties listed in Proposition 9.17 along with the fact that

6U1,ℎ+1
(C) = C. �

2https://arxiv.org/pdf/math/0603551.pdf

https://arxiv.org/pdf/math/0603551.pdf
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Example 9.19 Consider the complete graph on 4 vertices, and its induced matroid, K4. As pointed

out in [Spe09, p. 886], the base polytope of this matroid cannot be decomposed into base polytopes

of series-parallel matroids. The matroid K4 has rank 3, cardinality 6, is paving, and has exactly 4

stressed hyperplanes, all of size 3. In particular, Theorem 9.18 tells us

6K4
(C) = 6U3,6

(C) − 4
(
6U3,4

(C) + C · 6U2,3
(C)

)
=

(
C3 + 6C2 + 6C

)
− 4 · (C + C2)

= C3 + 2C2 + 2C,

which coincides with a calculation of Speyer which can be found in [Spe09, Figure 1].

9.2.3. Towards Speyer’s conjectures. A natural question when looking at a subdivision of a matroid

polytope is the number of internal faces of each dimension. For example, when looking at Figure 5

we see a subdivision of U2,4 that has two internal faces of dimension 3 and one of dimension 2. A

major open problem in the theory of matroid subdivisions is the so-called 5 -vector conjecture for

tropical linear spaces, posed by Speyer in [Spe08]. That conjecture asserts the validity of certain

upper bounds on the number of faces of each dimension.

Let us discuss a different (but closely related) conjecture by Speyer, that is in fact stronger than

the 5 -vector conjecture.

Conjecture 9.20 ([Spe09]) For every matroid M, the polynomial 6M (C) has positive coefficients.

The above conjecture is known to hold true for matroids representable over a field of characteric 0.

Such result is the crucial ingredient in proving the 5 -vector conjecture for subdivisions whose matroids

are representable over a field of characteristic 0. The proof in that setting relies on the validity of a

deep result in algebraic geometry known as the Kawamata–Viehweg vanishing theorem. Using our

Theorem 9.18 it is possible to show that for the class of sparse paving matroids this non-negativity

property holds as well.

Theorem 9.21 If M is a sparse paving matroid then 6M(C) has positive coefficients.

Proof. Since the polynomial 6M is multiplicative, we may assume that the matroid M is connected.

Furthermore, we use our usual notation, : for the rank, = for the cardinality of the ground set, and λ for

the number of circuit-hyperplanes of M. Since the 6-polynomial is invariant under taking duals, and

the dual of a sparse paving matroid is yet another sparse paving matroid, we might assume without

loss of generality that = − : ≤ :. Moreover, since all matroids of rank or corank strictly smaller

than 3 are representable over a field of characteristic 0, for which the 6-polynomial is known to have

positive coefficients, we are left with the cases 3 ≤ : ≤ = − 3. Throughout the proof we thus assume

that 3 ≤ = − : ≤ : ≤ = − 3. With these assumptions the formula of Theorem 9.18 reduces to

6M(C) = 6U:,=
(C) − λ

(
6U:,:+1

(C) + C · 6U:−1,:
(C)

)
= 6U:,=

(C) − λ(C + C2)

as 6U:,:+1
(C) = 6U:−1,:

(C) = C. Thus, the only two relevant terms are the linear and the quadratic one.

By Corollary 4.12 we have that λ ≤ 1
:+1

(=
:

)
. Further, we have

[C1]6U:,=
(C) =

(
= − 2

: − 1

)
and [C2]6U:,=

(C) =

(
= − 3

: − 2

)
(= − : − 1).

Therefore, it suffices to prove the following two inequalities, under the assumption that = − : ≤ :,

(25)
1

: + 1

(
=

:

)
≤

(
= − 2

: − 1

)
and

1

: + 1

(
=

:

)
≤

(
= − 3

: − 2

)
(= − : − 1).

The first of these two inequalities is equivalent to showing that

(26)
1

: + 1
≤

(=−2
:−1

)
(=
:

) =
: (= − :)

=(= − 1)
or, more succinctly, =(= − 1) ≤ : (: + 1) (= − :).
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Let us analyze some cases

• If : ≤ = − 4. Since we assumed that = − : ≤ :, we have = ≤ 2:. In particular, we get the

chain of inequalities:

=(= − 1) ≤ 2: (2: − 1) = 4:2 − 2: ≤ 4: (: + 1) ≤ : (: + 1) (= − :).

Which proves inequality (26) in this case.

• In the remaining case : = = − 3 then the inequality in (26) becomes a (quadratic) inequality

that only depends on =. The assumption 3 ≤ = − : ≤ : ≤ = implies that = = : + (= − :) ≥ 6,

and the inequality to prove (26) becomes =(= − 1) ≤ (= − 3) (= − 2)3 which is trivially true

for = ≥ 6.

Now, let us turn our attention the second of the two inequalities in (25). The inequality to prove

is a consequence of the easier fact that in general the quadratic coefficient of 6U:,=
(C) is larger

than the linear one (this is not true when : = 2 or : = = − 2, but recall that we are assuming

3 ≤ = − : ≤ : ≤ = − 3). We want to prove the inequality

(27)

(
= − 2

: − 1

)
≤

(
= − 3

: − 2

)
(= − : − 1).

