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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.
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1 Introduction

The theory of modulus on graphs has been extensively studied in recent years [IH4[6]. Consider a
graph G = (V| F), a family of objects is defined as a collection of usage vectors on the edgeset E. In
particular, subsets of F are associated to their indicator functions in R¥. 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-¢ cuts, shortest s-t paths, and the effective resistance
from s to ¢ [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 {Z n(e)*:n € co(F)} , (1.1)

ecE

where IT" is the spanning tree family of an undirected graph G = (V| E), and co(I") is the convex
hull of indicator vectors of all spanning trees in I". 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.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2404.05650v1

n* of the problem (I.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 (F,Z)
on the ground set E with a family of independent sets Z and rank function r, the strength of M is
defined as:

: RS
M) = X CEr(F E-X 1.2
s = min { o X C BB > (B - 10} (12)
and the fractional arboricity of M is defined as:
D(M) := max X] XCEr(X)>0;. (1.3)
r(X)

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 ¢ and a family
F of bases (or spanning trees) of M, such that each element e € E appears in exactly ¢ 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 n* of the problem ([LT]) is equal to both the universal base and the lexicographically
optimal base of the graphic polymatroid associated with the graph G, see Section for definitions
and [15].

Consider a loopless matroid M (E,Z) 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/n},,. and D(M) = 1/}, where n, . and n} . 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(FE,Z) 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 [Z.1] below.

The theory of blocking and anti-blocking polyhedra was developed by Fulkerson in [I7,[18]. Let
B be the family of all bases of a loopless matroid M = (E,Z). 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) + R%,. (1.5)



The base dominant Dom(B) is discussed in [18]. Fulkerson stated in [I§] that the following result
can be deduced from Edmonds’s work in [13]:

Dom(B) = {77 e RY,: Zn(e) >r(E)—r(E—X), for all closed X C E} : (1.6)

ecX

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 (L)), and D(M) is equal to the value
of the base covering problem, see Section 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 [I1] provided the same inequality description as in (LL6), 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.

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

e In Section [, 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.

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

e 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.

e In Section [T, 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.

e In Section [§, 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 (F,Z) is a matroid if the following axioms
are satisfied:



(I1) D eZ.
(I2) If X € Z and Y C X then Y € T (Hereditary property).

(I3) If X,Y € Z and |X| > |Y|, then there exists x € X —Y such that Y U{z} € Z (Ezchange
property).

Every set in Z is called an independent set.

Let M(E,Z) be a matroid on the ground set F with the set of independent sets Z. The maximal
independent sets are called bases, the minimal dependent sets are called circuits. The rank function,
r:2F — 7, defined on all subsets X C E is given by:

r(X)=max{|Y|: Y C XY €T}.
The closure operator cl : 2 — 2F is a set function, defined as:
c(X) ={ye E:r(XU{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,T). 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 C E, we have:

1. If By, By € B and x € By — By, then there exists y € By — By such that (B; —{z})U{y} € B.

2. If Be B and x € E — B, then there exists a unique circuit C(x, B) contained in BU{x} and
containing x.

3. If B € B, then for any v € E — B, the set (B — {y}) U{x} € B is a base of M if and only if
y € C(x,B).

0 <r(X) < IX].

IfY C X then r(Y) < r(X).
r(X)+rY)>r(XNY)+r(XUY).
X el & |X|=r(X)

XeB & |X|=r(X)=r(F).

e »® RS &

c(X) D X.

10. (X)=XU{ye E:ye C C(XUy) for some C € C} [21].



Next, we recall dual matroids. Given a matroid M(E,Z), the set
B* :={X C 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 C E, we have:

r(X) = |X|—r(M)+r(F—-X). (2.2)

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

C(M\X)={CCE-X:Cec(M),

defines the family of circuits for a matroid on £ — 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,Z) and a subset X C E, then:
LIM\X)={YCE—X:Y eZ(M)
2. B(M \ X) = mazimal sets in {B— X : B € B(M)}.
3. ranx(Y) =ru(Y) for all subsets Y C E — X.

Note that r3; 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(FE,Z) and a subset X C E, the contraction of X in M is the matroid M/X
on FF — 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,Z) and a subset X C E, then:
C(M/X) = minimal sets in {C — X :C e€C(M),C—X #0}.
IM/X)={Y CE—-X:3Be B(M\ (E— X)) such that Y UB € Z(M)} .

BM/X)={Y CE—-X:dBeB(M\ (E— X)) such thatY UB € B(M)} .

) =
) =
) =
4o rayx(Y) =rpu(XUY) —ry(X) for allY CE - X.

Next, let us recall the definition of polymatroids. From now on, for any vector z € R¥ and
for any subset A C E, we let z(A) := Y z(e). Also, y € RF is another vector, then y < z iff

ecA
y(e) < z(e) for all e € E.

Definition 2.5. A polymatroid in R¥ is a compact non-empty subset P of RZ S satisfying the
following properties:



(i) f y <z e P, theny € P.

(ii) Given z € RE, all maximal vectors y € P with y < & (which are called a P-basis of ) must
have the same component sum y(F).

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

z(A) <r(A), VA C E;

z> 0. (2.3)

Given a matroid M = (E,Z), Edmonds [14, Theorem 39] shows that the set of vertices of the
associated polymatroid P(E,r) described in (23] is precisely the set of indicator vectors of all the
independent sets in Z. Furthermore, the set of all maximal vectors (with respect to the partial
order y < z) 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 7(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 matroid M (E,Z) 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 [, we have:

k k
max{z 1L {L}, C I,Zﬂ{eeli} <l, Vece E} =min {kr(X)+I/|E - X|: X C E}.

i=1 i=1

For a nonnegative rational number A, let D) denote the set of minimizers of the submodular function
(X)) =7(X)+ ME - X|:2Y — R. Then, Dy is a distributive lattice (closed under unions and
intersections). A value A is called critical, if D) contains more than one element. It has been shown
that the set of all critical values is finite, hence can be denoted by

0< A\ <o < A (2.4)

