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Abstract

In this work, we explore the application of modulus in matroid theory, specifically, the

modulus of the family of bases of matroids. This study not only recovers various concepts in

matroid theory, including the strength, fractional arboricity, and principal partitions, but also

offers new insights. In the process, we introduce the concept of a Beurling set. Additionally,

our study revisits and provides an alternative approach to two of Edmonds’s theorems related

to the base packing and base covering problems. This is our stepping stone for establishing

Fulkerson modulus duality for the family of bases. Finally, we provide a relationship between

the base modulus of matroids and their dual matroids, and a complete understanding of the

base p-modulus across all values of p.

Keywords: Matroids, bases of matroids, Fulkerson duality, modulus, strength, fractional arboric-
ity.
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1 Introduction

The theory of modulus on graphs has been extensively studied in recent years [1–4, 6]. Consider a
graph G = (V,E), a family of objects is defined as a collection of usage vectors on the edgeset E. In
particular, subsets of E are associated to their indicator functions in RE. Various families have been
thoroughly investigated, such as all s-t paths, all s-t cuts, and all spanning trees. The modulus of
the family of all s-t paths recovers minimum s-t cuts, shortest s-t paths, and the effective resistance
from s to t [1].

The modulus of the family of spanning trees on undirected graphs was studied in [3]. Their
work involves the probabilistic interpretation of the spanning tree modulus:

min

{∑

e∈E

η(e)2 : η ∈ co(Γ)

}
, (1.1)

where Γ is the spanning tree family of an undirected graph G = (V,E), and co(Γ) is the convex
hull of indicator vectors of all spanning trees in Γ. The authors in [3] show that the optimal density

∗This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant n. 2154032.
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η∗ of the problem (1.1) is closely related to two well-investigated concepts in graph theory, namely
the strength [9,10,12,19] and the fractional arboricity of graphs [9,20,28], and they also propose a
deflation process for graphs that identifies a hierarchical structure of graphs.

The concepts of strength and fractional arboricity of graphs are actually special cases of the
corresponding concepts for matroids. Let us revisit these notions. For a loopless matroid M(E, I)
on the ground set E with a family of independent sets I and rank function r, the strength of M is
defined as:

S(M) := min

{
|X|

r(E)− r(E −X)
: X ⊆ E, r(E) > r(E −X)

}
, (1.2)

and the fractional arboricity of M is defined as:

D(M) := max

{
|X|

r(X)
: X ⊆ E, r(X) > 0

}
. (1.3)

In [9], the authors present several characterizations of matroids (or graphs)M for which S(M) =
D(M) [9, Theorem 6]. One such characterization is that there exists a positive integer t and a family
F of bases (or spanning trees) of M , such that each element e ∈ E appears in exactly t bases in F .
For the graph case, these graphs have been called by several names, including homogeneous graphs
[3], strongly balanced graphs [25], and uniformly dense graphs [9]. In this paper, a matroid M for
which

S(M) = D(M), (1.4)

is called a homogeneous matroid.
The theory of principal partitions in graphs, matroids, and submodular systems has been devel-

oped since 1968. For an overview of the theory of principal partitions, we recommend the survey
paper [16]. In particular, the hierarchical structure of arbitrary graphs identified through the defla-
tion process described in [3] coincides with the principal partitions of graphic matroids in [16]. The
optimal density η∗ of the problem (1.1) is equal to both the universal base and the lexicographically
optimal base of the graphic polymatroid associated with the graph G, see Section 2.2 for definitions
and [15].

Consider a loopless matroid M(E, I) with the rank function r. In [9], the authors established
that S(M) and D(M) are closely related to the principal partition of M . The theory of principal
partitions is not only a powerful tool but also has many applications, as discussed in [16]. Specif-
ically, this theory shows that S(M) = 1/η∗max and D(M) = 1/η∗min, where η

∗
max and η∗min are the

maximum and minimum values, respectively, of the universal base of the polymatroid associated
with M , see Section 2.2.

It is noteworthy that two concepts S(M) and D(M) are connected through the dual matroid
of M . For any loopless matroid M(E, I) with a corresponding loopless dual matroid M∗, it is
shown that S(M∗) = D(M)/(D(M) − 1) and D(M∗) = S(M)/(S(M) − 1) [9, Theorem 1]. This
relationship motivates one of our key results, detailed in Theorem 7.1 below.

The theory of blocking and anti-blocking polyhedra was developed by Fulkerson in [17,18]. Let
B be the family of all bases of a loopless matroid M = (E, I). Let co(B) be the convex hull of
indicator vectors of all bases in B. The dominant of B is defined as:

Dom(B) := co(B) + RE
≥0. (1.5)
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The base dominant Dom(B) is discussed in [18]. Fulkerson stated in [18] that the following result
can be deduced from Edmonds’s work in [13]:

Dom(B) =

{
η ∈ RE

≥0 :
∑

e∈X

η(e) ≥ r(E)− r(E −X), for all closed X ⊆ E

}
. (1.6)

In [13], Edmonds presents two theorems from which it can be derived that S(M) is equal to the
value of the base packing problem (which is equivalent to (1.6)), and D(M) is equal to the value
of the base covering problem, see Section 2.2 for definitions and [9]. These theorems extend results
from Nash-Williams and Tutte in [23,27] and Nash-Williams in [22]. Specifically, for the case of the
spanning tree dominant, Chopra in [11] provided the same inequality description as in (1.6), using
a different proof. Moreover, he also provided a minimal inequality description of the spanning tree
dominant.

In this paper, we investigate the modulus of the family of all bases of matroids, which we refer
as base modulus. Here is a summary of our results.

• In Sections 3, we analyze the base modulus and the its probabilistic interpretation. In the
process, we introduce the concept of Beurling sets.

• In Section 4, we generalize several results from spanning tree modulus to base modulus.
In particular, some of these results recover various properties of matroids related to their
strength, fractional arboricity, and principal partition.

• In Section 5, we present an alternative methodology to two of Edmonds’s theorems in [13],
utilizing results from our study of base modulus.

• In Section 6, we provide the Fulkerson blocker family of the base family of a matroid. In other
words, we derive a minimal inequality description of the base dominant.

• In Section 7, we establish a relationship between the base modulus of matroids and their dual
matroids, enriching our understanding of the connection between a matroid and its dual.

• In Section 8, we demonstrate that p-modulus for the base family of a matroid can be deduced
from 2-modulus, and this provides a complete understanding of the base modulus across all
values of p.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Matroids

Let us begin by revisiting several definitions related to matroids. For a set X we write |X| for its
cardinality, and if Y is another set, then X − Y is the relative complement of Y in X .

Definition 2.1. Let E be a finite set, the set system M(E, I) is a matroid if the following axioms
are satisfied:

3



(I1) ∅ ∈ I.

(I2) If X ∈ I and Y ⊆ X then Y ∈ I (Hereditary property).

(I3) If X, Y ∈ I and |X| > |Y |, then there exists x ∈ X − Y such that Y ∪ {x} ∈ I (Exchange
property).

Every set in I is called an independent set.

LetM(E, I) be a matroid on the ground set E with the set of independent sets I. The maximal
independent sets are called bases, the minimal dependent sets are called circuits. The rank function,
r : 2E → Z+, defined on all subsets X ⊂ E is given by:

r(X) := max {|Y | : Y ⊆ X, Y ∈ I} .

The closure operator cl : 2E → 2E is a set function, defined as:

cl(X) := {y ∈ E : r(X ∪ {y}) = r(X)} . (2.1)

In matroid theory, these concepts play an important role. The following proposition gives some
basic properties of matroids that we will use throughout the paper.

Proposition 2.2 ([24]). Given a matroid M(E, I). Let B be the set of bases of M and let C be the
set of circuits of M . Let r be the rank function. Then, for all subsets X, Y ⊆ E, we have:

1. If B1, B2 ∈ B and x ∈ B1−B2, then there exists y ∈ B2−B1 such that (B1−{x})∪{y} ∈ B.

2. If B ∈ B and x ∈ E −B, then there exists a unique circuit C(x,B) contained in B ∪ {x} and
containing x.

3. If B ∈ B, then for any x ∈ E − B, the set (B − {y}) ∪ {x} ∈ B is a base of M if and only if
y ∈ C(x,B).

4. 0 ≤ r(X) ≤ |X|.

5. If Y ⊆ X then r(Y ) ≤ r(X).

6. r(X) + r(Y ) ≥ r(X ∩ Y ) + r(X ∪ Y ).

7. X ∈ I ⇔ |X| = r(X).

8. X ∈ B ⇔ |X| = r(X) = r(E).

9. cl(X) ⊇ X.

10. cl(X) = X ∪ {y ∈ E : y ∈ C ⊆ (X ∪ y) for some C ∈ C} [21].
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Next, we recall dual matroids. Given a matroid M(E, I), the set

B∗ := {X ⊆ E : there exists a base B ∈ B such that X = E −B}

is the family of bases of the dual matroid M∗ on E. The corank function r∗ of M is defined as the
rank function of M∗, and for any subset X ⊆ E, we have:

r∗(X) = |X| − r(M) + r(E −X). (2.2)

Let us also recall the operations of deletion, restriction, and contraction in matroids. For a matroid
M(E, I) and a subset X ⊆ E, the set

C(M \X) = {C ⊆ E −X : C ∈ C(M)},

defines the family of circuits for a matroid on E − X . The matroid M \ X is called the deletion
of X from M . The restriction to X in M is denoted by M |X , and is the matroid on X defined as
M |X :=M \ (E −X). The deletion operation behaves as in the following proposition.

Proposition 2.3 ([24]). Given a matroid M(E, I) and a subset X ⊆ E, then:

1. I(M \X) = {Y ⊆ E −X : Y ∈ I(M)}.

2. B(M \X) = maximal sets in {B −X : B ∈ B(M)}.

3. rM\X(Y ) = rM(Y ) for all subsets Y ⊆ E −X.

Note that rM denotes the rank function of a matroid M . When we discuss a matroid M and its
deletion and contraction, r is understood as the rank function of M .

For a matroid M(E, I) and a subset X ⊆ E, the contraction of X in M is the matroid M/X
on E −X , which is defined as:

M/X = (M∗ \X)∗.