This is equivalent to = − 2 ≤ (= − : − 1) (: − 1). Observe that since we are working under the

assumption 3 ≤ = − : ≤ : ≤ = − 3, we obtain

= − 2 ≤ 2: − 2 = 2(: − 1) ≤ (= − : − 1) (: − 1).

This proves (27), and completes the proof. �

9.3. Denham’s polynomials and Spectrum polynomials. In [KRS00] Kook, Reiner and Stanton

studied the combinatorial Laplacian of the independence complex of a matroid, as introduced by

Friedman in [Fri98] for simplicial complexes. Kook, Reiner, and Stanton introduced an invariant

called the spectrum polynomial of a matroid M, which carries the information of the spectra of the

Laplacians for the independence complex of M.

Definition 9.22 The spectrum polynomial of a matroid M is the bivariate polynomial SpecM(C, @) ∈

Z[C, @] given by

SpecM(C, @) =
∑

�1,�2∈L(M)
�1⊆�2

| j̃(M|�1
) | · |`L(M) (�1, �2) | · C

rk(�2 )@ |�1 | .

In the prior definition, j̃(M) stands for the reduced Euler characteristic of the independence

complex of M. It is not difficult to show that | j̃(M) | = )M(0, 1). The reader should not confuse

this with the characteristic polynomial jM (C). On the other hand `L(M) (�1, �2) is just the classical

Möbius function on the lattice of flats of the matroid M.

An important property of the spectrum polynomial is that it determines the characteristic polyno-

mial. A long-standing question, posed by Kook, Reiner, and Stanton [KRS00, Question 2] is whether

the spectrum polynomial determines the Tutte polynomial. In this subsection we will answer nega-

tively to their question by constructing a pair of matroids having the same spectrum polynomial but

different Tutte polynomials. There are two key ingredients that will be necessary to this end: first, the

valuativeness of the spectrum polynomial proved in Corollary 9.26; and second, the explicit formulas

for the spectrum polynomial of cuspidal matroids of Lemma 9.28, which lead to a fast formula for split

matroids in Theorem 9.29. These ingredients allowed us to speed up the computation of spectrum

polynomials of various matroids, enabling us to capture an example with the desired properties by an

exhaustive search.

9.3.1. Spectrum polynomials and Denham’s polynomials are valuations. In [Den01] Denham intro-

duced a more general polynomial that has both the Tutte polynomial and the spectrum polynomial as

specializations.
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Definition 9.23 The Denham polynomial of a matroid M on � is a multivariate polynomial ΦM ∈

Z[G, H, b] where b = (18)8∈� . It is defined by

ΦM (G, H, b) =
∑

� cyc. flat

(−1)rk(M)− |� |jM/� (−G) · j(M |� )∗ (−H) · 1� ,

where 1� :=
∏

8∈� 18 .

Observe that Φ is not an invariant because its defining formula depends on how the ground set is

labelled. As mentioned earlier, Denham’s polynomial can be specialized so to obtain the spectrum

polynomial.

Proposition 9.24 ([Den01]) The spectrum polynomial can be computed by:

(28) SpecM(C, @) = C
rk(M)ΦM (C−1, 0, @, . . . , @).

In particular, instead of proving the valuativeness of the spectrum polynomial, let us focus on the

valuativeness of Denham’s polynomial. Again, we rely on the convolution theorem by Ardila and

Sanchez.

Theorem 9.25 Consider the abelian group Z[G, H, b] where b = (11, 12, . . .) is an infinite vector of

variables. Denham’s polynomial Φ : M → Z[G, H, b] is a valuation.

Proof. Consider the maps 51, 52 : M → Z[G, H, b] defined by

51 (M) = )M(0, 1 + H)
∏
8∈�M

18 and 52(M) = )M(1 + G, 0)

where �M is the ground set of the matroid M. The Tutte polynomial is a strong valuation, hence the

map 52 is a strong valuation as well. Furthermore, all matroids in a matroidal subdivision have a

common ground set, thus 51 is a strong valuation too. By Theorem 5.18, it follows that the convolution

5 : M → Z[G, H, b] defined by

5 (M) = ( 51 ★ 52) (M) =
∑
�⊆�

51(M|�) · 52 (M/�)

is a strong valuation. We have:

5 (M) =
∑
�⊆�

51 (M|�) · 52(M/�)

=
∑
�⊆�

)M |� (0, 1 + H) · )M/�(1 + G, 0) · 1�

=
∑
�⊆�

(
(−1)rk( (M |�)

∗ ) j(M |�)∗ (−H)
)
·
(
(−1)rk(M/�) jM/�(−G)

)
· 1�

=
∑

� cyc. flat

(
(−1) |� |−rk(� ) j(M |� )∗ (−H)

)
·
(
(−1)rk(M)−rk (� ) jM/� (−G)

)
· 1�

= ΦM(G, H, b),

where we used that j(M |�)∗ (−H) = 0 if M|� has coloops and jM/�(−G) = 0 if � is not a flat (cf.