For each i = 1,...,q, define E) and E;f as the minimum and maximum elements of D,,, respec-
tively, then £ C E;LZ Furthermore, we have the following:
0=E,, CE}, =E,, CE,=-=E, CE =F. (2.5)

Moreover, each minor (M|EY)/E5 on Ef — E, , with critical value \; = k/I, has k bases that
uniformly cover every element of E;: — E, exactly [ times. In other words, as explained in the
paragraph above ([L4)), 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 = (F,Z). Edmonds demonstrated that
for any positive real A,

max {z(F) :x € P(E,r),z <A1} =min{r(X) + ME - X|: X C E}, (2.6)

6



where 1 is the column vector of all ones and the inequality holds coordinatewise.
Focusing on the left-hand side of equality (Z0]), it was shown in [15] that there exists a unique
base b*, called the wuniversal base of P(E,r), such that b* A A1 is a maximizer for each A, where

(b* A A1)(e) := min{b*(e), A}, for all e € E. Furthermore, all critical values \; as in (2.4) are the
distinct elements of b*, and

Ef ={ecE:b(e) <N} fori=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 {Z x(e)? : x is a base in P(F, r)} . (2.7)

eckE

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 (L).

On the other hand, for any vector x in P(E,r), enumerate £ = {eq,..., e}, and let
T(z) := (z(er,), ., x(ei,))
be a reordering of = such that z(e;;) < --- < x(e;,, ), where ties are broken by picking the lower

index. A base x of P(E, ) is called a lexicographically optimal base if it lexicographically maximizes
T'(z) among all bases in P(FE,r). Then, the second characterization is that the universal base b* is
identical to the unique lexicographically optimal base of P(FE,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 = (F,Z):

maximize > A(B)

AER?O BeB (2 8)
subject to >  A(B) <1, Ve € E.
BeB:eeB

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

minimize > x(I)

HeRéO I1eT (29)
subject to > k(I) >1, Ve € L.
I€T:ecl

Note that the covering problem (2.9]) can be restricted to only the bases in B(M) instead of all
independent sets in Z(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 (Z9) is equivalent to the
following problem, which we refer to as the base covering problem:



minimize ) k(B)

RS, BeB (2.10)
subject to > k(B)>1, Ve € L.
BeB:eeB

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

Theorem 2.6. Let S(M), D(M), 7(M),v(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:

(M) = S(M), (2.11)
v(M) = D(M). (2.12)

2.4 Modulus

Let E be a finite set with given weights o € RE assigned to each element e in E. We say that T is
a family of objects in E, if each object vy € T is associated to a function N'(v, )T : E — Rsq, which
we think as a usage vector in RZ,. In other words, T is associated with a |T'| x |E| usage matriz N
From now on, we will assume that I' is non-empty and each object v € I uses at least one element
in £/ with a positive and finite amount.

A density p € RE, is a vector such that p(e) represents the cost of using the element e € E. For
each object v € ', we define the total usage cost of v with respect to p

() =Y _N(y.e)ple) = Np) (7). (2.13)
eck
A density p € RE is called admissible for T, if for all v € T, £,(y) > 1. In matrix notations, p
is admissible if Np > 1. The admissible set Adm(T") of T' is defined as the set of all admissible
densities for I,

Adm(l) :={peRE : Np>1}. (2.14)
Fix 1 < p < 00, the energy of the density p is defined as follows

Epolp) =Y ale)p(e).
When p = oo,
Eooo(p) = max{o(e)p(e)} .

ecE

The p-modulus of T" is
Mod,,(I') := inf &,,(p).

peAdm(T)

Equivalently, p-modulus of I' is the following optimization problem,

minimize &, (p)
peRzo

subject to > N(y,e)p(e) > 1, VyeTl.

eckE

When o is the vector of all ones, we omit o and write £,(p) := &, ,(p) and Mod,(I") :== Mod,, ,(T').

(2.15)
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2.5 Fulkerson dual families and the MEO problem

Let E be a finite set. Let I be a family of objects on E. Let K be a closed convex set in R, such
that @ C K C RE, and K is recessive, meaning that K 4+ RZ, = K. The blocker BL(K) of K is
defined as, - -

BL(K)={neRLy:n'p>1Vpe K}.

We will routinely identify I" with the set of its usage vectors {N (v, )F v e F} in RZ,, hence we
can write ' C RE. As done above in (L)), we defined the dominant of ' as Dom(T") := co(T") +RE,,
where co(T") denotes the convex hull of T in R, -

Note that the admissible set Adm(T") defined in ([ZI4) is closed, convex in RZ, and recessive.
Next, we recall Fulkerson duality for modulus. -

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

[ := Ext (Adm(T")) ¢ RE,.

Fulkerson blocker duality [17] states that

~ ~

Dom(I") = Adm(T") = BL(Adm(T")), (2.16)

~

Dom(I") = Adm(I") = BL (Adm(I")) . (2.17)

Moreover, T has its own Fulkerson blocker family, and

=)

cT. (2.18)

Definition 2.8. Let I and I be two sets of vectors in Rgo. We say that I' and I are a Fulkerson
dual pair (or I' is a Fulkerson dual family of T") if

Adm(T') = BL(Adm(T)).
Remark 2.9. If T is a Fulkerson dual family of I", then T is also a Fulkerson dual family of [ because
BL(Adm(T')) = BL(BL(Adm(T'))) = Adm(T).

Proposition 2.10 ([26]). Let T be a set of vectors in RE,. Let T be the Fulkerson blocker family
of ' and ' be a Fulkerson dual family of T'. Then, T is the smallest Fulkerson dual family of T,
meaning that o

rcr.
Remark 2.11. When all usage vectors of ' belong to {0, 1}”, if the support set {e € E : N'(v,e) # 0}
of any usage vector of I' does not contain the support set of any other usage vector of I, then I is

called a clutter in the combinatorics literature. An important property of a clutter T' is [ = I', see
[18]. In this case, T" is the Fulkerson blocker family of T.