We have the following properties for the contraction operator:

Proposition 2.4 ([24]). Given a matroid M(E, I) and a subset X ⊆ E, then:

1. C(M/X) = minimal sets in {C −X : C ∈ C(M), C −X 6= ∅} .

2. I(M/X) = {Y ⊆ E −X : ∃B ∈ B(M \ (E −X)) such that Y ∪B ∈ I(M)} .

3. B(M/X) = {Y ⊆ E −X : ∃B ∈ B(M \ (E −X)) such that Y ∪B ∈ B(M)} .

4. rM/X(Y ) = rM(X ∪ Y )− rM(X) for all Y ⊆ E −X.

Next, let us recall the definition of polymatroids. From now on, for any vector x ∈ RE and
for any subset A ⊂ E, we let x(A) :=

∑
e∈A

x(e). Also, y ∈ RE is another vector, then y ≤ x iff

y(e) ≤ x(e) for all e ∈ E.

Definition 2.5. A polymatroid in RE is a compact non-empty subset P of RE
≥0 satisfying the

following properties:
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(i) If y ≤ x ∈ P , then y ∈ P.

(ii) Given x ∈ RE
≥0, all maximal vectors y ∈ P with y ≤ x (which are called a P -basis of x) must

have the same component sum y(E).

Let M = (E, I) be a matroid with the rank function r. The associated polymatroid P (E, r) of
M is defined by the following polytope: all x ∈ RE such that

x(A) ≤ r(A), ∀A ⊆ E;
x ≥ 0.

(2.3)

Given a matroid M = (E, I), Edmonds [14, Theorem 39] shows that the set of vertices of the
associated polymatroid P (E, r) described in (2.3) is precisely the set of indicator vectors of all the
independent sets in I. Furthermore, the set of all maximal vectors (with respect to the partial
order y ≤ x) in P (E, r) is the convex hull of all the indicator vectors for bases in B [14].

For simplicity, throughout this paper, we only consider loopless matroids with positive rank.
Loopless means that r(X) = 0 implies X = ∅ and positive rank means that r(E) > 0.

2.2 Principal partition of matroids

In this section, we recall some results from the theory of principal partitions as presented in [16].
Consider a matroidM(E, I) with the rank function r. We start with the following min-max relation,
which relates a packing problem with an attack problem. For any positive integers k and l, we have:

max

{
k∑

i=1

|Ii| : {Ii}
k
i=1 ⊂ I,

k∑

i=1

1{e∈Ii} ≤ l, ∀e ∈ E

}
= min {kr(X) + l|E −X| : X ⊆ E} .

For a nonnegative rational number λ, let Dλ denote the set of minimizers of the submodular function
fλ(X) = r(X) + λ|E − X| : 2E → R. Then, Dλ is a distributive lattice (closed under unions and
intersections). A value λ is called critical, if Dλ contains more than one element. It has been shown
that the set of all critical values is finite, hence can be denoted by

0 ≤ λ1 < · · · < λq. (2.4)

For each i = 1, . . . , q, define E−
λi

and E+
λi

as the minimum and maximum elements of Dλi
, respec-

tively, then E−
λi
( E+

λi
. Furthermore, we have the following:

∅ = E−
λ1

( E+
λ1

= E−
λ2

( E+
λ2

= · · · = E−
λq

( E+
λq

= E. (2.5)

Moreover, each minor (M |E+
λi
)/E−

λi
on E+

λi
− E−

λi
, with critical value λi = k/l, has k bases that

uniformly cover every element of E+
λi
− E−

λi
exactly l times. In other words, as explained in the

paragraph above (1.4), this minor is homogeneous.
Subsequently, the theory of principal partitions of matroids was extended to polymatroids. Let

P (E, r) be the polymatroid associated with the matroid M = (E, I). Edmonds demonstrated that
for any positive real λ,

max {x(E) : x ∈ P (E, r), x ≤ λ1} = min {r(X) + λ|E −X| : X ⊆ E} , (2.6)
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where 1 is the column vector of all ones and the inequality holds coordinatewise.
Focusing on the left-hand side of equality (2.6), it was shown in [15] that there exists a unique

base b∗, called the universal base of P (E, r), such that b∗ ∧ λ1 is a maximizer for each λ, where
(b∗ ∧ λ1)(e) := min{b∗(e), λ}, for all e ∈ E. Furthermore, all critical values λi as in (2.4) are the
distinct elements of b∗, and

E+
λi

= {e ∈ E : b∗(e) ≤ λi} for i = 1, . . . , q.

There are two characterizations for the universal base b∗. The first one is that the universal base
b∗ is an optimal solution of the problem

min

{∑

e∈E

x(e)2 : x is a base in P (E, r)

}
. (2.7)

This implies that when considering the graphic polymatroid of a graph, the universal base b∗ is
equal to the unique optimal density of the problem (1.1).

On the other hand, for any vector x in P (E, r), enumerate E = {e1, . . . , em}, and let

T (x) := (x(e11), . . . , x(eim))

be a reordering of x such that x(ei1) ≤ · · · ≤ x(eim), where ties are broken by picking the lower
index. A base x of P (E, r) is called a lexicographically optimal base if it lexicographically maximizes
T (x) among all bases in P (E, r). Then, the second characterization is that the universal base b∗ is
identical to the unique lexicographically optimal base of P (E, r), see [15].

2.3 Packing and covering problems

Next, we recall the base packing problem for the base family B of a matroid M = (E, I):

maximize
λ∈RB

≥0

∑
B∈B

λ(B)

subject to
∑

B∈B:e∈B

λ(B) ≤ 1, ∀e ∈ E.

(2.8)

The covering problem for the base family B is formulated as follows:

minimize
κ∈RI

≥0

∑
I∈I

κ(I)

subject to
∑

I∈I:e∈I

κ(I) ≥ 1, ∀e ∈ E.

(2.9)

Note that the covering problem (2.9) can be restricted to only the bases in B(M) instead of all
independent sets in I(M). This is because for each independent set I, one can replace I with a
base that contains it. Consequently, the value of the objective function remains unchanged and
the constraints remain satisfactory. In other words, the covering problem (2.9) is equivalent to the
following problem, which we refer to as the base covering problem:

7



minimize
κ∈RB

≥0

∑
B∈B

κ(B)

subject to
∑

B∈B:e∈B

κ(B) ≥ 1, ∀e ∈ E.

(2.10)

Using two of Edmonds’s results from [13], we are able to derive the following theorem.

Theorem 2.6. Let S(M), D(M), τ(M), υ(M) be the strength, the fractional arboricity, the optimal
values of the base packing problem, and the base covering problem of a matroid M , respectively.
Then, we have:

τ(M) = S(M), (2.11)

υ(M) = D(M). (2.12)

2.4 Modulus

Let E be a finite set with given weights σ ∈ RE
>0 assigned to each element e in E. We say that Γ is

a family of objects in E, if each object γ ∈ Γ is associated to a function N (γ, ·)T : E → R≥0, which
we think as a usage vector in RE

≥0. In other words, Γ is associated with a |Γ| × |E| usage matrix N .
From now on, we will assume that Γ is non-empty and each object γ ∈ Γ uses at least one element
in E with a positive and finite amount.

A density ρ ∈ RE
≥0 is a vector such that ρ(e) represents the cost of using the element e ∈ E. For

each object γ ∈ Γ, we define the total usage cost of γ with respect to ρ

ℓρ(γ) :=
∑

e∈E

N (γ, e)ρ(e) = (N ρ)(γ). (2.13)

A density ρ ∈ RE
≥0 is called admissible for Γ, if for all γ ∈ Γ, ℓρ(γ) ≥ 1. In matrix notations, ρ

is admissible if N ρ ≥ 1. The admissible set Adm(Γ) of Γ is defined as the set of all admissible
densities for Γ,

Adm(Γ) :=
{
ρ ∈ RE

≥0 : N ρ ≥ 1
}
. (2.14)

Fix 1 ≤ p <∞, the energy of the density ρ is defined as follows

Ep,σ(ρ) :=
∑

e∈E

σ(e)ρ(e)p.

When p = ∞,
E∞,σ(ρ) := max

e∈E
{σ(e)ρ(e)} .

The p-modulus of Γ is
Modp,σ(Γ) := inf

ρ∈Adm(Γ)
Ep,σ(ρ).

Equivalently, p-modulus of Γ is the following optimization problem,

minimize
ρ∈RE

≥0

Ep,σ(ρ)

subject to
∑
e∈E

N (γ, e)ρ(e) ≥ 1, ∀γ ∈ Γ.
(2.15)

When σ is the vector of all ones, we omit σ and write Ep(ρ) := Ep,σ(ρ) and Modp(Γ) := Modp,σ(Γ).
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2.5 Fulkerson dual families and the MEO problem

Let E be a finite set. Let Γ be a family of objects on E. Let K be a closed convex set in RE
≥0 such

that ∅ ( K ( RE
≥0 and K is recessive, meaning that K + RE

≥0 = K. The blocker BL(K) of K is
defined as,

BL(K) =
{
η ∈ RE

≥0 : η
Tρ ≥ 1, ∀ρ ∈ K

}
.

We will routinely identify Γ with the set of its usage vectors
{
N (γ, ·)T : γ ∈ Γ

}
in RE

≥0, hence we
can write Γ ⊂ RE

≥0. As done above in (1.5), we defined the dominant of Γ as Dom(Γ) := co(Γ)+RE
≥0,

where co(Γ) denotes the convex hull of Γ in RE.
Note that the admissible set Adm(Γ) defined in (2.14) is closed, convex in RE

≥0 and recessive.
Next, we recall Fulkerson duality for modulus.

Definition 2.7. Let Γ be a family of objects on E. The Fulkerson blocker family Γ̂ of Γ is defined
as the set of all the extreme points of Adm(Γ).

Γ̂ := Ext (Adm(Γ)) ⊂ RE
≥0.

Fulkerson blocker duality [17] states that

Dom(Γ̂) = Adm(Γ) = BL(Adm(Γ̂)), (2.16)

Dom(Γ) = Adm(Γ̂) = BL (Adm(Γ)) . (2.17)

Moreover, Γ̂ has its own Fulkerson blocker family, and

̂̂
Γ ⊂ Γ. (2.18)

Definition 2.8. Let Γ and Γ̃ be two sets of vectors in RE
≥0. We say that Γ and Γ̃ are a Fulkerson

dual pair (or Γ̃ is a Fulkerson dual family of Γ) if

Adm(Γ̃) = BL(Adm(Γ)).

