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Abstract

The twist polynomial of a delta-matroid was recently introduced by Yan
and Jin, who proved a characterization of binary delta-matroids whose twist
polynomials are monomials. In this paper, we extend this result to all
delta-matroids by proving that any delta-matroid whose twist polynomial is
a monomial must be binary.
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1. Introduction

The concept of partial duality was introduced by Chmutov in [7] as a
generalization of the notion of the dual of a ribbon graph. Gross, Mansour
and Tucker [12] used this concept to define the partial duality polynomial,
encoding the Euler genera of all partial duals of a ribbon graph. They also
conjectured that there is no nontrivial orientable ribbon graph whose partial
duality polynomial is a monomial. An infinite family of counterexamples
to this conjecture was found by Yan and Jin in [15], and these have been
shown to be essentially the only counterexamples [8, 16]. Chmutov and
Vignes-Tourneret [8] then raised the possibility of generalizing the scope of
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this problem from ribbon graphs to delta-matroids, which are a generalization
of matroids where bases may be of varying cardinality and which are closely
connected to the theory of ribbon graphs. The delta-matroid analogue of the
partial duality polynomial, the twist polynomial (see Definition 11 below),
was defined by Yan and Jin in [17], and they then characterized all binary
delta-matroids whose twist polynomials are monomials:

Theorem 1. [18] The twist polynomial of a normal binary delta-matroid is a

monomial if and only if each connected component of the looped simple graph

corresponding to the delta-matroid is either a complete graph of odd order or

a single vertex with a loop.

Binary delta-matroids constitute a vanishing proportion of all delta-
matroids. Indeed, consider all delta-matroids on a ground set of size n, equiv-
alenced up to isomorphism and twisting. The number of nonequivalent binary
delta-matroids is at most 2n(n+1)/2, the number of symmetric n × n binary
matrices, while it follows from Theorem 1.1 of [10] that the total number of
nonequivalent delta-matroids grows doubly exponentially in n. This trend can
be seen for small n in the following table:

Ground Number of nonequivalent Number of nonequivalent
set size binary delta-matroids delta-matroids

2 5 5
3 13 16
4 40 90
5 141 2902

(The code used for this table and a list of the delta-matroids found are available
as ancillary files at https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.13258.)

In this paper, we complete the classification of delta-matroids whose twist
polynomials are monomials by showing that none of the twist polynomials of
these nonbinary delta-matroids are monomials:

Theorem 2. If the twist polynomial of a delta-matroid is a monomial, then

the delta-matroid is binary.

Using Theorems 1 and 2, we describe all delta-matroids whose twist
polynomials are monomials in Section 3. Theorem 2 is proven by first charac-
terizing the normal minors of delta-matroids as the restrictions of their normal
twists, which allows several intermediate claims within the proof of Theorem
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1 to be strengthened into necessary excluded-minor conditions for the class of
delta-matroids whose twist polynomials are monomials. This then allows the
use of the excluded-minor characterization of binary delta-matroids proven
by Bouchet and Duchamp in [5] to show that the delta-matroid must be binary.

2. Definitions and Basic Properties

We first review several concepts in delta-matroid theory relevant to the
aim of this paper. Some of the terms defined here have analogous definitions
in matroid theory, in which case the definitions here recover the usual ones
when restricted to matroids.

A set system is a pair (E,F) consisting of a finite set E called the ground

set along with a collection F of subsets of E called feasible sets.

Definition 3. [2] A delta-matroid is a set system (E,F) such that F is
nonempty and satisfies the symmetric exchange axiom: For any X,Y ∈ F and
any u ∈ X∆Y , there exists a v ∈ X∆Y such that X∆{u, v} ∈ F . Note that
v = u is permitted.

A delta-matroid is called normal when the empty set is feasible, and a
delta-matroid with all sets in F of the same size is a matroid (described by
its bases). We will denote the power set of a set E by P(E).

Definition 4. [14] The rank function rM ∶ P(E) ↦ N0 of a matroidM = (E,F)
is the function given by

rM(X) ∶=max
F ∈F
∣X ∩ F ∣ for all X ∈ P(E).