When 1 < p < oo, let ¢ := p/(p — 1) be the Holder conjugate exponent of p. For any set of
weights o € RE, define the dual set of weights 7 as 7(e) := ole) » forall e € E. Let I be a
Fulkerson dual family of I". Fulkerson duality for modulus [2] Theorem 3.7] states that

Q|

Mod,, ,(T')» Mod, 3(T)s = 1. (2.19)

Moreover, the optimal p* of Mod, ,(I') and the optimal n* of Mod, 5(I') always exist, are unique,
and are related as follows,

a(e)p*(e)”!

* = E. 2.2
n*(e) Mod, o (1) Ve € (2.20)

When p = 2, we have

= a(e)

Mods ,(I') Mody ,—1(I') =1 and  n*(e) = mp*(e) Vee E. (2.21)

Let P(I') be the set of all probability mass functions (pmf) on I'. According to the probabilistic
interpretation of modulus [0], we can express

Mody(T)™! = min " NN L. (2.22)
peP()

Consider the scenario where I is a collection of subsets of E with usage vector given by the indicator
function. Given a pmf p € P(I'), let v and +' be two independent random objects in I, identically
distributed with law z. The cardinality of the overlap between 7 and 7/, is |y N 9'| and is a
random variable whose expectation is denoted by E,|y N 4/|, which equals pINNTu. Then, the
minimum expected overlap (MEQO) problem for I' is formulated as ﬂler%)l& : E,|yN~'[. Moreover, any

pmf p € P(T') is optimal if and only if
(Nu)(e) = p*(e)/ Mody(T') Ve € E. (2.23)

Next, we want to recall the serial rule for the MEO problem. Given A C FE, let 14 be the
restriction operator,

Py 28 24
vyC E—~vyNA.

Then, for each A C E, 14 induces a family of objects ¥4(I') = {yNA:vy e€T}.

Definition 2.12. Let {F}, E>} be a partition of the edge set E. For each i = 1,2, we define an
induced family of objects I'; := ¢, (I'). We say that a partition {E;, Ex} of the edge set E divides
[, if T' coincides with the concatenation

I'ioels = {’)/1U’)/2 Z’YiEFi,’izl,Q}. (224)

Given a partition {E7, Fo} that divides I' and a pmf p € P(I'). For each i = 1,2, define the
marginal p1; € P(I';) as follows,

Q) = > {u(¢) 1y e T,ei(y) =¢} V¢ e
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On the other hand, given measures v; € P(I';) for ¢ = 1,2, define their product measure in P(I") as
follows,

(1 @ 19) (7) = 11(C)r2(Ca),

for all v = (4 U (y where (; € I';, 1 =1, 2.
In this case, the modulus and MEO problems split into two smaller subproblems.

Theorem 2.13 ([3]). Let T be a family of subsets of the ground set E. Let E = E; U Ey be a
partition that divides I'. Let 'y and I'y be the family induced by the restriction operators g, and
Vp,. Then:

(i) We have
MEO(T") = MEO(T;) + MEO(Ty);

(ii) A pmf p € P(I') is optimal for MEO(L) if and only if its marginal pmfs p; € P(I;),1 = 1,2
are optimal for MEO(T';) respectively;

(iii) Conversely, given pmfs v; € P([;) that are optimal for MEO(T;) for i = 1,2 then vy © vy is
an optimal pmf in P(I") for MEO(T');

(iv) For any pmf p with marginals p;, if e € E;, 1 = 1,2, then

P.(ecy)=P,(e €n)

3 Modulus for the base family of a matroid

3.1 Base modulus and the MEO problem

Let M = (E,T) be a loopless matroid with (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 B be a
Fulkerson dual family of B as in Definition 2.8 Let p* be an optimal pmf for MEO(B). Let p* and
n* be the unique optimal densities for Mody(B) and Mod,(1).

Lemma 3.1. Let B be the family of bases of a matroid M. Let u € P(B) be a probability mass
function (pmf) and let n = N'Tu be the corresponding element usage probabilities. Then.:

n(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:

n(E) =3 n(e) =3 S wBIN(B.e) = 3 u(B) S N(B.e) = 1(E).

eeE ecE BeB BeB ecE

By Lemma [3.] it follows that:

> u(e) =r(E). (3.2)

eckE
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Theorem 3.2. Let M(FE,Z) be a matroid. Let B be the base family of M, and let B be a Fulkerson
dual family of B. Furthermore, let p € REy, n € RY, and p € P(B).

Then p, n and p are optimal, respectively, for Mods(B), Mody(B) and MEO(B) if and only if
the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) p € Adm(B), n=NTy;
(ii) p and n are parallel, meaning that for some constant M > 0, p(e) = Mn(e) for alle € E.
(111) W(B)(1—4,(B)) =0 VB eB.

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

1/M = MEO(B) = Mod,(B).
Proof. Assuming that p,7, and j are optimal for Mody(B), Mods(B) and MEO(B), respectively.
Then, equation (Z.2I)) implies that p and 7 are parallel with constant M = Mods(B), and this
establishes (ii). Next, we define 7, := N7pu. Consequently, u’ NNTp = ngnu is the minimum
expected overlap, and by ([2.23), we have p = Mody(B)n,. Particularly, by (ii) with M as above,
it follows that n = 7,. Furthermore, given that p is optimal for Mods(B), we have p € 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 p,n, and p satisfy the conditions (i), (ii), and (iii). Define

Bt :={BeB:uB) >0},

and let Nt be the usage matrix for BT. To demonstrate that p is optimal for Mody(B), we
apply the Beurling’s criterion from [6], for the case p = 2, applied to the subfamily B*. Given
condition (iii), we have ¢,(B) = 1 for all B € BT and by (i), p € Adm(B). Therefore, we only
need to check the second requirement in Beurling’s criterion. Let’s consider any h € R such that
>eer Me)N(B,e) > 0 for every B € BT. Our goal is to prove that 2”p > 0. Indeed,

hTp = MhTy (by (i4))
= Mh'NTp (by (i)
= Mh"N*p (by definition of BT)
= Mu"N*th >0,

since NTh > 0. Therefore, we have that p is the optimal density for Mods(B).