Remark 2.9. If Γ̃ is a Fulkerson dual family of Γ, then Γ is also a Fulkerson dual family of Γ̃ because

BL(Adm(Γ̃)) = BL(BL(Adm(Γ))) = Adm(Γ).

Proposition 2.10 ([26]). Let Γ be a set of vectors in RE
≥0. Let Γ̂ be the Fulkerson blocker family

of Γ and Γ̃ be a Fulkerson dual family of Γ. Then, Γ̂ is the smallest Fulkerson dual family of Γ,
meaning that

Γ̂ ⊂ Γ̃.

Remark 2.11. When all usage vectors of Γ belong to {0, 1}E , if the support set {e ∈ E : N (γ, e) 6= 0}
of any usage vector of Γ does not contain the support set of any other usage vector of Γ, then Γ is

called a clutter in the combinatorics literature. An important property of a clutter Γ is
̂̂
Γ = Γ, see

[18]. In this case, Γ is the Fulkerson blocker family of Γ̂.
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When 1 < p < ∞, let q := p/(p − 1) be the Hölder conjugate exponent of p. For any set of

weights σ ∈ RE
>0, define the dual set of weights σ̃ as σ̃(e) := σ(e)−

q

p for all e ∈ E. Let Γ̃ be a
Fulkerson dual family of Γ. Fulkerson duality for modulus [2, Theorem 3.7] states that

Modp,σ(Γ)
1

p Modq,σ̃(Γ̃)
1

q = 1. (2.19)

Moreover, the optimal ρ∗ of Modp,σ(Γ) and the optimal η∗ of Modq,σ̃(Γ̃) always exist, are unique,
and are related as follows,

η∗(e) =
σ(e)ρ∗(e)p−1

Modp,σ(Γ)
, ∀e ∈ E. (2.20)

When p = 2, we have

Mod2,σ(Γ)Mod2,σ−1(Γ̃) = 1 and η∗(e) =
σ(e)

Mod2,σ(Γ)
ρ∗(e) ∀e ∈ E. (2.21)

Let P(Γ) be the set of all probability mass functions (pmf) on Γ. According to the probabilistic
interpretation of modulus [6], we can express

Mod2(Γ)
−1 = min

µ∈P(Γ)
µTNN Tµ. (2.22)

Consider the scenario where Γ is a collection of subsets of E with usage vector given by the indicator
function. Given a pmf µ ∈ P(Γ), let γ and γ′ be two independent random objects in Γ, identically
distributed with law µ. The cardinality of the overlap between γ and γ′, is |γ ∩ γ′| and is a

random variable whose expectation is denoted by Eµ|γ ∩ γ′|, which equals µTNN Tµ. Then, the
minimum expected overlap (MEO) problem for Γ is formulated as min

µ∈P(Γ)
Eµ|γ ∩ γ′|. Moreover, any

pmf µ ∈ P(Γ) is optimal if and only if

(Nµ)(e) = ρ∗(e)/Mod2(Γ) ∀e ∈ E. (2.23)

Next, we want to recall the serial rule for the MEO problem. Given A ⊂ E, let ψA be the
restriction operator,

ψA : 2E → 2A

γ ⊆ E 7→ γ ∩ A.

Then, for each A ⊂ E, ψA induces a family of objects ψA(Γ) = {γ ∩ A : γ ∈ Γ}.

Definition 2.12. Let {E1, E2} be a partition of the edge set E. For each i = 1, 2, we define an
induced family of objects Γi := ψEi

(Γ). We say that a partition {E1, E2} of the edge set E divides
Γ, if Γ coincides with the concatenation

Γ1 ⊕ Γ2 := {γ1 ∪ γ2 : γi ∈ Γi, i = 1, 2} . (2.24)

Given a partition {E1, E2} that divides Γ and a pmf µ ∈ P(Γ). For each i = 1, 2, define the
marginal µi ∈ P(Γi) as follows,

µi(ζ) :=
∑

{µ(ζ) : γ ∈ Γ, ψi(γ) = ζ} ∀ζ ∈ Γi.

10



On the other hand, given measures νi ∈ P(Γi) for i = 1, 2, define their product measure in P(Γ) as
follows,

(ν1 ⊕ ν2) (γ) := ν1(ζ1)ν2(ζ2),

for all γ = ζ1 ∪ ζ2 where ζi ∈ Γi, i = 1, 2.
In this case, the modulus and MEO problems split into two smaller subproblems.

Theorem 2.13 ([3]). Let Γ be a family of subsets of the ground set E. Let E = E1 ∪ E2 be a
partition that divides Γ. Let Γ1 and Γ2 be the family induced by the restriction operators ψE1

and
ψE2

. Then:

(i) We have
MEO(Γ) = MEO(Γ1) + MEO(Γ2);

(ii) A pmf µ ∈ P(Γ) is optimal for MEO(Γ) if and only if its marginal pmfs µi ∈ P(Γi), i = 1, 2
are optimal for MEO(Γi) respectively;

(iii) Conversely, given pmfs νi ∈ P(Γi) that are optimal for MEO(Γi) for i = 1, 2 then ν1 ⊕ ν2 is
an optimal pmf in P(Γ) for MEO(Γ);

(iv) For any pmf µ with marginals µi, if e ∈ Ei, i = 1, 2, then

Pµ(e ∈ γ) = Pµi
(e ∈ γi).

3 Modulus for the base family of a matroid

3.1 Base modulus and the MEO problem

Let M = (E, I) be a loopless matroid with r(M) > 0. Let B = B(M) be the family of all bases of

M with usage vectors given by the indicator functions. We call B the base family of M . Let B̃ be a
Fulkerson dual family of B as in Definition 2.8. Let µ∗ be an optimal pmf for MEO(B). Let ρ∗ and

η∗ be the unique optimal densities for Mod2(B) and Mod2(B̃).

Lemma 3.1. Let B be the family of bases of a matroid M . Let µ ∈ P(B) be a probability mass
function (pmf) and let η = N Tµ be the corresponding element usage probabilities. Then:

η(E) = r(E). (3.1)

Proof. Note that, by part 8 of Proposition 2.2, we have that |B| = r(B) = r(E) for any base B ∈ B.
Therefore:

η(E) :=
∑

e∈E

η(e) =
∑

e∈E

∑

B∈B

µ(B)N (B, e) =
∑

B∈B

µ(B)
∑

e∈E

N (B, e) = r(E).

By Lemma 3.1, it follows that: ∑

e∈E

η∗(e) = r(E). (3.2)
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Theorem 3.2. Let M(E, I) be a matroid. Let B be the base family of M , and let B̃ be a Fulkerson
dual family of B. Furthermore, let ρ ∈ RE

≥0, η ∈ RE
≥0, and µ ∈ P(B).

Then ρ, η and µ are optimal, respectively, for Mod2(B), Mod2(B̃) and MEO(B) if and only if
the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) ρ ∈ Adm(B), η = N Tµ;

(ii) ρ and η are parallel, meaning that for some constant M > 0, ρ(e) =Mη(e) for all e ∈ E.

(iii) µ(B)(1− ℓρ(B)) = 0 ∀B ∈ B.

In particular, the constant M in (ii) equals to Mod2(B) and

1/M = MEO(B) = Mod2(B̃).

Proof. Assuming that ρ, η, and µ are optimal for Mod2(B), Mod2(B̃) and MEO(B), respectively.
Then, equation (2.21) implies that ρ and η are parallel with constant M = Mod2(B), and this
establishes (ii). Next, we define ηµ := N Tµ. Consequently, µTNN Tµ = ηTµ ηµ is the minimum
expected overlap, and by (2.23), we have ρ = Mod2(B)ηµ. Particularly, by (ii) with M as above,
it follows that η = ηµ. Furthermore, given that ρ is optimal for Mod2(B), we have ρ ∈ Adm(B),
thus, (i) holds as well. Finally, part (iii) is the complementary slackness condition derived from the
probabilistic interpretation for the Lagrange multipliers.

Conversely, assume that ρ, η, and µ satisfy the conditions (i), (ii), and (iii). Define

B+ := {B ∈ B : µ(B) > 0} ,

and let N+ be the usage matrix for B+. To demonstrate that ρ is optimal for Mod2(B), we
apply the Beurling’s criterion from [6], for the case p = 2, applied to the subfamily B+. Given
condition (iii), we have ℓρ(B) = 1 for all B ∈ B+ and by (i), ρ ∈ Adm(B). Therefore, we only
need to check the second requirement in Beurling’s criterion. Let’s consider any h ∈ RE such that∑

e∈E h(e)N (B, e) ≥ 0 for every B ∈ B+. Our goal is to prove that hTρ ≥ 0. Indeed,

hTρ =MhT η (by (ii))

=MhTN Tµ (by (i))

=MhTN+µ (by definition of B+)

=MµTN+h ≥ 0,

since N+h ≥ 0. Therefore, we have that ρ is the optimal density for Mod2(B).

Next, let η∗ and µ∗ be optimal for Mod2(B̃) and MEO(B), respectively. Then, by (2.21), it
follows that Mη = ρ = Mod2(B)η

∗. Hence, Mη(E) = Mod2(B)η
∗(E). Note that, by Lemma 3.1,

η(E) = η∗(E) = r(E). Consequently, we have M = Mod2(B). Then, we obtain η = η∗. In addition,
by equation (2.23), µ is optimal for MEO(B).
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3.2 Beurling sets and serial rule

First, we present some basic properties of the modulus of the base family B. Let B̃ be a Fulkerson
dual family of B as in Definition 2.8. Let µ∗ be an optimal pmf for MEO(B). Let ρ∗ and η∗ be the

unique optimal densities for Mod2(B) and Mod2(B̃).

Definition 3.3. A base B ∈ B is called a fair base if there exists an optimal pmf µ∗ for MEO(B)
such that µ∗(B) > 0. The set of all fair bases is denoted by Bf .

Remark 3.4. If Bf ⊂ B is the family of fair objects in B, then we also have

MEO(B) = MEO(Bf ).

This follows by restricting optimal pmf’s on B to Bf .