Remark 5.17). The proof is complete. �

Corollary 9.26 The assignment M → Z[C, @] given by M ↦−→ SpecM(C, @) is a valuative invariant.

9.3.2. Spectrum polynomials for cuspidal and elementary split matroids. In order to use Theorem 6.6,

we require to compute first the spectrum polynomial of a uniform matroid. Since this computation

has not been carried out explicitly in the literature, we include a short proof below.
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Proposition 9.27 Let 0 ≤ : ≤ =. The spectrum polynomial of the uniform matroid U:,= is given by

SpecU:,=
(C, @) =

(
= − 1

:

)
C: (@= − 1) +

:∑
8=0

(
=

8

)
C8 .

Proof. The only cyclic flats of the uniform matroid U:,= are the empty set and its ground set whenever

0 < : < =, while the only cyclic flat of U0,= is the ground set and of U=,= is the empty set. Hence,

combining the formula of equation (28) with
∑:

9=0 (−1) 9
(=
9

)
= (−1):

(=−1
:

)
and the following well-

known formula for the characteristic polynomial

jU:,=
(C) =

:−1∑
9=0

(−1) 9
(
=

9

) (
C:− 9 − 1

)

if : > 0 and jU0,=
= 1 yields the result for all values of :. �

Kook, Reiner, and Stanton showed that the spectrum polynomial is multiplicative, i.e.,

Spec
M1⊕M2

(C, @) = Spec
M1
(C, @) · Spec

M2
(C, @).

In particular, if we want to get handy formulas for the spectrum polynomial of arbitrary elementary

split matroids we should now focus on explicit formulas for all cuspidal matroids. Recall that in

Section 7.3 we already stated explicit expressions for the Tutte polynomial of all cuspidal matroids.

Lemma 9.28 The spectrum polynomial of the cuspidal matroid ΛA ,:,ℎ,= is given by

SpecΛA,:,ℎ,=
(C, @) = C:)ΛA,:,ℎ,=

(1 + 1
C
, 0) +

(
= − ℎ − 1

: − A

)
C:@=−ℎ)UA,ℎ

(1 + 1
C
, 0) + C:@=)ΛA,:,ℎ,=

(0, 1).

Proof. By equation (28), we know how to compute the spectrum polynomial in terms of the Denham

polynomial, which is defined as a sum over the cyclic flats of the matroid. Recall that cuspidal

matroids have only one proper cyclic flat. Hence, the following sum,

SpecΛA,:,ℎ,=
(C, @) = C:

∑
� cyc. flat

(−1):−|� |jΛA,:,ℎ,=/� (−1/C) · j(M |� )∗ (0)@
|� | ,

consists of only three terms, each corresponding to the cyclic flats ∅, U:−A ,=−ℎ, and � . This explains

the three terms appearing in the formula of the statement. Furthermore, observe that we can express

everything in terms of the Tutte polynomial because jM (C) = (−1)rk(M))M(1 − C, 0). �

Hence, Theorem 6.6 yields the following explicit formula for the spectrum polynomial of an

arbitrary elementary split matroid.

Theorem 9.29 Let M be an elementary split matroid of rank : and cardinality =. Then,

SpecM(C, @) = SpecU:,=
(C, @) −

∑
A ,ℎ

λA ,ℎ

(
SpecΛA,:,ℎ,=

(C, @) − SpecUA,ℎ
(C, @) · SpecU:−A,=−ℎ

(C, @)
)
,

where λA ,ℎ denotes the number of stressed cyclic flats of M of size ℎ and rank A.

We used the preceding two formulas to do fast computations of spectrum polynomials for several

matroids. One of the main motivations for that was the aforementioned question raised by Kook,

Reiner, and Stanton in [KRS00, Question 2]. Although Denham [Den01] and Kook [Koo04] were

able to prove various recursive formulas for spectrum polynomials, they were not able to produce

examples showing that the spectrum polynomial does not specialize to the Tutte polynomial. Our

examples also show that it cannot be used to decide whether a matroid is or not elementary split —

observe that, similarly, Tutte polynomials cannot detect this property by Example 7.21.
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Example 9.30 In Figure 8 we depict two matroids M1 and M2, of rank 3 on 9 elements. The matroid

M1, on the left, is not elementary split. The matroid M2, on the right, is elementary split. Their

spectrum polynomials SpecM1
(C, @) and SpecM2

(C, @) coincide and are equal to

30@9C3 + 6@5C3 + 6@5C2 + 10@3C3 + 12@3C2 + 2@3C + 9C3 + 15C2 + 7C + 1,

whereas their Tutte polynomials differ:

)M1
(G, H) = H6 + 3H5 + G2H2 + 2GH3 + 6H4 + G3 + G2H + 4GH2 + 8H3 + 4G2 + 8GH + 8H2 + 4G + 4H,

)M2
(G, H) = H6 + 3H5 + G2H2 + GH3 + 6H4 + G3 + G2H + 6GH2 + 9H3 + 4G2 + 7GH + 7H2 + 4G + 4H.

This shows that the spectra of a matroid complex does not determine the Tutte polynomial nor detects

the property of being elementary split.