Next, let 5% and p* be optimal for Mods(B) and MEO(B), respectively. Then, by (Z2I), it
follows that Mn = p = Mody(B)n*. Hence, Mn(FE) = Mody(B)n*(E). Note that, by Lemma [3.1]
n(E) =n*(E) = r(F). Consequently, we have M = Mody(B). Then, we obtain = n*. In addition,

by equation (2.23), u is optimal for MEO(B). O

12



3.2 Beurling sets and serial rule

First, we present some basic properties of the modulus of the base family B. Let B be a Fulkerson
dual family of B as in Definition 2.8 Let p* be an optimal pmf for MEO(B). Let p* and n* be the
unique optimal densities for Mody(B) and Mody(B).

Definition 3.3. A base B € B is called a fair base if there exists an optimal pmf p* for MEO(B)
such that p*(B) > 0. The set of all fair bases is denoted by B/.

Remark 3.4. If B/ C B is the family of fair objects in B, then we also have
MEO(B) = MEO(B/).
This follows by restricting optimal pmf’s on B to B7.

Lemma 3.5. Let B be a fair base, let v € E — B, and let C be the unique circuit contained in
BU{z} and containing x, as defined in part 2 of Proposition[Z2. Then,

" (x) = maxn*(e). (3.3)

Proof. Theorem implies that (B.3) is equivalent to

p'(z) = maxp(e).

Arguing by contradiction, assume that

p(x) < p*(e”), where e* € argmax p*(e).
ecC
Since M is loopless, C' contains at least two elements. Hence, (C'— {z}) C B. This implies that
e* € B. By part 3 of Proposition 2.2] we have B’ := (B — {e*}) U {z} is a base and, recalling the
total usage from (ZI3), we have

(r(B) = £y (B) = p'(e") + 0 () < (e (B).

However, since B is fair, {,-(B) = 1, by Theorem (iii) (complementary slackness). But, this
contradicts the admissibility of p*. O

Lemma 3.6. We have that n*(e) > 0 for all e € E.

Proof. Assume that there exists an element « € E such that n*(z) = 0. Let B be a fair base, then all
elements e in B have positive n*(e). Let C be the unique circuit contained in BU{z} and containing
x, as defined in part 2 of Proposition By Lemma [3.3] this leads to a contradiction. O

Definition 3.7. Given a matroid M(F,Z), let B be the family of bases of M, and let B be
a Fulkerson dual family of B. Let p* and n* be the unique optimal densities for Mody(B) and

Mody(B), respectively. Then, M is said to be homogeneous if n* is constant, or equivalently, p* is
constant.
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Remark 3.8. Later, we will show that Definition B.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 B be a Fulkerson dual famaly of B.
Let n* be the optimal density for Moda(B). Define the density

o,
Nhom (€) == ] Ve € E. (3.4)

Then,
r(E)?

M0d2<g> > 52<77hom) = |E| .

Moreover, M is homogeneous if and only if Nhom € Adm(g).

Remark 3.10. Let u € P(B) be a pmf, and let n = N7y be the corresponding element usage
probabilities. If 7 is constant, then 7 is optimal for Mon(B) because such 7 is automatically
admissible for B. Indeed, 7 € Dom B. Hence by (ZI7) and Definition Z8, 1 € Adm B.

Proof. First, define the expectation and variance of a vector ¢ € R as:

= 17 Z& and  Var(¢) := E(¢*) — (E(€))%,

eckE

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

2y _ r(E)?
= S ey = 1Bl (Vr(n) + (E(€))) = ] (Var(o) + )

eck
r(E)? _ r(B)?
|E] |E]

>0+

where equality holds if and only if 7 is constant.

If M is homogeneous, then n* = r‘(]g) = Nhom- If Nhom 18 admissible for B , then Mod, (g) achieves

T(‘E‘) at 7% = Nhom- O]

its minimum
To gain a better understanding of n*, 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 C E, it holds that:
r(X)>|BNX|>r(E)—r(F—-X). (3.5)

Proof. Since B is a base, by the hereditary property in Definition 211 (12), both BN 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|- BN X|
=r(E)—|BnX| (by Proposition 2.2 (8)).
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and

r(X) >r(BNX) (by Proposition 2] (5))
=|BnNX]| (by Proposition 2.2 (7)).

O

The following lemma gives a relation between n* and the set of fair bases B/. But first we
introduce the notions of Beurling sets and complement-Beurling sets.

Lemma 3.12. Given a matroid M(E,T), let B be the base family of M. Let B be a Fulkerson dual
family of B. Let n* be the optimal density for Mods(B). Then,

(i) For any subset X C E, we have:
n"(X)>r(E)—r(E—-X). (3.6)

Moreover, equality holds in (3.8), if and only if, every fair base B € B/ satisfies r(E — X) =
|B — X]|.
(ii) For any subset Y C E, we have:
H(Y) = (V). (3.7)
Moreover, equality holds in {3.7), if and only if, every fair base B € BY satisfiesr(Y) = |BNY.

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) = n*(EF), a set X is a Beurling set if and only if £ — X is a
complement-Beurling set.

Proof of LemmalZ13. Write n* = N7Tpu* for some pmf p* optimal for the MEO problem, as in
Theorem [3.21 Then,

(X)) =) €)=Y > w(BN(B,e)

eeX eeX BeB

=S (B N(Be) = Y W (BB X
BeB eeX BeB

> 3w (B)r(B) — r(E - X)),
BeB

where the last line follows by applying the second inequality in (B3]). Finally, to complete the proof
of part (i), we note that ) ., u*(B) = 1.

Moreover, the inequality in the last line holds as equality if and only if the second inequality in
(B.8) 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
B.14 O
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We recall that a set X C F is said to be closed if cl(X) = X. Now, we define a complement-closed
set as follows.

Definition 3.15. A set X C FE is said to be complement-closed if cl(F — X) = E — X.
Lemma 3.16. Let X C E. If X is a Beurling set, then X is a complement-closed set.