Lemma 3.5. Let B be a fair base, let x ∈ E − B, and let C be the unique circuit contained in
B ∪ {x} and containing x, as defined in part 2 of Proposition 2.2. Then,

η∗(x) = max
e∈C

η∗(e). (3.3)

Proof. Theorem 3.2 implies that (3.3) is equivalent to

ρ∗(x) = max
e∈C

ρ∗(e).

Arguing by contradiction, assume that

ρ∗(x) < ρ∗(e∗), where e∗ ∈ argmax
e∈C

ρ∗(e).

Since M is loopless, C contains at least two elements. Hence, (C − {x}) ⊂ B. This implies that
e∗ ∈ B. By part 3 of Proposition 2.2, we have B′ := (B − {e∗}) ∪ {x} is a base and, recalling the
total usage from (2.13), we have

ℓρ∗(B
′) = ℓρ∗(B)− ρ∗(e∗) + ρ∗(x) < ℓρ∗(B).

However, since B is fair, ℓρ∗(B) = 1, by Theorem 3.2 (iii) (complementary slackness). But, this
contradicts the admissibility of ρ∗.

Lemma 3.6. We have that η∗(e) > 0 for all e ∈ E.

Proof. Assume that there exists an element x ∈ E such that η∗(x) = 0. Let B be a fair base, then all
elements e in B have positive η∗(e). Let C be the unique circuit contained in B∪{x} and containing
x, as defined in part 2 of Proposition 2.2. By Lemma 3.3, this leads to a contradiction.

Definition 3.7. Given a matroid M(E, I), let B be the family of bases of M , and let B̃ be
a Fulkerson dual family of B. Let ρ∗ and η∗ be the unique optimal densities for Mod2(B) and

Mod2(B̃), respectively. Then, M is said to be homogeneous if η∗ is constant, or equivalently, ρ∗ is
constant.
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Remark 3.8. Later, we will show that Definition 3.7 is equivalent to the concept of homogeneous
matroids mentioned in the introduction. From now on, we will use Definition 3.7 when discussing
homogeneous matroids.

Theorem 3.9. Let B be the base family of a matroid M . Let B̃ be a Fulkerson dual family of B.
Let η∗ be the optimal density for Mod2(B̃). Define the density

ηhom(e) :=
r(E)

|E|
∀e ∈ E. (3.4)

Then,

Mod2(B̃) ≥ E2(ηhom) =
r(E)2

|E|
.

Moreover, M is homogeneous if and only if ηhom ∈ Adm(B̃).

Remark 3.10. Let µ ∈ P(B) be a pmf, and let η = N Tµ be the corresponding element usage

probabilities. If η is constant, then η is optimal for Mod2(B̃), because such η is automatically

admissible for B̃. Indeed, η ∈ DomB. Hence by (2.17) and Definition 2.8, η ∈ Adm B̃.

Proof. First, define the expectation and variance of a vector ξ ∈ RE as:

E(ξ) :=
1

|E|

∑

e∈E

ξ(e), and Var(ξ) := E(ξ2)− (E(ξ))2,

where the square is taken element-wise. Then, we have that

E2(η) =
∑

e∈E

η(e)2 = |E|(Var(η) + (E(ξ))2) = |E|

(
Var(η) +

r(E)2

|E|2

)

≥ 0 +
r(E)2

|E|
=
r(E)2

|E|
,

where equality holds if and only if η is constant.
IfM is homogeneous, then η∗ = r(E)

|E|
= ηhom. If ηhom is admissible for B̃, then Mod2(B̃) achieves

its minimum r(E)2

|E|
at η∗ = ηhom.

To gain a better understanding of η∗, we consider the following lemma:

Lemma 3.11. Let B be the base family of a matroid M , and let B be a base in B. For any subset
X ⊆ E, it holds that:

r(X) ≥ |B ∩X| ≥ r(E)− r(E −X). (3.5)

Proof. Since B is a base, by the hereditary property in Definition 2.1 (I2), both B ∩X and B −X
are independent sets. Then, we have:

r(E −X) ≥ r(B −X) (by Proposition 2.2 (5))

= |B −X| (by Proposition 2.2 (7))

= |B| − |B ∩X|

= r(E)− |B ∩X| (by Proposition 2.2 (8)).
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and

r(X) ≥ r(B ∩X) (by Proposition 2.2 (5))

= |B ∩X| (by Proposition 2.2 (7)).

The following lemma gives a relation between η∗ and the set of fair bases Bf . But first we
introduce the notions of Beurling sets and complement-Beurling sets.

Lemma 3.12. Given a matroid M(E, I), let B be the base family of M . Let B̃ be a Fulkerson dual

family of B. Let η∗ be the optimal density for Mod2(B̃). Then,

(i) For any subset X ⊆ E, we have:

η∗(X) ≥ r(E)− r(E −X). (3.6)

Moreover, equality holds in (3.6), if and only if, every fair base B ∈ Bf satisfies r(E −X) =
|B −X|.

(ii) For any subset Y ⊆ E, we have:
r(Y ) ≥ η∗(Y ). (3.7)

Moreover, equality holds in (3.7), if and only if, every fair base B ∈ Bf satisfies r(Y ) = |B∩Y |.

Definition 3.13. The set X is said to be as a Beurling set, if equality holds in (3.6). The set Y is
said to be a complement-Beurling set, if equality holds in (3.7).

Remark 3.14. Note that, since r(E) = η∗(E), a set X is a Beurling set if and only if E − X is a
complement-Beurling set.

Proof of Lemma 3.12. Write η∗ = N Tµ∗ for some pmf µ∗ optimal for the MEO problem, as in
Theorem 3.2. Then,

η∗(X) =
∑

e∈X

η∗(e) =
∑

e∈X

∑

B∈B

µ∗(B)N (B, e)

=
∑

B∈B

µ∗(B)
∑

e∈X

N (B, e) =
∑

B∈B

µ∗(B)|B ∩X|

≥
∑

B∈B

µ∗(B)(r(E)− r(E −X)),

where the last line follows by applying the second inequality in (3.5). Finally, to complete the proof
of part (i), we note that

∑
B∈B µ

∗(B) = 1.
Moreover, the inequality in the last line holds as equality if and only if the second inequality in

(3.5) holds as equality for every fair base, see Definition 3.3.
To prove part (ii), let X be defined so that Y = E −X , then use the same idea as in Remark

3.14.
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We recall that a setX ⊆ E is said to be closed if cl(X) = X . Now, we define a complement-closed
set as follows.

Definition 3.15. A set X ⊆ E is said to be complement-closed if cl(E −X) = E −X .

Lemma 3.16. Let X ⊆ E. If X is a Beurling set, then X is a complement-closed set.

Proof. Assume that cl(E − X) ) E − X . Then, there exists an element x ∈ X such that x ∈
cl(E −X). By definition of the closure operator, in (2.1), r((E −X) ∪ {x}) = r(E −X). Lemma
3.12 imply

η∗(X) > η∗(X)− η∗(x) = η∗(X − {x}) (by Lemma 3.6)

≥ r(E)− r((E −X) ∪ {x}) (by Lemma 3.12)

= r(E)− r(E −X) (by (2.1))

= η∗(X). (by Definition 3.13)

This results in a contradiction.

Next, we aim to apply the serial rule for base modulus. To that end, we introduce the following
theorem. Recall that the symbol ⊕ for concatenation is defined in (2.24).

Theorem 3.17. Given a matroid M(E, I), let B = B(M) be the base family of M . Let X ⊆ E,
let M \X be the deletion of X from M . Let M/(E − X) be the contraction of E −X in M . Let
BX be the set of bases B ∈ B which satisfies r(E −X) = |B −X|. Then,

B(M \X)⊕ B(M/(E −X)) = BX . (3.8)

Proof. First, we aim to show that

B(M \X)⊕ B(M/(E −X)) ⊂ BX . (3.9)

By part 3 of Proposition 2.4, we have

B(M \X)⊕ B(M/(E −X)) ⊂ B(M).

Let B1 ∈ B(M \X), B2 ∈ B(M/(E −X)), and let B3 = B1 ∪ B2. Then, we have

|B3 −X| = |B1| (by construction)

= rM\X(B1) (by definition of B1)

= rM\X(E −X) (by part 8 of Proposition 2.2)

= rM(E −X). (by part 3 of Proposition 2.3)

Hence, (3.9) holds.
Next, we aim to show

B(M \X)⊕ B(M/(E −X)) ⊃ BX . (3.10)

Let B ∈ BX , then B = (B −X) ∪ (B ∩X).
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On one hand, by definition of BX and part 3 of Proposition 2.3, we have

|B −X| = rM(E −X) = rM\X(E −X). (3.11)

Note that B −X ⊂ B, so B −X is an independent set of M . By part 1 of Proposition 2.3, B −X
is independent in M \X . Finally, by part 8 of Proposition 2.2 and (3.11), we have

(B −X) ∈ B(M \X).

On the other hand, to show that

B ∩X ∈ B(M/(E −X)),

note that (B∩X)∪ (B−X) = B ∈ B(M), and B−X ∈ B(M \X), hence it satisfies the conditions
in part 4 of Proposition 2.4. Therefore, (3.10) holds and the proof is completed.

Remark 3.18. Note that in Theorem 3.17, X is not necessarily closed. This will be useful later.

Now we can state the serial rule for base modulus using the Beurling set property of Lemma
3.12, the serial rule in Theorem 2.13 and the concatenation property in Theorem 3.17.

Theorem 3.19. Given a matroid M(E, I), let B = B(M) be the base family of M , and let B̃ be a
Fulkerson dual family of B. Let X ⊆ E be a Beurling set, and let M \X be the deletion of X from
the matroid M . Let M/(E −X) be the contraction of E −X in M . Let η∗ be the optimal density

for Mod2(B̃). Then, the following hold:

(i) The minimum expected overlap splits as

MEO(B(M)) = MEO(B(M \X)) + MEO(B(M/(E −X))); (3.12)

(ii) A pmf µ ∈ P(B(M)) is optimal for MEO(B(M)) if and only if its marginal pmf µB(M\X) ∈
P(B(M\X)) is optimal for MEO(B(M\X)) and its marginal pmf µB(M/(E−X)) ∈ P(B(M/(E−
X))) is optimal for MEO(B(M/(E −X)));

(iii) Conversely, given a pmf ν1 ∈ P(B(M \X)) that is optimal for MEO(B(M \X)) and a pmf
ν2 ∈ P(B(M/(E −X))) that is optimal for MEO(B(M/(E −X))), then ν1 ⊕ ν2 is an optimal
pmf in P(B(M)) for MEO(B(M));

(iv) The restriction of η∗ onto E − X is optimal for Mod2(B̃(M \ X)) and the restriction of η∗

onto X is optimal for Mod2(B̃(M/(E −X))).