Additionally, for a matroid M the expression r(M) ∶= rM(E) will denote
the size of any feasible set (i.e., basis) of M , which is the rank of M .

For a delta-matroid D = (E,F), Fmin+i will denote the collection of sets
in F of cardinality minF ∈F ∣F ∣ + i, and Fmax−i will denote those of cardinality
maxF ∈F ∣F ∣ − i. In general, these collections do not necessarily satisfy the
symmetric exchange axiom, however this is the case when i = 0 [4, Section 4].
Since all sets in these collections are the same size, these form matroids when
i = 0, which will be denoted by Dmin = (E,Fmin) and Dmax = (E,Fmax).

There are various operations that can be performed on set systems, most
importantly twists, deletions, and contractions. Let D = (E,F) be a set
system, and let e be an element of E.
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Definition 5. [2] The twist of D by e is the set system D ∗ e ∶= (E,

{F∆{e} ∶ F ∈ F}).

Definition 6. [9] The set system obtained from D by deleting e is
D/e ∶= (E/{e},{F ∶ e ∉ F,F ∈ F}) if there exists F ∈ F with e ∉ F , and
D/e ∶= (E/{e},{F /{e} ∶ F ∈ F}) otherwise.

Definition 7. [9] The set system obtained from D by contracting e is
D/e ∶= (E/{e},{F /{e} ∶ e ∈ F,F ∈ F}) if there exists F ∈ F with e ∈ F , and
D/e ∶= (E/{e},F) otherwise.

If D is a delta-matroid, then all of these set systems are also delta-matroids
[2, Remark 2] [5, Section 2].

It is straightforward to check that for any set system, twists commute
with twists, deletions, and contractions when the elements of E involved
are distinct, and D ∗ e/e = D/e and D ∗ e/e = D/e [9, Lemma 2.7]. For set
systems, deletions and contractions generally do not commute with other
deletions and contractions, but it can be shown that they do commute when
D is a delta-matroid [6, Remark 20]. As such, when D is a delta-matroid
and A is any subset of E, the delta-matroids D ∗ A, D/A, and D/A are
defined respectively by twisting, deleting, and contracting by the elements
of A in any order. The delta-matroid D/Ac obtained by deleting all ele-
ments except those in A will be notated as D∣A and is called the restriction

of D to A. The delta-matroid D∗E is called the dual of D and denoted by D∗.

Definition 8. A delta-matroid D′ is a minor of a delta-matroid D if D′ can
be obtained from D via some sequence of twists, deletions, and contractions.

We will make use of one more operation on delta-matroids, namely, the
direct sum of two delta-matroids.

Definition 9. [11] Given delta-matroids D1 = (E1,F1) and D2 = (E2,F2),
the direct sum of D1 and D2 is the delta-matroid D1 ⊕ D2 ∶= (E1 ⊍ E2,

{F ⊆ E1 ⊍E2 ∶ F ∩E1 ∈ F1, F ∩E2 ∈ F2}).

Delta-matroids naturally appear in ribbon graph theory, though only
certain delta-matroids arise in this way. A slightly broader class of delta-
matroids than those arising from ribbon graphs are binary delta-matroids,
defined as follows.
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Definition 10. Let E be a finite set and let A = (ae,f)e,f∈E be a symmetric
E × E matrix over F2. For each X ⊆ E, let A[X] denote the principal
submatrix (ae,f)e,f∈X . Then (E,{X ⊆ E ∶ A[X] is nonsingular}) (where A[Ø]
is taken to be nonsingular) is a delta-matroid [3]. A binary delta-matroid is
any delta-matroid D such that some twist of D corresponds in this way to a
symmetric binary matrix.

Symmetric E ×E binary matrices are adjacency matrices of looped simple
graphs with vertices bijectively labelled by E. Namely, a vertex labelled e is
looped if and only if ae,e = 1, and vertices labelled e and f are connected by
an edge if and only if ae,f = af,e = 1. In this way, binary delta-matroids can
equivalently be thought of as arising from looped simple graphs.