2

5

4

6

1, 8, 9

3

7
1

2
3

4
5

6

7, 8, 9

Figure 8. The matroids M1 and M2 of Example 9.30.

9.4. Final considerations and more valuative invariants. Along this paper we have addressed

several invariants coming from various frameworks. We showed that the class of cuspidal matroids is

often tractable enough to do computations, which leads to formulas for (elementary) split matroids.

Although this class is “large”, there is still a considerable gap between understanding well an invariant

for split matroid versus understanding it well for all matroids. Nonetheless, we believe that for the

sake of feasible computations, testing conjectures, and producing data, this family of matroids stays

at a sufficiently good and reasonable level of generality.

Besides the questions we raised above on the valuations we discussed, it is of interest to investigate

many further invariants and to find formulas for them on cuspidal and elementary split matroids.

Examples for this task are the following valuative invariants.

• The quasisymmetric function defined by Billera, Jia and Reiner in [BJR09].

• The volume polynomial of the Chow ring of a matroid, and the shifted-rank-volume invariant,

both introduced by Eur [Eur20].

• The motivic zeta functions introduced by Jensen, Kutler and Usatine [JKU21]. In particular,

the topological zeta function studied by van der Veer in [vdV19].

• The (coarse) flag Hilbert–Poincaré series studied in [KM21] by Kühne and Maglione.

• The Chern–Schwarz–MacPherson cycles of a matroid, as presented in the work of López de Medrano,

Rincón and Shaw [LdMRS20].

Additionally, there are other recent invariants for which the problem of proving their valuativeness

and trying to compute them for elementary split matroids would be of interest as well.

• The universal cross ratio invariant, defined in [BL21].

• The Gromov–Witten invariants of matroids introduced by Ranganathan and Usatine in

[RU22].

• Invariants of the matroidal Schur algebras of Braden and Mautner [BM17].

• Poset invariants of L(M) such as the order polynomial or the zeta polynomial (see [Sta12,

Section 3.12]).
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Appendix A. Series-parallel matroids span the valuative group of matroids

A particularly relevant class of matroids that behave well in terms of subdivisions are the lattice

path matroids. Since the formal statements justifying the preceding assertion are better illustrated via

an example, let us present the following.

Example A.1 Let M = M[!,*] be the lattice path matroid of rank 4 and cardinality 8 defined by

! = EEENNENN and * = NNEENENE. Now consider its grid representation, depicted on the left

of Figure 9. We observe that there are two lattice points lying strictly between ! and *; they are,

respectively, (1, 1) and (2, 1). Let us choose one of these two points, say ? = (1, 1). There are two

distinguished paths of our interest passing through ?. On the one hand, we consider the “lowest path”

!? between ! and * that passes through ?, depicted in purple on the right part of Figure 9; and on

the other hand we consider the “highest path”*? between ! and* that passes through ?, depicted in

orange. In other words !? = ENEENENN and*? = NENENENE. We construct the following three

Figure 9. A lattice path matroid and two distinguished paths.

lattice path matroids M1 = M[!? , *], M2 = M[!,*?] and M3 = M[!? , *?]. It is straightforward

to verify that the polytope P(M) admits a hyperplane split, which amounts to a subdivision Swhose

two maximal cells are P(M1) and P(M2). These two cells intersect along a common face, which is

precisely P(M3).

The rigorous statement that justifies the validity of the previous example goes back to Chatelain

and Ramı́rez-Alfonsı́n [CRA11, Theorem 1 and Corollary 4].

Proposition A.2 Let M = M[!,*] be a lattice path matroid such that its representation using the

rectangular grid has a lattice point ? lying strictly between ! and*. Consider !? and*? the minimal

and maximal paths lying between ! and* that pass through ?. Then there exists a matroid subdivision

of the polytope P(M) whose maximal cells are the two base polytopes of the matroids M[!?, *] and

M[!,*?] which intersect along a common face that corresponds to the matroid M[!?, *?].

Observe that the three lattice path matroids M[!?, *], M[!,*?] and M[! ? ,*?] arising from a

decomposition as in the above result can be further subdivided, as long as they still possess at least

one interior lattice point in their grid representations. Connected lattice path matroids with at least

two elements which do not possess such interior lattice points are named border strips in [Bid10,

Section 4.3] and snake matroids in [KMSRA18b]; we stick to the latter terminology.

Example A.3 Continuing with Example A.1, one can see that the matroids M1 and M3 do not admit

interior lattice points in their grid representations, but M2 does. By applying the same argument on

M2, one deduces that the five lattice path matroids depicted in Figure 10 are the interior faces in a

matroidal subdivision of P(M). The three lattice path matroids of the first row yield the maximal faces

of that subdivision because they are connected, i.e., they are snakes. The two matroids of the second

row correspond to two interior faces, which come from matroids that are direct sums of exactly two

snakes. Notice that Proposition A.2 cannot be further applied in any of these five matroids, as their

grid representations do not possess interior lattice points.

Generalizing the preceding construction, i.e., iterating the result in Proposition A.2 on the smaller

pieces in an arbitrary lattice path matroid, one obtains the following general result.
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Figure 10. The interior faces in a more refined subdivision of M.