Proof. Assume that cl(F — X) 2 E — X. Then, there exists an element z € X such that z €
cl(E — X). By definition of the closure operator, in (21)), 7((F — X) U {z}) = r(E — X). Lemma
imply

n(X) >n"(X) —n*(z) =n"(X — {z}) (by Lemma [3.6)
>r(E)—r((F—-X)uU{z}) (by Lemma [B.12)
— r(E) —r(E — X) (by @.10)
=n*(X). (by Definition B.13)
This results in a contradiction. O

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,T), let B = B(M) be the base family of M. Let X C 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)) =B*. (3.8)
Proof. First, we aim to show that
B(M\ X))@ B(M/(E - X)) C B*. (3.9)
By part 3 of Proposition 2.4, we have
B(M\ X) & BM/(E - X)) C B(M).

Let By € B(IM\ X),By € B(M/(E — X)), and let B3 = B; U By. Then, we have

|Bs — X| = | By (by construction)
= ranx(B1) (by definition of By)
=rwnx (£ —X) (by part 8 of Proposition 2.2])
=ry(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)) D> B*. (3.10)
Let B € BX, then B= (B — X)U (BN X).
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On one hand, by definition of BX and part 3 of Proposition 2.3, we have
|IB—X|=ry(E—X)=rmnx(E-X). (3.11)

Note that B— X C B, so B — X is an independent set of M. By part 1 of Proposition 23] B — X
is independent in M \ X. Finally, by part 8 of Proposition and (B.11]), we have

(B—X)eB(M\X).
On the other hand, to show that
BnXeB(M/(E - X)),

note that (BNX)U(B—X) =B € B(M), and B— X € B(M \ X), hence it satisfies the conditions
in part 4 of Proposition 2.4l Therefore, (810) holds and the proof is completed. O

Remark 3.18. Note that in Theorem .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
BI2 the serial rule in Theorem .13 and the concatenation property in Theorem B.17

Theorem 3.19. Given a matroid M(E,T), let B=B(M) be the base family of M, and let B be a
Fulkerson dual family of B. Let X C 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 n* be the optimal density

for Mody(B). 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)

(i) A pmf p € P(B(M)) is optimal for MEO(B(M)) if and only if its marginal pmf ppoan x) €
P(B(M\X)) is optimal for MEO(B(M\ X)) and its marginal pmf g e—x)) € P(B(M/(E—
X)) is optimal for MEO(B(M/(E — X)));

(iii) Conversely, given a pmf vy € P(B(M \ X)) that is optimal for MEO(B(M \ X)) and a pmf
vy € P(B(M/(E — X))) that is optimal for MEO(B(M/(E — X))), then vy & v is an optimal
pmf in P(B(M)) for MEO(B(M));

(iv) The restriction of n* onto E — X is optimal for Mody(B(M \ X)) and the restriction of n*
onto X is optimal for Mody(B(M/(E — X))).

Proof. We apply Theorem for the families I'y = B(M \ X) and I'ys = B(M/(E — X)).
By Theorem [B.17, the concatenation of I'; and I'y in this case is given by

B(M\ X) & B(M/(E - X)) =B,

where B is the set of bases B € B which satisfy r(E — X) = |B — X|.

Furthermore, by Lemma 312, since X is a Beurling set, it follows that B/ C BX. Consequently,
by Remark 3.4, MEO(B(M)) = MEO(B¥). The rest of the proof follows by applying Theorem
213 O

17



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,T), let B be the base family of M, and let B be
a Fulkerson dual family ofNB. Let p* be an optimal pmf for MEO(B), and let n* = NTu* be the
optimal density for Mody(B). Let S(M) be the strength of M. Define:

X = Epax = {e € E:n*(e) = maxn*(¢) =: n;ax} : (4.1)

e'eF
Then, we have the following properties:

(1) X is a Beurling set.
(2) l(E—X)=E — X.
(3)

(4)

Mnax = G-
S(M)
(5) The matroid M/(E — Enax) 15 homogeneous.

Proof. For part 1, Lemma B.12 (i) indicates that the statement is equivalent to r(E—X) = |B — X|
for any fair base B € B/. Suppose 7(E — X) > |B — X| for some fair base B. Let S be a
maximal independent set in F — X, then |S| = r(F — X) > |B — X|. Note that B — X and
S are independent and (B — X) C (F — X). By the exchange property (I3) of Definition 2.1]
there exists y € (S — (B — X)) C ((E—X) — (B — X)) such that (B — X) U {y} is independent.
Since B is a base and y ¢ B, let C' be the unique circuit within B U {y}, containing y. Since
(B — X) U {y} is independent, we have that C' € (B — X) U {y}. Consequently, C N X # ). Let
x be an element in C' N X. By Lemma B.5 we have n*(y) > n*(x) = n},,.. This is a contradiction
because y € S C 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

0w = nTgT) (by definition of X)
- r(E) _|TX<|E — X). (since X is a Beurling set)
For part 4, note that for any set ) #Y C FE, we have
e 2 T (by definition of 7,q,)
S r(E)—r(E-Y)

> v . (by Lemma (1)
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This implies that, for any set Y C E with r(E) > r(E —Y), we can write

1 Y]
n;um: - T(E) - T(E - Y)

Thus, by definition of the strength problem in (L.2]), we have
1

*
nmam

< S(M).