Given symmetric Ei × Ei binary matrices Ai for i ∈ {1,2}, each principal
submatrix (A1 ⊕A2)[X] of A1 ⊕A2 is equal to A1[X ∩E1]⊕A2[X ∩E2], and
so (A1 ⊕A2)[X] is nonsingular if and only if A1[X ∩E1] and A2[X ∩E2] are
nonsingular. It thus follows that the direct sum of the delta-matroids arising
from A1 and A2 is binary with the corresponding matrix A1 ⊕ A2. In terms
of looped simple graphs, this means that direct sums of binary delta-matroids
correspond to disjoint unions of their underlying graphs.

The width of a delta-matroid D is the difference in size between its largest
and smallest feasible sets, r(Dmax) − r(Dmin), and will be denoted by w(D).

Definition 11. [17] The twist polynomial ∂wD of a delta-matroid D = (E,F)
encodes the widths of its various twists, and is defined as follows:

∂wD(z) ∶= ∑
A⊆E

zw(D∗A)

The twist polynomial of the direct sum of two delta-matroids is the
product of their twist polynomials [17, Proposition 7], and so ∂wD1⊕D2

is a
monomial if both ∂wD1

and ∂wD2
are.

3. Examples (Counterexamples to the Gross-Mansour-Tucker
Conjecture for Delta-Matroids)

Theorems 1 and 2 together provide a complete characterization of delta-
matroids whose twist polynomials are monomials in terms of looped simple
graphs. In this section, we explicitly describe these delta-matroids in terms of
their feasible sets.

Examples of delta-matroids whose twist polynomials are monomials are
given below:
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D3 ∶= ({1,2,3},{Ø,{1,2},{1,3},{2,3}})
D5 ∶= ({1,2,3,4,5},{Ø,{1,2},{1,3},{1,4},{1,5},{2,3},{2,4},{2,5},{3,

4},{3,5},{4,5},{1,2,3,4},{1,2,3,5},{1,2,4,5},{1,3,4,5},{2,3,4,5}})

In general, D2k+1 is a delta-matroid on a ground set of cardinality 2k + 1 that
is represented by a complete graph on 2k + 1 vertices, and its feasible sets are
precisely the even-sized subsets of the ground set. Twisting D2k+1 by any set of
even size has no effect on the collection of feasible sets, and twisting it by any
set of odd size results in the feasible sets being precisely the odd-sized subsets
of the ground set. In either case, the width of the twisted delta-matroid is 2k,
and so the twist polynomial is given by ∂wD2k+1

(z) = 22k+1z2k.
Since the twist polynomial is multiplicative under direct sums of delta-

matroids, the twist polynomials of all finite direct sums D = ⊕iD2ki+1 are
monomials. These are the delta-matroids represented by disjoint unions of
complete graphs of odd order, and constitute all counterexamples to the Gross-
Mansour-Tucker conjecture among even normal delta-matroids.

Beyond even delta-matroids, there is another series of counterexamples Nn,
where the ground set is of size n and all subsets of the ground set are feasible.
In fact, Nn is the direct sum of n copies of the delta-matroid N1 ∶= ({1},{Ø,

{1}}), and so is represented by the disjoint union of n looped vertices. It has
width w(Nn) = n, and it is entirely unchanged by twisting. Thus its twist
polynomial is the monomial ∂wNn

(z) = 2nzn.
Finally, it follows from Theorems 1 and 2 that the normal delta-matroids

whose twist polynomials are monomials are precisely those of the form D⊕Nn

for some even normal delta-matroid D with ∂wD a monomial and some n ≥ 0.
In terms of the feasible sets of delta-matroids, this means that for a normal
delta-matroid D = (E,F), ∂wD is a monomial precisely when there is a
partition of the ground set E = A ⊍ B1 ⊍ ... ⊍ Bm (where A may be empty
and m may be 0) such that each Bi is of odd size, and such that a set F ⊆ E
is feasible if and only if the numbers ∣F ∩ Bi∣ are all even. Note that for
any delta-matroid of this form, twisting by any feasible set doesn’t alter the
delta-matroid.