Proof. We apply Theorem 2.13 for the families Γ1 = B(M \X) and Γ2 = B(M/(E −X)).
By Theorem 3.17, the concatenation of Γ1 and Γ2 in this case is given by

B(M \X)⊕ B(M/(E −X)) = BX ,

where BX is the set of bases B ∈ B which satisfy r(E −X) = |B −X|.
Furthermore, by Lemma 3.12, since X is a Beurling set, it follows that Bf ⊂ BX . Consequently,

by Remark 3.4, MEO(B(M)) = MEO(BX). The rest of the proof follows by applying Theorem
2.13.
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4 Strength and Fractional Arboricity

In this section, we demonstrate that base modulus recovers known results in the theory of principal
partition of matroids, see [9, 16].

Theorem 4.1. Given a loopless matroid M = (E, I), let B be the base family of M , and let B̃ be
a Fulkerson dual family of B. Let µ∗ be an optimal pmf for MEO(B), and let η∗ = N Tµ∗ be the

optimal density for Mod2(B̃). Let S(M) be the strength of M . Define:

X := Emax :=

{
e ∈ E : η∗(e) = max

e′∈E
η∗(e′) =: η∗max

}
. (4.1)

Then, we have the following properties:

(1) X is a Beurling set.

(2) cl(E −X) = E −X.

(3)

η∗max =
r(E)− r(E −X)

|X|
.

(4)

η∗max =
1

S(M)
.

(5) The matroid M/(E − Emax) is homogeneous.

Proof. For part 1, Lemma 3.12 (i) indicates that the statement is equivalent to r(E−X) = |B−X|
for any fair base B ∈ Bf . Suppose r(E − X) > |B − X| for some fair base B. Let S be a
maximal independent set in E − X , then |S| = r(E − X) > |B − X|. Note that B − X and
S are independent and (B − X) ⊂ (E − X). By the exchange property (I3) of Definition 2.1,
there exists y ∈ (S − (B −X)) ⊂ ((E −X)− (B −X)) such that (B −X) ∪ {y} is independent.
Since B is a base and y /∈ B, let C be the unique circuit within B ∪ {y}, containing y. Since
(B −X) ∪ {y} is independent, we have that C 6⊆ (B − X) ∪ {y}. Consequently, C ∩ X 6= ∅. Let
x be an element in C ∩X . By Lemma 3.5, we have η∗(y) ≥ η∗(x) = η∗max. This is a contradiction
because y ∈ S ⊂ E −X . Therefore, X is a Beurling set, and part 1 is proved.

Part 2 follows from Lemma 3.16.
Furthermore, part 3 holds because

η∗max =
η∗(X)

|X|
(by definition of X)

=
r(E)− r(E −X)

|X|
. (since X is a Beurling set)

For part 4, note that for any set ∅ 6= Y ⊆ E, we have

η∗max ≥
η∗(Y )

|Y |
(by definition of η∗max)

≥
r(E)− r(E − Y )

|Y |
. (by Lemma 3.12 (i))
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This implies that, for any set Y ⊆ E with r(E) > r(E − Y ), we can write

1

η∗max

≤
|Y |

r(E)− r(E − Y )
.

Thus, by definition of the strength problem in (1.2), we have

1

η∗max

≤ S(M).

Moreover, equality holds by part 3, and the minimum is achieved by the set X .
Finally, by Theorem 3.19 (iv), the restriction of η∗ toEmax is optimal for Mod2(B̃(M/(E−Emax)).

Also, η∗ is constant on Emax. Therefore, part 5 holds.

Theorem 4.2. Given a loopless matroid M = (E, I), let B be the base family of M , and let B̃ be a
Fulkerson dual family of B. Let µ∗ be an optimal pmf for the MEO(B) problem, and let η∗ = N Tµ∗

be the optimal density for Mod2(B̃). We define

Y := Emin :=

{
e ∈ E : η∗(e) = min

e′∈E
η∗(e′) =: η∗min

}
. (4.2)

Then,

1. Y is a complement-Beurling set.

2. cl(Y ) = Y .

3.

η∗min =
r(Y )

|Y |
> 0.

4.

η∗min =
1

D(G)
.

5. The matroid M \ (E −Emin) is homogeneous.

Proof. For part 1, by Lemma 3.12 (ii), the statement is equivalent to |B ∩ Y | = r(Y ) for any fair
base B ∈ Bf . By Lemma 3.11, we have |B ∩ Y | = r(B ∩ Y ) ≤ r(Y ) for any base B. Suppose
that |B ∩ Y | < r(Y ) for some fair base B. Let T be a maximal independent set in Y , then
|T | = r(Y ) > |B ∩Y |. Note that B ∩Y and T are independent and (B ∩Y ) ⊂ Y . By the exchange
property (I3) of Definition 2.1, there exists z ∈ (T − (B ∩ Y )) = T −B such that (B ∩ Y ) ∪ {z} is
independent. Since B is a base and z /∈ B, let C be the unique circuit within B∪{z}, containing z.
Since (B ∩ Y ) ∪ {z} is independent, it follows that C 6⊆ (B ∩ Y ) ∪ {z}. Consequently, C − Y 6= ∅.
Let x be an element in C − Y . By Lemma 3.5, we have η∗min = η∗(z) ≥ η∗(x). This leads to a
contradiction as x /∈ Y . Therefore, Y is a complement-Beurling set.

Part 2 follows from By Lemma 3.16.
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Since Y is a complement-Beurling set, we have

η∗min =
η∗(Y )

|Y |
(by definition of Y )

=
r(Y )

|Y |
( definition of complement-Beurling sets)

> 0, (Y is nonempty and M is loopless)

and this proves part 3.
For part 4, consider any nonempty set Z ⊆ E, we have

η∗min ≤
η∗(Z)

|Z|
(by definition of η∗min)

≤
r(Z)

|Z|
. (by Lemma 3.12 (ii))

This implies that for any nonempty set Z ⊆ E with r(Z) > 0, we have

1

η∗min

≥
|Z|

r(Z)
.

Therefore, the fractional arboricity problem reaches its maximum at the set Y .
Part 5 follows from Theorem 3.19 (iv).

Next, we show that Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 can be used to recover known characterizations of the
set of matroids M for which S(M) = D(M), as given in [9, Theorem 6].

Corollary 4.3. Given a matroid M(E, I), let B = B(M) be the base family of M , and let B̃ be a

Fulkerson dual family of B. Let η∗ = N Tµ∗ be the optimal density for Mod2(B̃). Let S(M) be the
strength of M , D(M) be the fractional arboricity of M , and θ(M) be the density of M . Then, the
following statements are equivalent:

(i) M is homogeneous.

(ii) S(M) = θ(M).

(iii) D(M) = θ(M).

(iv) S(M) = D(M).

Proof. By Definition 3.7, M is homogeneous if and only if η∗max = η∗min. By Theorems 4.1 and 4.2
and definitions of S(M), D(M), θ(M), we have

1

η∗max

= S(M) ≤ θ(M) ≤ D(M) =
1

η∗min

. (4.3)

Therefore, it is enough to show that (ii) implies (i) and (iii) implies (i).
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Assume that we have (ii), then

η∗max ≥
η∗(E)

|E|
(by definition of η∗max)

≥
r(E)− r(E \ E)

|E|
(by Lemma 3.12 (i))

= η∗max. (by the assumption)

This implies that equality holds throughout, hence η∗ is constant, because its average is equal to
its max.

Finally, assume that we have (iii), then we obtain

η∗min ≤
η∗(E)

|E|
(by definition of η∗min)

≤
r(E)

|E|
(by Lemma 3.12 (ii))

= η∗min. (by the assumption)

This implies that equality holds throughout and η∗ is a constant.

5 Base packing and base covering problems

In this section, we present an alternative proof of Theorem 2.6, using the theory of base modulus.
To lay the groundwork for this proof, we provide several lemmas.

Given a matroidM(E, I), let B = B(M) be the base family ofM , and let B̃ be a Fulkerson dual

family of B. Let η∗ = N Tµ∗ be the optimal density for Mod2(B̃). Let S(M), D(M), θ(M), τ(M),
and υ(M) be the strength, the fractional arboricity, the density, the optimal values of the base
packing problem (2.8), and the base covering problem (2.10) of M , respectively.

Lemma 5.1. We have the following chain of inequalities:

1

η∗max

= S(M) ≤ τ(M) ≤ θ(M) ≤ υ(M) ≤ D(M) =
1

η∗min

. (5.1)

Proof. Note that in (4.3) we have already established the two equalities. Therefore, it remains to
show the four inequalities.

1. We aim to show that
1

η∗max

≤ τ(M).

Let µ∗ be an optimal probability mass function (pmf) for MEO(B). We will show that the
density λ = µ∗(η∗max)

−1 ∈ RB
≥0 satisfies all the constraints of the base packing problem (2.8).

Indeed, for a fixed e ∈ E, using Theorem 3.2 (i), we see that

∑

B∈B:e∈B

µ∗(B)

η∗max

=
η∗(e)

η∗max

≤ 1.
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Therefore,

τ(G) ≥
∑

B∈B

µ∗(B)

η∗max

=
1

η∗max

.

2. Likewise, we want to show that

υ(M) ≤
1

η∗min

.

Let µ∗ be an optimal probability mass function (pmf) for MEO(B). Following the approach
in part 1, we show that the density κ = µ∗(η∗min)

−1 ∈ RB
≥0 satisfies all the constraints of the

base covering problem (2.10). Again, for a fixed e ∈ E, by Theorem 3.2 (i), we have

∑

B∈B:e∈B

µ∗(B)

η∗min

=
η∗(e)

η∗min

≥ 1.

Therefore,

υ(G) ≤
∑

B∈B

µ∗(B)

η∗min

=
1

η∗min

.