Moreover, equality holds by part 3, and the minimum is achieved by the set X.
Finally, by Theorem [B.191(iv), the restriction of n* to E,., is optimal for Mods(B(M /(E—Eaz))-
Also, n* is constant on F,,,.. Therefore, part 5 holds.
]

Theorem 4.2. Given a loopless matroid M = (E,T), let B be the base family of M, and let B be a
Fulkerson dual family of B. Let p* be an optimal pmf for the MEO(B) problem, and let n* = NTpu*
be the optimal density for Mods(B). We define

Y = Epin = {e € F:n*(e) = minn*(e') =: ’r];;m} . (4.2)

e'ckE
Then,

1. Y s a complement-Beurling set.

2 d(Y)=Y.
> L)
N, = % > 0.
4- .
Min = m

5. The matroid M \ (E — Ey,) is homogeneous.

Proof. For part 1, by Lemma (ii), the statement is equivalent to |[BNY| = r(Y) for any fair
base B € B/. By Lemma B.I1, we have |[BNY| = r(BNY) < r(Y) for any base B. Suppose
that |[BNY| < r(Y) for some fair base B. Let T" be a maximal independent set in Y, then
|T| =r(Y) > |BNY]|. Note that BNY and T are independent and (BNY) C Y. By the exchange
property (I3) of Definition 1], there exists z € (T'— (BNY)) =T — B such that (BNY)U{z} is
independent. Since B is a base and z ¢ B, let C' be the unique circuit within BU{z}, containing z.
Since (BNY) U {z} is independent, it follows that C Z (BNY) U {z}. Consequently, C' —Y # (.
Let z be an element in C' — Y. By Lemma B.5] we have n},. = n*(z) > n*(xz). This leads to a
contradiction as x ¢ Y. Therefore, Y is a complement-Beurling set.
Part 2 follows from By Lemma
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Since Y is a complement-Beurling set, we have

(Y
(e % (by definition of Y)
Y
= T\(Y\) ( 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 C F, we have

(4
Moin < 77|(Z| ) (by definition of 1)
A
< T|<Z|) (by Lemma B.12] (ii))

This implies that for any nonempty set Z C E with r(Z) > 0, we have
1 2

Therefore, the fractional arboricity problem reaches its maximum at the set Y.
Part 5 follows from Theorem B.19 (iv). O

Next, we show that Theorems [4.1] and 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,T), let B = B(M) be the base family of M, and let B be a
Fulkerson dual family of B. Let n* = NTu* be the optimal density for Mon(g). Let S(M) be the
strength of M, D(M) be the fractional arboricity of M, and (M) be the density of M. Then, the
following statements are equivalent:

(i) M is homogeneous.
(ii) S(M) = (M).
(iii) D(M) = 0(M).
(iv) S(M) = D(M).

Proof. By Definition 3.7, M is homogeneous if and only if n¥,.. = n%:,- By Theorems 1] and
and definitions of S(M), D(M), 6(M), we have

L = S(M) < 0(M) < D(M) = L (4.3)

*
nmin

*
nmax

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

(E
Mraw = % (by definition of n;,...)
E)—r(E\E
> ri&) ‘;(‘ \B) (by Lemma 312 (i))
= - (by the assumption)

This implies that equality holds throughout, hence n* is constant, because its average is equal to
its max.
Finally, assume that we have (iii), then we obtain

(E
nea < n|(E| ) (by definition of 1))
E
< T\<E\> (by Lemma 312 (ii))
= (by the assumption)

This implies that equality holds throughout and n* 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 matroid M (E, ), let B = B(M) be the base family of M, and let B be a Fulkerson dual
family of B. Let n* = NTu* be the optimal density for Mody(B). Let S(M), D(M),0(M), (M),
and v(M) be the strength, the fractional arboricity, the density, the optimal values of the base

packing problem (2.8)), and the base covering problem (Z.I0) of M, respectively.
Lemma 5.1. We have the following chain of inequalities:
1 1
=S(M) <7(M)<HM) <v(M)< DM)= : (5.1)

*
nmin

*
nmax

Proof. Note that in (£3) we have already established the two equalities. Therefore, it remains to
show the four inequalities.

1. We aim to show that .

Mmaz
Let p* be an optimal probability mass function (pmf) for MEO(B). We will show that the
density A = p*( )71 € RS, satisfies all the constraints of the base packing problem (Z.8).

*
Nmaz >

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

< 7(M).

s 2B 1

* *
BEB@EB nmax nmax
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Therefore,

BGB T};’;LG,IL' nmam
. Likewise, we want to show that
1
v(M) < —
Min

Let p* be an optimal probability mass function (pmf) for MEO(B). Following the approach
in part 1, we show that the density k = p*(n},;,) " € RS, satisfies all the constraints of the
base covering problem (Z.I0). Again, for a fixed e € E, by Theorem B2 (i), we have

ZM _*()>1

BGB ecB nmln nmln
Therefore,
i (
)<
BEB nmzn nmzn
. Next, we aim to show that
(M) < 6(M).
Let A* be an optimal solution for the base packing problem (2.8]). We have
T(M)r(E) = _r(E)A(B) (by definition of A*)
BeB
= Z Z N(B)N(B,e) (since r(E) = |BJ)
BeB ecE
= Z Z N(B)N(B,e) < Z 1=|E|, (by constraint in (2.8) (5.2)
e€eE BeB eck

where equality holds if and only if
> (B =1, VecE.

BeB
Consequently, we conclude that 7(M) < |E|/r(E) = 0(M).

. Lastly, we establish that

O(M) < v(M).
Let k* € Rgo be an optimal solution for the base covering problem (ZI0). We derive
v(M)r(F) = Z r(E)x*(B) (by definition of £*)

BeB

=Y > K(BN(B.e) (since r(E) = | B|)
BeBeckE

=> ) K(BN(B,e)>> 1=|E|,  (by constraint in @I0))  (5.3)
ecE BeB ecE
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where the equality holds if and only if

Y & (BJN(B,e)=1, VecE.

BeB
Consequently, this implies that v(M) > |E|/r(E) = 0(M).
U

Remark 5.2. Based on the chain of inequalities (5.1]), if n* is constant, then it follows that 7(M) =
(M) = v(M).

The next corollary gives a converse for Remark
Corollary 5.3. The following statements hold:

1. If 7(M) = (M), then n* is constant.

2. If u(M) = 0(M), then n* is constant.

Proof. Assume that 7(M) = 0(M). Let \* be an optimal solution for the base packing problem.