4. Proof of the Main Result

Lemma 12. Suppose D = (E,F) is a delta-matroid with a minor M . Then

there exist F,A ⊆ E such that M = (D ∗ F )/A where A is disjoint from some

feasible set of D ∗ F . If, moreover, M is normal, then F ∈ F .
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Proof. Choose a sequence of twists, deletions, and contractions that trans-
forms D into M . Recall that for any delta-matroid D′ and any elements e, f

of the ground set, D′/e =D′∗e/e, and if D′/e∗f is defined, D′/e∗f =D′∗f/e.
Thus this sequence can be transformed into one only involving twists and dele-
tions, and it can then be rearranged to be of the form M = (D∗X)/A for some
X,A ⊆ E. Choose a partition A = Y ⊍Z of A such that Y is a maximal subset
of A disjoint from at least one feasible set of D ∗X . Then the feasible sets of
(D∗X)/Y are the feasible sets of D∗X that are disjoint from Y , each of which
contains Z. Therefore M = (D∗X)/A = ((D∗X)/Y )/Z = ((D∗X)/Y ∗Z)/Z =
((D ∗X ∗Z)/Y )/Z = (D ∗F )/A where F =X∆Z. Now for any feasible set F ′

of (D ∗X)/Y , F ′∆Z = F ′/Z is a feasible set of D ∗F that is disjoint from A.
Since A is disjoint from some feasible set of D ∗ F , the feasible sets of M

form a subcollection of the collection of feasible sets of D ∗ F . As such, if M
is normal, so is D ∗F , in which case F ∈ F .

Proposition 13. [1, Lemma 1.2] For any delta-matroid D = (E,F) and any

F0 ∈ F , there exist F1 ∈ Fmin and F2 ∈ Fmax such that F1 ⊆ F0 ⊆ F2.

Theorem 14. [5] A delta-matroid is binary if and only if it has no minor

isomorphic to one of the following delta-matroids:

1. ({1,2,3},{Ø,{1,2},{1,3},{2,3},{1,2,3}})
2. ({1,2,3},{Ø,{1},{2},{3},{1,2},{1,3},{2,3}})
3. ({1,2,3},{Ø,{2},{3},{1,2},{1,3},{1,2,3}})
4. ({1,2,3,4},{Ø,{1,2},{1,3},{1,4},{2,3},{2,4},{3,4}})
5. ({1,2,3,4},{Ø,{1,2},{1,4},{2,3},{3,4},{1,2,3,4}})

For the following results, we fix two small delta-matroids:

D1 ∶= ({1,2},{Ø,{1},{2}})
D2 ∶= ({1,2,3},{Ø,{1,2},{1,3}})

Note that this is not the same D1 as in Section 3.

Lemma 15. Any nonbinary delta-matroid has a minor isomorphic to D1 or
D2.

Proof. By Theorem 14, it suffices to show that each of the five delta-matroids
listed in that theorem has a minor isomorphic to D1 or D2.

For the first of these, ({1,2,3},{Ø,{1,2},{1,3},{2,3},{1,2,3}}) ∗ {1,2,
3}∣{1,2} = ({1,2},{Ø,{1},{2}}) ≅D1.
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For the second, ({1,2,3},{Ø,{1},{2},{3},{1,2},{1,3},{2,3}})∗{3}∣{1,2} =
({1,2},{Ø,{1},{2}}) ≅D1.

For the third, ({1,2,3},{Ø,{2},{3},{1,2},{1,3},{1,2,3}})∣{2,3} = ({2,3},
{Ø,{2},{3}}) ≅D1.

For the fourth, ({1,2,3,4},{Ø,{1,2},{1,3},{1,4},{2,3},{2,4},{3,4}}) ∗
{1,4}∣{1,2,3} = ({1,2,3},{Ø,{1,2},{1,3}}) ≅ D2.