3. Next, we aim to show that
τ(M) ≤ θ(M).

Let λ∗ be an optimal solution for the base packing problem (2.8). We have

τ(M)r(E) =
∑

B∈B

r(E)λ∗(B) (by definition of λ∗)

=
∑

B∈B

∑

e∈E

λ∗(B)N (B, e) (since r(E) = |B|)

=
∑

e∈E

∑

B∈B

λ∗(B)N (B, e) ≤
∑

e∈E

1 = |E|, (by constraint in (2.8)) (5.2)

where equality holds if and only if
∑

B∈B

λ∗(B)N (B, e) = 1, ∀e ∈ E.

Consequently, we conclude that τ(M) ≤ |E|/r(E) = θ(M).

4. Lastly, we establish that
θ(M) ≤ υ(M).

Let κ∗ ∈ RB
≥0 be an optimal solution for the base covering problem (2.10). We derive

υ(M)r(E) =
∑

B∈B

r(E)κ∗(B) (by definition of κ∗)

=
∑

B∈B

∑

e∈E

κ∗(B)N (B, e) (since r(E) = |B|)

=
∑

e∈E

∑

B∈B

κ∗(B)N (B, e) ≥
∑

e∈E

1 = |E|, (by constraint in (2.10)) (5.3)
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where the equality holds if and only if

∑

B∈B

κ∗(B)N (B, e) = 1, ∀e ∈ E.

Consequently, this implies that υ(M) ≥ |E|/r(E) = θ(M).

Remark 5.2. Based on the chain of inequalities (5.1), if η∗ is constant, then it follows that τ(M) =
θ(M) = υ(M).

The next corollary gives a converse for Remark 5.2.

Corollary 5.3. The following statements hold:

1. If τ(M) = θ(M), then η∗ is constant.

2. If υ(M) = θ(M), then η∗ is constant.

Proof. Assume that τ(M) = θ(M). Let λ∗ be an optimal solution for the base packing problem.
Consider the pmf defined as

µ∗ :=
λ∗∑

B∈B

λ∗(B)
.

Then, the inequality in (5.2) holds as equality. Consequently, the pmf µ∗ induces constant element
usage probabilities η := N Tµ∗. By Remark 3.10, it follows that η∗ = η.

The proof for the part 2. follows a similar approach.

Next, we prove some helpful properties of deletions and contractions.

Lemma 5.4. Given a matroid M(E, I) and subsets X, Y ⊆ E, the following properties hold:

1. If cl(E −X) 6= E, then S(M) ≤ S(M/(E −X)).

2. If Y 6= ∅, then D(M) ≥ D(M \ (E − Y )).

3. If cl(E −X) 6= E, then τ(M) ≤ τ(M/(E −X)).

4. If Y 6= ∅, then υ(M) ≥ υ(M \ (E − Y )).

Proof. We prove each part in the order given.

1. We have

S(M) = min

{
|E − T |

r(E)− r(T )
: T ⊆ E, cl(T ) ( E

}

≤ min

{
|E − T |

r(E)− r(T )
: (E −X) ⊆ T ⊆ E, cl(T ) ( E

}
.
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Since E − T ⊂ X , we can rewrite the right hand-side as

min

{
|X| − |T ∩X|

[r(E)− r(E −X)]− [r(T )− r(E −X)]
: (E −X) ⊆ T ⊆ E, cl(T ) ( E

}
.

= min

{
|X| − |T − (E −X)|

[r(E)− r(E −X)]− [r(T )− r(E −X)]
: (E −X) ⊆ T ⊆ E, cl(T ) ( E

}
.

By part 4 of Proposition 2.4, we have

rM/(E−X)(X) = rM(E)− rM(E −X),

and
rM/(E−X)(T − (E −X)) = rM(T )− rM(E −X).

Therefore,

S(M) ≤ min

{
|X| − |T − (E −X)|

rM/(E−X)(X)− rM/(E−X)(T − (E −X))
: (E −X) ⊆ T ⊆ E, cl(T ) ( E

}

= S(M/(E −X)).

2. We have

D(M) = max

{
|T |

r(T )
: T ⊆ E, r(T ) > 0

}

≥ max

{
|T |

r(T )
: T ⊆ Y, r(T ) > 0

}
.

Thus, by part 3 of Proposition 2.3, the right hand-side equals

max

{
|T |

rM\(E−Y )(T )
: T ⊆ Y, r(T ) > 0

}

= D(M \ (E − Y )).

3. First, we construct a map f from B(M) to B(M/(E −X)) such that f(B) ⊂ B for any base
B ∈ B(M). Let B ∈ B(M), by part 4 of Proposition 2.4, we have

rM/(E−X)(B − (E −X)) = rM(B)− rM(E −X)

= rM(E)− rM(E −X)

= rM/(E−X)(X).

Therefore, there exists a base B0 ∈ B(M/(E−X)) such that B0 ⊂ B−(E−X) = B∩X ⊂ B.
Then, we define f(B) := B0. If B0 is not unique, we pick one randomly.

Next, let λ∗ be an optimal solution for the base packing problem (2.8) of M . We define a

vector ω ∈ R
B(M/(E−X))
≥0 as follows:

ω(ς) :=
∑

B∈B(M)

λ∗(B)1f(B)=ς , ∀ς ∈ B(M/(E −X)).
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Then, we obtain

τ(M) =
∑

B∈B

λ∗(B) (by definition of λ∗)

=
∑

ς∈B(M/(E−X))

∑

B∈B

λ∗(B)1f(B)=ς

=
∑

ς∈B(M/(E−X))

ω(ς). (5.4)

However, for every fixed e ∈ X :

∑

ς∈B(M/(E−X))

ω(ς)1e∈ς =
∑

ς∈B(M/(E−X))

1e∈ς

∑

B∈B(M)

λ∗(B)1f(B)=ς

=
∑

ς∈B(M/(E−X))

∑

B∈B(M)

λ∗(B)1e∈ς1f(B)=ς

=
∑

B∈B(M)

∑

ς∈B(M/(E−X))

λ∗(B)1e∈ς1f(B)=ς

=
∑

B∈B(M)

λ∗(B)
∑

ς∈B(M/(E−X))

1e∈ς1f(B)=ς

≤
∑

B∈B(M)

λ∗(B)1e∈B (since f(B) ⊂ B)

≤ 1. (by definition of λ∗)

Consequently, the vector ω satisfies all constraints of the base packing problem ofM/(E−X).
By (5.4), we obtain that τ(M) ≤ τ(M/(E −X)).

4. Let σ∗ be an optimal solution for the base covering problem (2.10) of M . For any B ∈ B(M),
by part 1 of Proposition 2.3, we have that B ∩ Y is an independent set in the matroid
M \ (E − Y ). Then, for each I ∈ I(M \ (E − Y )), we define

ν(I) :=
∑

B∈B(M)

σ∗(B)1B∩Y=I .

Then,

υ(M) =
∑

B∈B(M)

σ∗(B)

=
∑

I∈I(M\(E−Y ))

∑

B∈B(M)

σ∗(B)1B∩Y =I

=
∑

I∈I(M\(E−Y ))

ν(I). (5.5)
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Moreover, we have that, for each e ∈ Y
∑

I∈I(M\(E−Y ))

ν(I)1e∈I =
∑

I∈I(M\(E−Y ))

1e∈I

∑

B∈B(M)

σ∗(B)1B∩Y=I

=
∑

I∈I(M\(E−Y ))

∑

B∈B(M)

σ∗(B)1B∩Y =I1e∈I

=
∑

B∈B(M)

σ∗(B)
∑

I∈I(M\(E−Y ))

1B∩Y=I1e∈I

=
∑

B∈B

σ∗(B)1e∈B∩Y

=
∑

B∈B

σ∗(B)1e∈B

≥ 1. (by definition of σ∗)

Therefore, vector ν satisfies all constraints of the covering problem (2.9) of the matroid M \
(E − Y ). By (5.5), we conclude that υ(M) ≥ υ(M \ (E − Y ).

Proof for Theorem 2.6. Let Emin and Emax be defined as in (4.2) and (4.1). We have

D(M) = D(M \ (E − Emin)) (by part 4, part 5 of Theorem 4.2 and Corollary 4.3)

= θ(M \ (E − Emin)) (by part 5 of Theorem 4.2 and Corollary 4.3)

= υ(M \ (E − Emin)) (by Remark 5.2)

≤ υ(M) (by part 4 Lemma 5.4)

≤ D(M), (by (5.1))

and

S(M) = S(M/(E −Emax)) (by part 4, part 5 of Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.3)

= θ(M/(E − Emax)) (by part 5 of Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.3)

= τ(M/(E − Emax)) (by Remark 5.2)

≥ τ(M) (by part 3 Lemma 5.4)

≥ S(M). (by (5.1))

Therefore, υ(M) = D(M) and τ(M) = S(M).

6 Fulkerson duality for the base family

Given a matroidM(E, I), let B be the base family ofM . In this section, we introduce the Fulkerson
blocker family and a Fulkerson dual family for the family B.

For a matroid M(E, I), a set X ⊆ E is called a separator of M if any circuit C ∈ C(M) is
contained in either X or E−X . A matroidM(E, I) is called connected if it has no separators other
than E and ∅.
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Definition 6.1. Let Φ be the family of all nonempty complement-closed sets X ⊆ E with usage
vectors:

Ñ (X, ·)T =
1

r(E)− r(E −X)
1X . (6.1)

Also, let Θ ⊂ Φ be the family of all nonempty complement-closed sets X ⊆ E with usage vectors
as in (6.1) for which the matroid M/(E −X) is connected.

Theorem 6.2. Let M = (E, I) be a loopless matroid with r(M) > 0. Let B be the base family of

M . Let B̂ be the Fulkerson blocker family of B and let Θ be as in Definition 6.1. Then, B̂ = Θ.

Proof of Theorem 6.2. The proof follows from three lemmas shown below. By Lemma 6.3, B̂ ⊂ Φ.
By Lemma 6.8, Θ ⊂ B̂. And by Lemma 6.11, Φ ∩ B̂ ⊆ Θ.

Lemma 6.3. We have B̂ ⊂ Φ.