Corollary A.4 ([Bid10, Lemma 4.3.5]) Let M = M[!,*] be a connected lattice path matroid with

at least two elements. Then M is either itself a snake matroid, or there exists a subdivision Sof P(M)

such that the polytopes in S
int correspond to matroids that are isomorphic to direct sums of snakes.

A property of snake matroids, stated for example in [KMSRA18b, Theorem 2.2], is that they are

graphic matroids. Moreover, the characterization of snake matroids by Knauer, Martı́nez-Sandoval,

and Ramı́rez-Alfonsı́n as a graphic matroids leads to the following statement.

Proposition A.5 If a matroid M is isomorphic to a connected snake matroid, then it is a series-parallel

matroid.

Since there are several variations of the notion of series-parallel matroid, let us clarify that we are

using the convention that series-parallel matroids are connected. Following Oxley [Oxl11], the class

of series-parallel matroids are the matroids obtained by performing a sequence of series and parallel

extensions to the matroid U1,2. By convention, we will additionally assume that U0,1 and U1,1 are

series-parallel matroids.

We point out that not all series-parallel matroids are snakes, as can be revealed by the graphic

matroid induced by a cycle of length 3 in which each edge has a parallel copy. This yields a matroid

of size 6 and rank 2 that is series-parallel but is not even isomorphic to a lattice path matroid. An

immediate consequence of the preceding proposition is the following.

Corollary A.6 Let M be a lattice path matroid. Then P(M) admits a matroid subdivision in which all

the interior faces are base polytopes of matroids which are direct sums of series-parallel matroids.

By combining the preceding property together with Corollary A.4 and Theorem 2.8, we obtain

the following result.

Theorem A.7 Let M be a matroid. The indicator function 1P(M) can be written as an integer

combination of indicator functions of matroids that are direct sums of series-parallel matroids.

Proof. By Theorem 5.9, it suffices to show that if M is a Schubert matroid, then the statement holds.

In such a case, Theorem 2.8 guarantees that M is isomorphic to a certain lattice path matroid, and via

relabelling the ground set, it will be enough to prove this statement for all lattice path matroids.

If the grid representation of M does not possess interior lattice points, then M is a direct sum of

snake matroids, loops, and coloops. By Proposition A.5 we know that a snake matroid is a series-

parallel matroid. On the other hand, if there is some interior lattice point in the grid representation of

M, then by Proposition A.2 we can find a subdivision of M which has three interior faces. Using the

notation of that statement, it follows that:

1P(M) = 1P(M1 ) + 1P(M2 ) − 1P(M3 ) .
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Since all the M8, 8 ∈ {1, 2, 3}, are lattice path matroids that contain strictly less interior lattice points,

by repeating this procedure inductively until we reach lattice path matroids without interior points

(which are therefore direct sums of snakes) we may write 1P(M) as a signed integer combination of

indicator functions of direct sums of series-parallel matroids. �

Remark A.8 As a consequence of Theorem A.7, we have provided an answer to a problem posed

by Billera, Jia and Reiner in [BJR09] (see Problem 8.6, and the paragraph thereafter). In particular,

any matroid valuation is determined on all matroids only by specifying it on the direct sums of

series-parallel matroids.

Appendix B. Valuations from Chow rings

In this section we quickly review some of the basic properties of Chow rings of matroids, and recall

the main result of Adiprasito, Huh, and Katz [AHK18] that these rings satisfy the Kähler package.

We show that homomorphisms defined on the Chow ring of the permutohedral variety give rise to

valuative invariants, and that the G-invariant of a loopless matroid M can be read off the Chow rings

CH(U=,=) and CH(M).

B.1. Definition and Kähler package. The notion of Chow ring of an atomic lattice was first intro-

duced by Feichtner and Yuzvinsky [FY04]. Following Adiprasito, Huh, and Katz we present Chow

rings of matroids by using the next definition.

Definition B.1 Let M be a loopless matroid. The Chow ring of M is the quotient

CH(M) = Q[G� : � ∈ L̂(M)]/(� + �),

where � =
〈
G�1
G�2

: �1, �2 ∈ L̂(M) are incomparable
〉
, � =

〈∑
�∋8 G� −

∑
�∋ 9 G� : 8, 9 ∈ �

〉
, and

L̂(M) = L(M) r {∅, �} is the collection of proper non-empty flats of the matroid M.

If the loopless matroid M has rank :, then its Chow ring CH(M) is a graded ring, and thus admits

the decomposition

(29) CH(M) =

:−1⊕
9=0

CH 9 (M).

Motivated from algebraic geometry, the elements of CH1(M) are called the divisors. Any divisor

ℓ ∈ CH1(M) is a linear combination of the variables G� with � ∈ L̂(M). In other words,

ℓ =
∑

�∈L̂(M)

2� G� ,

where 2� ∈ Q for each proper flat �. We say that ℓ is combinatorially ample if the coefficients

2� satisfy the strict submodularity property. In other words, if the numbers 2� are obtained as the

restriction of a map 2 : 2� → Q satisfying

2�1
+ 2�2

> 2�1∩�2
+ 2�1∪�2

,

for each pair of incomparable subsets �1, �2 ⊆ � , and 2∅ = 2� = 0.