For the fifth, ({1, 2, 3, 4}, {Ø, {1, 2}, {1, 4}, {2, 3}, {3, 4}, {1, 2, 3,
4}})∣{1,2,4} = ({1,2,4},{Ø,{1,2},{1,4}}) ≅ D2.

The following lemma was proven by Yan and Jin within the proof of The-
orem 12 of [18] for D1 and within the proof of Theorem 20 of [17] for D2 with
only slightly stronger assumptions onD, but is reproven here for completeness.

Lemma 16. Suppose that D = (E,F) is a normal delta-matroid and ∂wD is
a monomial. Then no restriction of D is isomorphic to D1 or D2.

Proof. Let m = r(Dmax) = w(D).
First suppose that some restriction of D is isomorphic to D1, so that for

some distinct e, f ∈ E, D∣{e,f} = ({e, f},{Ø,{e},{f}}). If some F ∈ Fmax does
not contain e, then we would have r((D∗e)max) =m+1 and r((D∗e)min) = 0,
so w(D∗ e) = w(D)+1. However, this contradicts the assumption that ∂wD is
a monomial, and so every F ∈ Fmax contains e, and similarly, contains f . For
any F ∈ Fmax−1, since F is a subset of some set in Fmax by Proposition 13, this
implies that F must contain at least one of e or f . Thus r((D∗{e, f})max) ≤m,
but since r((D∗{e, f})min) = 1, this implies that w(D∗{e, f}) ≤ w(D)−1. This
contradicts ∂wD being a monomial, and so no restriction of D is isomorphic
to D1.

Now suppose that some restriction of D is isomorphic to D2, so that for
some distinct e, f, g ∈ E, D∣{e,f,g} = ({e, f, g},{Ø,{e, f},{e, g}}). For any
h ≠ f, g in E, {f, g, h} ∉ F , because else applying the symmetric exchange
axiom to this set and the empty set would imply that at least one of {f},
{g}, or {f, g} is in F , but none of these are feasible. This shows that
r((D ∗ {f, g})min) = 2, and so since w(D ∗ {f, g}) = w(D), we must have
r((D ∗ {f, g})max) = m + 2, meaning that for some F ∈ Fmax, F ∩ {f, g} = Ø.
This shows that rD∗min

({e, f, g}) ≥ 2. If there exists some F ∈ Fmax with
F ∩{e, f} = Ø, then r((D∗{e, f})max) =m+2, but since r((D∗{e, f})min) = 0,
this would imply that w(D ∗ {e, f}) = w(D) + 2, a contradiction. Thus any
F ∈ Fmax contains at least one of e or f , and so rD∗min

({e, f}) ≤ 1. Similarly,
rD∗min

({e, g}) ≤ 1. Since r((D ∗ e)min) = 1 and w(D ∗ e) = w(D), we must
have r((D ∗ e)max) = m + 1, meaning that some F ∈ Fmax does not contain e
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and thus rD∗min
({e}) = 1. Since the rank function of a matroid is submodular,

3 ≤ rD∗min
({e, f, g}) + rD∗min

({e}) = rD∗min
({e, f} ∪ {e, g}) + rD∗min

({e, f} ∩ {e,
g}) ≤ rD∗min

({e, f})+ rD∗min
({e, g}) ≤ 2. This is clearly a contradiction, and so

no restriction of D is isomorphic to D2.

Proof of Theorem 2. Suppose that the claim is false, and choose some
nonbinary delta-matroid D = (E,F) such that ∂wD is a monomial. By
Lemma 15, D must have a minor isomorphic to Di for some i ∈ {1,2}. Since
Di is normal, Lemma 12 shows that there exist F ∈ F and A ⊆ E such
that Di ≅ (D ∗ F )/A = (D ∗ F )∣Ac. Then since twisting by a set has no
effect on the twist polynomial, ∂wD∗F is a monomial. However, D ∗ F is
normal and has a restriction isomorphic toDi, which contradicts Lemma 16.
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