To prove Lemma 6.3, we first recall the connection between the strength S(M), the base packing
value τ(M), and Mod1(B). Note that, we have S(M) = τ(M) = Mod1(B) since the base packing
problem is the dual problem of Mod1(B). For arbitrary weights σ ∈ RE

>0. We define the weighted
strength of M with weights σ:

Sσ(M) := min

{
σ(X)

r(E)− r(E −X)
: X ⊆ E, r(E) > r(E −X)

}
. (6.2)

We also define the weighted base packing problem:

maximize
λ∈RB

≥0

∑
B∈B

λ(B)

subject to
∑

B∈B:e∈B

λ(B) ≤ σ(e), ∀e ∈ E.

(6.3)

This is the dual problem of Mod1,σ(B) and we denote its optimal value by τσ(M).

Lemma 6.4. We have that Sσ(M) = τσ(M) = Mod1,σ(B) for σ ∈ RE
>0.

Proof. Let σ ∈ ZE
>0. We assign each element e with weight σ(e). For each e ∈ E(M), let Xe ={

e1, e2, . . . , eσ(e)
}
be a set such thatXe∩Xe′ = ∅, for all e, e′ ∈ E(M) with e 6= e′. We can think ofXe

as the set of σ(e) copies of e. The σ-parallel extensionMσ ofM is obtained by replacing each element
e ∈ E(M) by Xe. Specifically, the ground set E(Mσ) of Mσ is

⋃
e∈E(M)Xe. A subset Y ∈ E(Mσ)

is independent in Mσ if and only if ∀e ∈ E(M), |Xe ∩ Y | ≤ 1 and the set {e ∈ E(M) : Xe ∩ Y 6= ∅}
is independent in M . If every element e is assigned a constant weight r, we write Mr for Mσ≡r and
call Mr the r-parallel extension of M . Let E ′ = {e1 : e ∈ E(M)} ⊆ E(Mσ). Consequently, there
is a matroid isomorphism between M and Mσ|E ′ with the bijection e ↔ e1 between E(M) and
E ′. So, we shall see M as the restriction Mσ|E ′ of Mσ. Then, we have that Sσ(M) = S(Mσ) and
τσ(M) = τ(Mσ). Therefore, we establish that Sσ(M) = τσ(M) = Mod1,σ(B(M)) for σ ∈ ZE

>0. Note
that Sσ(M) and and Mod1,σ(B(M)) are homogeneous with respect to σ, meaning that Srσ(M) =
rSσ(M) and Mod1,rσ(B(M)) = rMod1,σ(B(M)) for any positive number r. Therefore, Sσ(M) =
τσ(M) = Mod1,σ(B(M)) for σ ∈ QE

>0. And by continuity, Sσ(M) = τσ(M) = Mod1,σ(B(M)) for
σ ∈ RE

>0.
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Using Lemma 6.4 and Proof of Claim 4.1 in [26], we obtain Lemma 6.3. Next, we consider the
following well-known proposition for connected matroids.

Proposition 6.5. A matroidM is connected if and only if every two elements ofM lie in a common
circuit of M

Using Proposition 6.5, we derive the following lemma.

Lemma 6.6. Let M(E, I) be a connected matroid. Then for any two elements e1 and e2 of M
there exists two bases B1 and B2 such that

B1 −B2 = {e1} and B2 − B1 = {e2} .

Proof. Let C be a circuit that contains e1 and e2, then C − {e2} is a independent set. There exists
a base B1 such that (C − {e2}) ∈ B1. By part 3 of Proposition 2.2, the set B2 := B1 − {e1} ∪ {e2}
is a base of M .

Remark 6.7. Note that, by Lemma 3.11, for any X ⊂ E such that r(E)− r(E−X) > 0, the vector
in (6.1) is necessarily admissible for B. Indeed, if B ∈ B,

Ñ (X, ·)1B =
1

r(E)− r(E −X)
1

T
X1B =

|B ∩X|

r(E)− r(E −X)
≥ 1.

Lemma 6.8. We have Θ ⊂ B̂.

Proof. Every X ∈ Θ is non-empty and complement-closed, so r(E) − r(E − X) > 0. Hence, by
Remark 6.7, we have that Θ ⊂ Adm(B).

Consider X ∈ Θ, we aim to show that

w :=
1

r(E)− r(E −X)
1X ∈ Ext(Adm(B)) = B̂.

Assume that there are two densities ρ1, ρ2 ∈ Adm(B) such that

w =
1

2
(ρ1 + ρ2).

For every element e ∈ E −X , we have Ñ (X, e) = 0, so

1

2
(ρ1(e) + ρ2(e)) = w(e) = 0 ⇒ ρ1(e) = ρ2(e) = 0.

Now, assume that |X| ≥ 2. Let e1 and e2 be two arbitrary distinct elements in X . SinceM/(E−X)
is connected, by Lemma 6.6, there exists two bases B1, B2 of M/(E−X) such that B1−B2 = {e1}
and B2 − B1 = {e2}. By part 3 of Proposition 2.4, there exists B′

1 ∈ B(M) and B′
2 ∈ B(M) such

that B1 = B′
1 − (E −X) and B2 = B′

2 − (E −X).
For any given density ρ ∈ RE

≥0 and A ⊂ E, denote ρ(A) :=
∑
e∈A

ρ(e). Since ρ1, ρ2 ∈ Adm(B), we

have
ρ1(B

′
1), ρ1(B

′
2), ρ2(B

′
1), ρ2(B

′
2) ≥ 1.
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Since ρ1 + ρ2 = 2w, we have ρ1(B
′
1) + ρ2(B

′
1) = 2w(B′

1) = 2w(B1) = 2 and ρ1(B
′
2) + ρ2(B

′
2) =

2w(B′
2) = 2w(B2) = 2. This implies

ρ1(B
′
1) = ρ2(B

′
1) = ρ1(B

′
2) = ρ2(B

′
2) = 1.

Since ρ1(e) = ρ2(e) = 0 for all e ∈ E −X , we obtain

ρ1(B1) = ρ2(B1) = ρ1(B2) = ρ2(B2) = 1.

Consequently,

ρ1(e1) + ρ1(B1 ∩ B2) = ρ1(e2) + ρ1(B1 ∩ B2) = 1,

ρ2(e1) + ρ2(B1 ∩ B2) = ρ2(e2) + ρ2(B1 ∩ B2) = 1.

Hence, ρ1(e1) = ρ1(e2) and ρ2(e1) = ρ2(e2). Thus, since e1 and e2 were chosen arbitrary, we conclude
that ρ1, ρ2 are constant in X . Given that ρ1(B1) = ρ2(B1) = 1 and γ1 has r(E)−r(E−X) elements,
we derive that

ρ1(e) = ρ2(e) =
1

r(E)− r(E −X)
= w(e), ∀e ∈ X.

Therefore, ρ1 = ρ2 = w. So we have shown that w is an extreme point of Adm(B).
If |X| = 1, suppose X = {e}. Let B be a base M that contains e. Using the same argument as

above, we have ρ1(e) = ρ2(e) =
1

r(E)−r(E−X)
= 1. Therefore, ρ1 = ρ2 = w, and once again, w is an

extreme point of Adm(B). In conclusion, w ∈ B̂.

Remark 6.9. Note that the connectedness ofM/(E−X) implies that X is complement-closed. This
is because if E − X is not closed, then M/(E − X) will have some loops, which act as nontrivial
separators.

Proposition 6.10 ([24]). For a matroid M(E, I), a set X ⊆ E is a separator of M if and only if
r(X) + r(E −X) = r(E).

Using Proposition 6.10, we derive the following lemma:

Lemma 6.11. We have Φ ∩ B̂ ⊆ Θ.

Proof. Let X ∈ Φ ∩ B̂. Assume that the matroid M/(E −X) is not connected. Then, let A be a
nontrivial separator of M/(E − X) and define D := X − A. Using part 4 of Proposition 2.4, we
derive that

rM/(E−X)(A) = rM(E −D)− rM(E −X), (6.4)

rM/(E−X)(D) = rM(E − A)− rM(E −X),

and
rM/(E−X)(X) = rM(E)− rM(E −X).

Since X is nonempty and complement-closed, E −X is closed in M . Therefore, since E −D )
E−X , we deduce r(E−D) > r(E−X), which, by (6.4), implies that rM/(E−X)(A) > 0. Similarly,
we also have rM/(E−X)(D) > 0. Consequently, by Proposition 6.10, we have

rM(E)− rM(E −D) = rM/(E−X)(X)− rM/(E−X)(A) = rM/(E−X)(D) > 0, (6.5)
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rM(E)− rM(E − A) = rM/(E−X)(X)− rM/(E−X)(D) = rM/(E−X)(A) > 0, (6.6)

and adding these two identitities and using Proposition 6.10 again, we obtain

2rM(E)− rM(E −A)− rM(E −D) = rM/(E−X)(X) = rM(E)− rM(E −X). (6.7)

Therefore, we have that 1
rM (E)−rM (E−X)

1X is equal to

rM(E)− rM(E − A)

rM(E)− rM(E −X)
·

1

rM(E)− rM(E − A)
1A +

rM(E)− rM(E −D)

rM(E)− rM(E −X)
·

1

rM(E)− rM(E −D)
1D.

Hence, by (6.7), we see that 1
rM (E)−rM (E−X)

1X is a convex combination of 1
r(E)−r(E−A)

1A and
1

r(E)−r(E−D)
1D and these two vectors are in Adm(B), by (6.5) and (6.5) and Remark 6.7. This

is a contradiction, since X ∈ B̂.

7 Modulus for dual matroids

Given a loopless matroid M(E, I) with r(E) > 0, let B be the base family of M . We recall that
the set

B∗ = {X ⊆ E : there exists a base B ∈ B such that X = E − B}

is the family of bases of the dual matroid M∗ of M with the rank function r∗. We also have that
r∗(E) = |E| − r(M). The dual of the dual of a matroid M is the matroid M itself, in other words,
(M∗)∗ =M .

For a loopless matroid M , the dual matroid M∗ is not necessarily loopless. If we consider the
base modulus for a matroid with loops, the optimal element usage probabilities η∗ of those loops
are zero because they are not contained in any bases. Furthermore, the dual matroid M∗ does not
necessarily have positive rank. Specifically, r∗(E) > 0 if and only if r(E) < |E|.

Note that for a loopless matroid M(E, I), by Lemma 3.6, we have 0 < η∗(e) ≤ 1 for all
e ∈ E, where η∗ are the optimal element usage probabilities. In this section, we investigate the
relationships between the base modulus of a matroid and the base modulus of its dual. Consider a
loopless matroid M(E, I) with r(E) > 0. If r(E) = |E|, then the dual matroid M∗ has rank zero.
Now, assuming r(E) < |E|, the concept of dual matroids motivates the following theorem.