The top component CH:−1 (M) is a one-dimensional vector space, and hence there exists an

isomorphism CH:−1(M) � Q. This isomorphism is (up to scaling) induced by the degree map∫
M

: CH:−1 (M) → Q,

having the property that∫
M

G�1
· · · G�:−1

= 1 for all maximal chains of flats ∅ ( �1 ( · · · ( �:−1 ( �.

For the sake of completeness, we include below the central result by Adiprasito, Huh and Katz.
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Theorem B.2 ([AHK18, Theorem 1.4 & Theorem 6.19]) Let M be a loopless matroid of rank : and

let ℓ ∈ CH1(M) be a combinatorially ample divisor. Then the following holds:

(PD) For every 0 ≤ 9 ≤ : − 1, the bilinear pairing CH 9 (M) × CH:−1− 9 (M) → Q, defined by

(η, ξ) ↦−→

∫
M

η ξ,

is non-degenerate.

(HL) For every 0 ≤ 9 ≤
⌊
:−1

2

⌋
, the map CH 9 (M) → CH:−1− 9 (M), defined by

ξ ↦−→ ℓ:−1−2 9 ξ,

is an isomorphism.

(HR) For every 0 ≤ 9 ≤
⌊
:−1

2

⌋
, the bilinear symmetric form CH 9 (M) × CH 9 (M) → Q, defined by

(η, ξ) ↦−→ (−1) 9
∫

M

η ℓ:−1−2 9 ξ,

is positive definite when restricted to {U ∈ CH 9 (M) : ℓ:−2 9U = 0}.

The first property is referred to as the Poincaré duality, the second as the hard Lefschetz property

and the third one as the Hodge–Riemann relations. The three of them constitute what is known as the

Kähler package for the Chow ring of M.

B.2. Valuations from Chow rings. The Chow ring of a Boolean matroid, CH(U=,=), shows up as

an example in toric geometry as it is the Chow ring of a permutohedral variety. More precisely, take

� = [=] and consider the permutohedron Π (�), defined as the (= − 1)-dimensional polytope in R�

whose vertices are the permutations of the elements in � . The projective toric variety associated

to Π (�) is the permutohedral variety that we denote by -� . There is a canonical isomorphism

CH(U=,=) � A(-�), where A(-�) denotes the classical Chow ring defined in toric geometry. In the

work of Hampe [Ham17], the ring A(-�) appears as the “intersection ring of matroids”, whereas he

studies also the components CH=−: (U=,=) of degree = − : of CH(U=,=) which are generated by all

loopless rank : matroids on � .

Notice that all of the subsets of � = [=] are flats of the Boolean matroid U=,=, and hence for each

� ( � we have a variable G� ∈ CH1(U=,=). In particular, when we deal with a second matroid M on

the same ground set � , for every flat � ∈ L̂(M) we often consider the variable G� in both of CH(M)

and CH(U=,=); Lemma B.5 below explains the precise connection between those two elements.

Let M and N be matroids on the same ground set � . We denote by M ∨ N the union and by M ∧ N

the intersection of these two matroids. That is M ∨ N is the matroid with independent sets

I(M ∨ N) = {� ∪ � : � ∈ I(M) and � ∈ I(N)}

and the matroid M ∧ N is equal to (M∗ ∨ N
∗)∗. Notice that the family of common independent sets

M ∩ N = {� ∩ � : � ∈ I(M) and � ∈ I(N)}

is of interest in combinatorial optimization where the name “intersection” is often used for this family

as well. However, this family is in general not the collection of independent sets of a matroid; see

also [Sch03, Chapter 41]. Thus we will focus on the matroid M ∧ N which can be seen as tropical

intersection product of M and N (at the level of their Bergman fans) if the intersection has the correct

rank. Its independent sets are contained in M ∩ N.

We begin by looking at the Chow ring CH(U=,=) and define

G� = −
∑
�∋8
�≠�

G� .

It is not difficult to see that this is in fact independent of the choice of 8 ∈ � in the Chow ring.

Proposition B.3 Let � = [=]. There is a unique map Θ : M� → CH(U=,=) satisfying the following

four properties:
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(i) Θ(U=,=) = 1

(ii) Θ(M) = 0 whenever M has a loop,

(iii) Θ(M) = −
∑

�⊇� G� whenever M is of rank = − 1, loopless, and its unique circuit is �,

(iv) Θ(M ∧ N) = Θ(M) · Θ(N) whenever M ∧ N is loopless.

Moreover, Θ(M) ∈ CH=−: (U=,=) whenever M is loopless and of rank :, and the mapΘ is a valuation.

Here, as usual, we write Θ(M) instead of Θ(P(M)).