Consider the pmf defined as
] A

SRS}

BeB

Then, the inequality in (52)) holds as equality. Consequently, the pmf p* induces constant element
usage probabilities 7 := N7 p*. By Remark B.I0, it follows that n* = 7.
The proof for the part 2. follows a similar approach. O

Next, we prove some helpful properties of deletions and contractions.
Lemma 5.4. Given a matroid M(E,Z) and subsets X,Y C E, the following properties hold:
1. If d(E = X) # E, then S(M) < S(M/(E — X)).
2. If Y #0, then D(M) > D(M \ (E —-Y)).
3. Ifcd(F—X)#E, thent(M) <17(M/(E — X)).
4. If Y £ 0, then v(M) > v(M\ (E —-Y)).
Proof. We prove each part in the order given.

1. We have

S(M):min{%:TgE,cl(T)gE}
. \E-T|
gmm{m.(E—X)QTQE,CI(T)QE}.
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Since F — T C X, we can rewrite the right hand-side as

ain{ X| =T X
[7(B) = r(E = X)] = [r(T) = r(E - X)]
— in{ X|=|T - (E - X)

[/(B) = (B = X)] = [(T) — r(E-X)]

:(E—X)ngE,cl(T)gE}.

By part 4 of Proposition 2.4, we have

rvyE-x)(X) =ru(E) —ru(E - X),

and
ruye-x) (T — (B = X)) = ry(T) —ry(E — X).
Therefore,
: X[ T - (£ - X)| (L c
S(M) < min {TM/(EX)(X) —ruye-x) (T — (B = X)) E-X)eTChdl)s E}
— S(M/(E - X)).

We have

D(M) = max {r|(77:|) T CEr(T)> O}

> max{r|g) T CY,r(T) > O}

Thus, by part 3 of Proposition 2.3 the right hand-side equals
.
max T CY,r(T)>0

ranE-y) (1)
— D(M\ (E—Y)).

. First, we construct a map f from B(M) to B(M/(E — X)) such that f(B) C B for any base
B e B(M). Let B € B(M), by part 4 of Proposition [24] we have

vy E-x) (B — (E = X)) =ry(B) —ru(E - X)
=ry(E)—ry(E —X)
= TM/(EfX)(X)-
Therefore, there exists a base By € B(M/(E— X)) such that By C B—(F—X)=BNX C B.
Then, we define f(B) := By. If By is not unique, we pick one randomly.
Next, let \* be an optimal solution for the base packing problem (Z8) of M. We define a

vector w € RZZBE]M/ (B=X) a5 follows:

W)= Y NB)pm=, Vs €BM/(E-X)).

BeB(M)
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Then, we obtain

T(M) =) X (B) (by definition of A\*)
BeB

= Y D NB)ym
)

ceB(M/(E—X)) BEB

= Z w(s). (5.4)

seB(M/(E-X))
However, for every fixed e € X:

Z w(g)]]'GECZ Z eE§ Z )‘*

ceB(M/(E—X)) ceB(M/(E—X)) BEB(M)

= Z Z )\ eec]lf(B)zg

c€B(M/(E—X)) BEB(M)

= Y > N(B)leesl )=

BeB(M) seB(M/(E—X))

= > X(B > Teedlym)=

BeB(M) <€B(M/(E7X))
ORI (since /(B) C B)
BeB(M
< 1. (by definition of A¥)

Consequently, the vector w satisfies all constraints of the base packing problem of M /(E — X).
By (5.4), we obtain that 7(M) < 7(M/(E — X)).

. Let 0* be an optimal solution for the base covering problem (ZI0) of M. For any B € B(M),
by part 1 of Proposition 2.3 we have that B N'Y is an independent set in the matroid
M\ (E—-Y). Then, for each I € Z(M \ (E —Y)), we define

v(I):= Y o*(B)lpay-1.

BeB(M)
Then,

v(M)= > o*(B)

BEB(M)

= Z Z ]]-BﬁY:I

IeT(M\(E-Y)) BeB(M)

= > v (5.5)

I€T(M\(E—Y))
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Moreover, we have that, for each e € Y

Z v(I)lees = Z Leer Z 0" (B)1pny=r

I€T(M\(E-Y)) I€T(M\(E-Y)) BeB(M)

= Z Z B)lpny=rlecs

IET(M\(E—Y)) BEB(M)

= Z o*(B) Z Ipny=rleer

BeB(M) 1€T(M\(E—Y))
= Z U*<B)ﬂeeBmY
BeB
= Z O-* (B) :[LGEB
BeB
> 1. (by definition of ¢*)

Therefore, vector v satisfies all constraints of the covering problem (Z.9]) of the matroid M \
(E —Y). By (&3], we conclude that v(M) > v(M \ (E =Y.

U
Proof for Theorem[2.0. Let Ey;, and Ep.x be defined as in (£2]) and (4.1]). We have
D(M)=D(M\ (E — Eqn)) (by part 4, part 5 of Theorem [£.2 and Corollary [£.3))
=0(M\ (E — Eun)) (by part 5 of Theorem and Corollary A.3])
=uv(M\ (F — Enn)) (by Remark [5.2))
<v(M) (by part 4 Lemma [5.7])
< D(M), (by ©.10)
and
S(M) =S(M/(E — Fnax)) (by part 4, part 5 of Theorem [T and Corollary [4.3))
=0(M/(F — Emnax)) (by part 5 of Theorem 1] and Corollary [4.3))
= 7(M/(E — Emax)) (by Remark [5.2))
> 7(M) (by part 3 Lemma [5.4))
> S(M). (by ©.10)
Therefore, v(M) = D(M) and 7(M) = S(M) O

6 Fulkerson duality for the base family

Given a matroid M (F,Z), let B be the base family of M. In this section, we introduce the Fulkerson
blocker family and a Fulkerson dual family for the family B.

For a matroid M(FE,Z), a set X C FE is called a separator of M if any circuit C' € C(M) is
contained in either X or E'— X. A matroid M(E,Z) is called connected if it has no separators other
than F and 0.
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Definition 6.1. Let ® be the family of all nonempty complement-closed sets X C E with usage

vectors: )

Nt = r(E) —r(E — X)

Also, let © C ® be the family of all nonempty complement-closed sets X C F with usage vectors
as in ([6.]) for which the matroid M/(E — X) is connected.