Theorem 7.1. Let E be a finite set. Let Γ be a family of subsets of E with usage vectors given
by indicator functions. Assume that |γ| = k, ∀γ ∈ Γ for some integer k such that 0 < k < |E|.

Define Γ∗ := {E − γ : γ ∈ Γ} with usage vectors given by indicator functions. Let Γ̂ and Γ̂∗ be
the Fulkerson blocker families of Γ and Γ∗, respectively. Let η∗ and η∗◦ be the optimal densities for

Mod2(Γ̂) and Mod2(Γ̂∗), respectively. Then we have

η∗ + η∗◦ = 1,

where 1 is the vector of all ones.

Proof. Let N be the usage matrix of Γ. Then, all row sums of N are equal to k. Let 1|Γ|×|E| be the
|Γ| × |E| matrix of all ones. Consequently, 1|Γ|×|E| −N is the usage matrix of Γ∗.
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Note that by the proof of Lemma 3.1, we have

(η∗)T1 = k, (7.1)

and
(η∗◦)

T1 = |E| − k. (7.2)

Additionally, we have

N1 = k1, (1|Γ|×|E|)η
∗ = k1, (1|Γ|×|E|)η

∗
◦ = (|E| − k)1. (7.3)

By Theorem 3.2, we have that ρ∗ = η∗/E(η∗) is the optimal solution for Mod2(Γ) and ρ∗◦ =
η∗◦/E(η

∗
◦) is the optimal solution for Mod2(Γ

∗). Hence, by admissibility, we have

N
η∗

E(η∗)
≥ 1, (7.4)

and (
1|Γ|×|E| −N

) η∗◦
E(η∗◦)

≥ 1, (7.5)

where these two inequalities hold element-wise. Let a = 1− η∗◦ ≤ 1, then

(
1|Γ|×|E| −N

) η∗◦
E(η∗◦)

=
(
1|Γ|×|E| −N

) 1− a

E(1− a)

=
|E|1− k1− k1+Na

E(1− a)
(by (7.3))

=
(|E| − 2k)1+Na

|E| − 2k + E(a)
, (by (7.2))

where in the denominator we expanded the squares and used (7.2). Therefore, (7.5) is equivalent
to

(|E| − 2k)1+Na ≥ (|E| − 2k + E(a))1

which we rewrite as,

N
(1− η∗◦)

E(1− η∗◦)
=

Na

E(a)
≥ 1,

Similarly, the inequality (7.4) is equivalent to

(
1|Γ|×|E| −N

) 1− η∗

E(1− η∗)
≥ 1.

In other words, the vector 1−η∗◦
E(1−η∗◦)

is admissible for Γ and 1−η∗

E(1−η∗)
is admissible for Γ∗. Hence, since

ρ∗ is optimal for Mod2(Γ), we have

1

E(1− η∗◦)
= E

(
1− η∗◦

E(1− η∗◦)

)
≥ E(ρ∗) =

1

E(η∗)
, (7.6)
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and, since ρ∗◦ is optimal for Mod2(Γ
∗),

1

E(1− η∗)
= E

(
1− η∗

E(1− η∗)

)
≥ E(ρ∗◦) =

1

E(η∗◦)
. (7.7)

These are equivalent to

E(η∗) ≥ E(1− η∗◦) = |E| − 2(|E| − k) + E(η∗◦), (by (7.2))

and

E(η∗◦) ≥ E(1− η∗) = |E| − 2k + E(η∗). (by (7.1))

Consequently, we have shown that

E(η∗)− k ≥ E(η∗◦)− (|E| − k) ≥ E(η∗)− k.

Therefore, two inequalities in (7.6) and (7.7) holds as equalities. Hence, by uniqueness of η∗ and
η∗◦, we obtain that 1− η∗◦ = η∗.

Applying this to the case when Γ is the base family of a matroid, we recover a known result [9]
about strength and fractional arboricity of dual matroids,

Corollary 7.2. Let M = (E, I) be a loopless matroid and 0 < r(M) < |E|. Let M∗ be the dual

matroid of M . Let η∗ be the optimal density for Mod2(B̂(M)) and let η∗◦ be the optimal density for

Mod2(B̂(M∗)). Then, we have
η∗ + η∗◦ = 1,

where 1 is the vector of all ones. Moreover, if the dual matroid M∗ is loopless, we have

1

D(M)
+

1

S(M∗)
= 1,

and
1

S(M)
+

1

D(M∗)
= 1.

Proof. Given that M is loopless, we have

η∗min =
1

D(M)
and η∗max =

1

S(M)
.

If M∗ is also loopless, we get

(η∗◦)min =
1

D(M∗)
and (η∗◦)max =

1

S(M∗)
.

The proof follows by applying Theorem 7.1.
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8 Deflation process and other values of p

Let M(E, I) be a matroid with the base family B = B(M). Let B̃ be a Fulkerson dual family of B.

Let ρ∗ and η∗ be the unique optimal densities for Mod2(B) and Mod2(B̃). Let p ∈ (1,∞) \ {2} . We
want to show that Modp(B) can be deduced from Mod2(B).

Theorem 8.1. Let M(E, I) be a matroid with the base family B = B(M). Let B̃ be a Fulkerson
dual family of B. Let p ∈ (1,∞) \ {2} . Let q be the Hölder conjugate exponent of p, so that

(p− 1)(q − 1) = 1. Then Mod2(B̃) and Modq(B̃) has the same optimal density.

Proof. Let η∗ be the unique optimal density for Mod2(B̃). We recall Emin defined as in (4.2).
According to part 1 of Theorem 4.2, Emin is a complement-Beurling set. Our objective is to
iteratively apply Theorem 3.19 to the Beurling set E − Emin. Initially, we decompose the matroid
M into M1 := M |Emin and M/Emin by utilizing Theorem 3.19. Then, M1 is homogenous, we
proceed to further decompose the matroid M/Emin using the minimum value of η∗, continuing this
deflation process. Let us denoteM1,M2, . . . ,Mk as the sequence of homogeneous matroids resulting
from this process, alongside the corresponding sequence of ground sets E1, E2, . . . , Ek.

Note that E1, E2, . . . , Ek are subsets of E, and η∗ is equal to the constant η∗j :=
r(Mj)

|Ej |
on each

Ej , where r(Mj) is the rank of matroid Mj . Moreover, we have η∗1 < η∗2 < · · · < η∗k. Then, we
establish that

(Mod2(B(M)))−1 =
k∑

j=1

r(Mj)
2

|Ej |
. (8.1)

The q-energy of η∗ is

Eq(η
∗) =

k∑

j=1

|Ej|

(
r(Mj)

|Ej |

)q

. (8.2)

We define a density ρ by the formula

ρ :=
(η∗)q−1

Eq(η∗)
.

We want to check that ρ ∈ Adm(B). Note that for every fair base B ∈ B, we have |B∩Ej | = r(Mj)
for every j. This is because since E1 is a complement-Beurling set, we have |B ∩ E1| = rM(E1) =
r(M1) (by Lemma 3.11 and part 3 of Proposition 2.3). Then B ∩ (E − E1) is a base in M/E1 (by
part 3 of Proposition 2.4), and it is also a fair base in M/E1 (by Theorem 3.19 (ii)). By induction,
we achieve that |B ∩ Ej| = r(Mj) for every j. Therefore, for any fair base B, we have

ℓp(B) =
1

Eq(η∗)

k∑

j=1

r(Mj)

(
r(Mj)

|Ej|

)q−1

=
1

Eq(η∗)

k∑

j=1

|Ej|

(
r(Mj)

|Ej|

)q

= 1, (8.3)

where the last equality follows from (8.2).
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LetB be a base in B(M) that has minimum total usage ℓρ(B). We have that |B∩E1| ≤ rM(E1) =
r(M1) by Lemma 3.11. Assume that |B ∩ E1| < rM(E1). Let T be a maximal independent set in
E1, then |T | = rM(E1) > |B ∩ E1|. Note that B ∩ E1 and T are independent and (B ∩ E1) ⊂ E1.
By the exchange property (I3) of Definition 2.1, there exists z ∈ (T − (B ∩ E1)) = T − B such
that (B ∩ E1) ∪ {z} is independent in M . Since B is a base and z /∈ B, let C be the unique
circuit within B ∪ {z}, containing z. Since (B ∩ E1) ∪ {z} is independent in M , it follows that
C 6⊆ (B ∩E1) ∪ {z}. Consequently, C −E1 6= ∅. Let x be an element in C −E1. Then ρ(x) > ρ(z)
by definitions of ρ and E1. Note that x ∈ C and x 6= z, then x ∈ B. By part 3 of Proposition 2.2,
we have B′ := (B − {x}) ∪ {z} is a base and, recalling the total usage from (2.13), we have

ℓρ(B
′) = ℓρ(B)− ρ(x) + ρ(z) < ℓρ(B).

This contradicts with the definition of B. Therefore, we have that |B ∩ E1| = r(M1). Then
B ∩ (E − E1) is a base in M/E1 (by part 3 of Proposition 2.4). Then, we use the same argument,
by induction, we achieve that |B ∩Ej | = r(Mj) for every j. Therefore, by (8.3), we have ℓp(B) = 1.
Thus, ρ ∈ Adm(B).

Next, since ρ ∈ Adm(B) and η∗ ∈ Adm(B̃), we have

Modp(B) ≤ Ep(ρ) (8.4)

=
∑

e∈E

ρ(e)p =
1

Eq(η∗)p

∑

e∈E

(η∗(e))qp−p

=
1

Eq(η∗)p

∑

e∈E

(η∗(e))q = Eq(η
∗)1−p

≤
(
Modq(B̃)

)1−p

.

But Fulkerson duality for p-modulus says that

(
Modq(B̃)

)1−p

= (Modp(B))
−(q−pq)/p = (Modp(B)) .

Therefore, equality holds in (8.4) and we have shown that ρ is extremal for Modp(B). By (2.20),

we have η∗ is the optimal density for Modq(B̃). In particular, we have the following formula

Modp(B) =

(
k∑

j=1

r(Mj)
q

|Ej|q−1

)1−p

.
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