Proof. Properties (i), (ii) and (iii) define the mapΘ for all matroids of corank 0 and 1. It follows from

Hampe’s work [Ham17, Corollary 5.8] that property (iv) extends this map uniquely to all matroids

of higher corank. In other words, the map Θ is well-defined and uniquely determined. The condition

that Θ maps rank : matroids into the degree = − : component of the Chow ring follows from the

fact that M
∗ ∨ N

∗ is of rank min({|� r ( | + rkM∗ (() + rkN∗ (()} by the matroid union theorem which

is equal to 2= − rk(M) − rk(N) ≤ = whever the matroid has no coloop, or equivalently M ∧ N is of

rank rk(M) + rk(N) − = whenever the matroid is loopless. The valuativeness of Θ has been proved in

[BEST23, Corollary 7.11] when we take the isomorphism between the space of Minkowski weights

and the Chow ring mentioned in Remark B.4 into account. �

Remark B.4 The images of the corank one matroids in property (iii) are exactly the simplicial

generators of Backman, Eur and Simpson [BES22], and the image Θ(M) is the Bergman class

of M under the canonical identification of the space of Minkowski weights, the Chow ring of the

permutohedral variety and the Chow ring CH(U=,=); see [BES22, Theorem 2.3.1].

In light of the preceding result, every group homomorphism 5 : CH(U=,=) → G to an abelian

group G gives rise to a valuation 5 ◦Θ : M� → G for � = [=]. We present a concrete application of

this further below, but first we state a useful technical result of Backman, Eur and Simpson.

Lemma B.5 ([BES22, Proposition 4.1.3 & Theorem 4.2.1]) Let M be a loopless matroid on � = [=]

of rank :, and let Θ be the map from Proposition B.3. Then

CH(M) � CH(U=,=)/ann(Θ(M))

where ann(Δ) = {ξ ∈ CH(U=,=) : ξ Δ = 0}. Also, the degree map
∫

M
: CH:−1(M) → Q agrees with

the induced degree map ξ + ann(Θ(M)) ↦−→
∫

U=,=
Θ(M) ξ. In other words, for every ξ ∈ CH:−1 (M),∫

M

ξ =

∫
U=,=

Θ(M) ξ.

Fix � = [=] and : and consider the family M�,: of matroid polytopes in R� corresponding to

matroids of rank :. Fix any flag of subsets ∅ = �0 ( �1 ( · · · ( �:−1 ( �: = � . By using

Theorem 5.15 it is possible to prove that the map ψ�1,...,�:−1
: M�,: → Q defined by

(30) ψ�1,...,�:−1
(M) = ψ�1 ,...,�:−1

(P(M)) =

{
1 if �8 ∈ L(M) for all 0 ≤ 8 ≤ : − 1,

0 otherwise.

is a valuation. Let us indicate a different proof of this, by describing ψ as a composition 5 ◦Θ where

Θ is the map of Proposition B.3.

Proposition B.6 Let M be a loopless matroid of rank : on � = [=]. Fix any flag of subsets

∅ ( �1 ( · · · ( �:−1 ( � . Then, we have Θ(M)G�1
G�2

· · · G�:−1
∈ CH=−1(U=,=), and

∫
U=,=

Θ(M) G�1
G�2

· · · G�:−1
=

{
1 if �8 ∈ L̂(M) for all 1 ≤ 8 ≤ : − 1,

0 otherwise.

In particular, the map ψ�1 ,...,�:−1
: M�,: → Q defined in equation (30) is a valuation.
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Proof. The first part follows from Proposition B.3 which says Θ(M) ∈ CH=−: (U=,=). Clearly, the

: − 1 terms G�8
are of degree 1 and hence the product Θ(M)G�1

G�2
· · · G�:−1

is an element in the top

degree component of CH(U=,=). This allows us to apply the map
∫

U=,=
: CH= (U=,=) → Q. The

isomorphism of Lemma B.5 shows that Θ(M) · G( = 0 for all ( ⊆ � with ( ∉ L(M) and that∫
U=,=

Θ(M) G�1
G�2

· · · G�:−1
=

∫
M

G�1
G�2

· · · G�:−1
= 1

whenever ∅ ( �1 ( · · · ( �:−1 ( � is a flag of flats in M. The valuativeness of ψ follows from the

fact that it is a concatenation of a valuation and group homomorphisms

M�,:

Θ

−−−−−−−→ CH=−: (U=,=)

· G�1
· · ·G�:−1

−−−−−−−→ CH=−1 (U=,=)

∫
U=,=

−−−−−−−→ Q . �

For the interested reader, let us mention that it is possible to prove Theorem 5.15 in full by relying

on a similar method. However, the proof ends up being cumbersome. It was pointed out to us by

Chris Eur that a proof along these lines would follow by [EHL23, Corollary 5.11].

Our next result shows that many valuative invariants factor through the map Θ. We have seen a

concrete example in Proposition B.6.

Theorem B.7 Let � = [=] and consider any valuative invariant 5 : M� → G having the property

that 5 (M) = 0 whenever M has loops. Then, there exists a (necessarily unique) homomorphism

5̂ : CH(U=,=) → G such that

5 = 5̂ ◦ Θ,

where Θ is the map defined in Proposition B.3.

Proof. Fix the invariant 5 : M� → G as in the statement. By Theorem 5.12, we know that there exists

a homomorphism 5̃ : U → G such that 5 = 5̃ ◦ G. On the other hand, by [Ham17, Theorem 3.17]

the restriction of the G-invariant to loopless matroids factors through the restriction of the map

Θ : M� → CH(U=,=) to loopless matroids, in other words, we have a map Ĝ : CH(U=,=) → U such

that G= G̃◦ Θ for all matroids without loops. Putting all the pieces together, we obtain

5 = 5̃ ◦ G̃◦ Θ,

for loopless matroids, and hence for all matroids (notice that a matroid with loops is in the kernel of

the map Θ, and also in the kernel of 5 by assumption). The conclusion of the statement follows by

taking 5̂ = 5̃ ◦ G̃. �

Remark B.8 Given 5 as in the prior statement, one might be interested in obtaining the homomor-

phism 5̂ from the Chow ring CH(U=,=) or CH(M) explicitly. This can be a challenging task. However,

the catenary data of a matroid and thus the G-invariant can be read off the Chow ring in the following

way. The catenary data of a matroid has been introduced in [BK18]. If the matroid M is loopless

and of rank :, then its catenary data consists of vectors (01, . . . , 0:−1) and scalars a(0) counting the

number of flags of flats ∅ = �0 ( �1 ( . . . ( �: = � such that 08 = |�8 | − |�8−1 | for 1 ≤ 8 ≤ : − 1.

For a given vector 0 consider the map

Δ ↦→

∫
U=,=

Δ ·

=−3−1∏
8=1

∑
(: |( |=01+·· ·+08

G(

from CH3 (U=,=) to the rational numbersQ. This map assigns the number a(0) to the loopless matroid

M of rank = − 3 when composed with the valuation Θ. By Lemma B.5, this number is the same as

a(0) =

∫
M

rk M−1∏
8=1

∑
(∈L̂(M)

|( |=01+·· ·+08

G(
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which lies in the image of the degree map on the Chow ring CH(M). Bonin and Kung explain how

one can derive the G-invariant from this data.
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[FS23] L. Ferroni and B. Schröter, The Merino–Welsh Conjecture for Split Matroids, Ann. Comb. 27 (2023), no. 3,

737–748. 3

[FV22] L. Ferroni and L. Vecchi, Matroid relaxations and Kazhdan–Lusztig non-degeneracy, Algebr. Comb. 5

(2022), no. 4, 745–769. 47, 50

[FY04] E. M. Feichtner and S. Yuzvinsky, Chow rings of toric varieties defined by atomic lattices, Invent. Math.

155 (2004), no. 3, 515–536. 45, 61

[Ged17] K. R. Gedeon, Kazhdan-Lusztig polynomials of thagomizer matroids, Electron. J. Combin. 24 (2017), no. 3,

Paper No. 3.12, 10. 49

[GLX+21] A. L. L. Gao, L. Lu, M. H. Y. Xie, A. L. B. Yang, and P. B. Zhang, The Kazhdan-Lusztig polynomials of

uniform matroids, Adv. in Appl. Math. 122 (2021), Paper No. 102117, 24. 49

[GPY17a] K. Gedeon, N. Proudfoot, and B. Young, The equivariant Kazhdan-Lusztig polynomial of a matroid, J.

Combin. Theory Ser. A 150 (2017), 267–294. 49

[GPY17b] K. Gedeon, N. Proudfoot, and B. Young, Kazhdan-Lusztig polynomials of matroids: a survey of results and

conjectures, Sém. Lothar. Combin. 78B (2017), Art. 80, 12. 2, 47, 51

[GS80] R. L. Graham and N. J. A. Sloane, Lower bounds for constant weight codes, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory

26 (1980), no. 1, 37–43. 20

[GS20] N. Gustafsson and L. Solus, Derangements, Ehrhart theory, and local ℎ-polynomials, Adv. Math. 369

(2020), 107169, 35. 47

[Ham17] S. Hampe, The intersection ring of matroids, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B 122 (2017), 578–614. 32, 34, 45,

62, 63, 64

[HMM+23] D. Hanely, J. L. Martin, D. McGinnis, D. Miyata, G. D. Nasr, A. R. Vindas-Meléndez, and M. Yin, Ehrhart

theory of paving and panhandle matroids, Adv. Geom. 23 (2023), no. 4, 501–526. 7, 15, 33, 35, 37, 38

[HRS21] T. Hameister, S. Rao, and C. Simpson, Chow rings of vector space matroids, J. Comb. 12 (2021), no. 1,

55–83. 44, 46

[Huh22] J. Huh, Combinatorics and Hodge theory, Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians

2022, 2022, to appear. 1

[JKMS19] M. Juhnke-Kubitzke, S. Murai, and R. Sieg, Local ℎ-vectors of quasi-geometric and barycentric subdivi-

sions, Discrete Comput. Geom. 61 (2019), no. 2, 364–379. 47

[JKU21] D. Jensen, M. Kutler, and J. Usatine, The motivic zeta functions of a matroid, J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2) 103

(2021), no. 2, 604–632. 58

[JR79] S. A. Joni and G.-C. Rota, Coalgebras and bialgebras in combinatorics, Stud. Appl. Math. 61 (1979), no. 2,

93–139. 27

[JR22] K. Jochemko and M. Ravichandran, Generalized permutahedra: Minkowski linear functionals and Ehrhart

positivity, Mathematika 68 (2022), no. 1, 217–236. 36
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