1y. (6.1)

Theorem 6.2. Let M = (E,I) be a loopless matroid with r(M) > 0. Let B be the base family of
M. Let B be the Fulkerson blocker family of B and let © be as in Definition[6.1. Then, B=0.

Proof of Theorem[6.2. The proof follows from three lemmas shown below. By Lemma [.3] BcC .
ByLemmamL@CB And by Lemma [6.17] [ dNBCO. O

Lemma 6.3. We have B C o.

To prove Lemma [6.3] we first recall the connection between the strength S(M), the base packing
value 7(M), and Mod; (B). Note that, we have S(M) = 7(M) = Mod;(B) since the base packing
problem is the dual problem of Mod;(B). For arbitrary weights o € RE . We define the weighted
strength of M with weights o:

, o(X)
M) = X CEr(F E—-X);. 2
S,(00) = min { - T X CBr() > (- ) (6:2)
We also define the weighted base packing problem:
maximize >, A(B)
)\ER?O BeB (63)
subject to > A(B) < a(e), Ve € E.

BeB:eeB

This is the dual problem of Mod, ,(B) and we denote its optimal value by 7,(M).
Lemma 6.4. We have that Sy(M) = 7,(M) = Mod, ,(B) for o € RE,

Proof. Let 0 € Z%,. We assign each element e with weight o(e). For each e € E(M), let X, =
{61, €. .., eo(e)} be a set such that X.N X, = (), forall e, ¢’ € E(M) with e # ¢’. We can think of X,
as the set of o(e) copies of e. The o-parallel extension M, of M is obtained by replacing each element
e € E(M) by X.. Specifically, the ground set E(M,) of My is U,cppy Xe- A subset Y € E(M,)
is independent in M, if and only if Ve € E(M),|X.NY]| <1 and the set {e € E(M) : X.NY # 0}
is independent in M. If every element e is assigned a constant weight r, we write M, for M,—, and
call M, the r-parallel extension of M. Let E' = {e;: e € E(M)} C E(M,). Consequently, there
is a matroid isomorphism between M and M,|E" with the bijection e <> e; between E(M) and
E’. So, we shall see M as the restriction M,|E’" of M,. Then, we have that S,(M) = S(M,) and
7,(M) = 7(M,). Therefore, we establish that S,(M) = 7,(M) = Mod, ,(B(M)) for o € ZE,. Note
that S,(M) and and Mod, ,(B(M)) are homogeneous with respect to o, meaning that S,,(M) =
rSy(M) and Mody ,.o(B(M)) = rMod; ,(B(M)) for any positive number r. Therefore, S,(M) =
7o(M) = Mod, ,(B(M)) for o € QF,. And by continuity, S,(M) = 7,(M) = Mod; ,(B(M)) for
o € RE,. O
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Using Lemma [6.4] and Proof of Claim 4.1 in [26], we obtain Lemma Next, we consider the
following well-known proposition for connected matroids.

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

Using Proposition [6.5] we derive the following lemma.

Lemma 6.6. Let M(E,Z) be a connected matroid. Then for any two elements e; and ey of M
there exists two bases By and Bs such that

Bl — BQ = {61} and BQ — Bl = {62} .

Proof. Let C be a circuit that contains e; and eg, then C' — {ey} is a independent set. There exists
a base Bj such that (C' — {es}) € By. By part 3 of Proposition [Z2] the set By := By — {e1} U {e2}
is a base of M. O

Remark 6.7. Note that, by Lemma BT for any X C F such that r(F)—r(E — X) > 0, the vector
in ([6.0)) is necessarily admissible for B. Indeed, if B € B,

_ 1

|BNX|
NI = T =) =1

r(E)—r(E—X) =

1515 =

Lemma 6.8. We have © C B.

Proof. Every X € © is non-empty and complement-closed, so r(E) — r(E — X) > 0. Hence, by
Remark [6.7] we have that © C Adm(B).
Consider X € ©, we aim to show that
1

w = (E) —T(E—X)]lx € Ext(Adm(B)) = B.

Assume that there are two densities p1, p, € Adm(B) such that

1
w = §(P1 + pa).

For every element ¢ € E — X, we have J\7(X, e) =0, so

1
5 (pi(e) + pa(e)) = w(e) = 0= pi(e) = pae) = 0.
Now, assume that | X| > 2. Let e; and es be two arbitrary distinct elements in X. Since M/(E—X)
is connected, by Lemma [6.0] there exists two bases By, By of M/(E — X)) such that B; — By = {e1}
and By — By = {e2}. By part 3 of Proposition 2.4] there exists B} € B(M) and B, € B(M) such
that B) = B, — (E — X) and By = B, — (E — X).

For any given density p € RE, and A C E, denote p(A) := 3 p(e). Since py, po € Adm(B), we
N ecA

have
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Since 1 + py = 2w, we have py(B}) + pa(By) = 2u(B}) = 20(By) = 2 and py(BY) + pa(By) =
2w(BY) = 2w(By) = 2. This implies

pi(B1) = p2(By) = p1(By) = p2(B3) = 1.
Since p1(e) = pa(e) = 0 for all e € E — X, we obtain

p1(B1) = p2(B1) = p1(Ba) = pa(B2) = 1.
Consequently,

pi(er) + p1(B1 N Ba) = pi(ez) + p1(B1 N By) =1,
paler) + p2(B1 N Ba) = pa(ez) + pa(B1 N By) = 1.

Hence, pi(e1) = pi(e2) and pa(e1) = pa(ez). Thus, since e; and ey were chosen arbitrary, we conclude
that py, po are constant in X. Given that pi(B;) = po(B1) = 1 and v; has r(E)—r(FE— X) elements,
we derive that

1
p1<€) - p2<€) - T(E) _ ’I"(E _ X)
Therefore, py = ps = 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 p;(e) = pa(e) = m = 1. Therefore, p; = p» = w, and once again, w is an

=w(e), VeeX.

extreme point of Adm(B). In conclusion, w € B. O

Remark 6.9. Note that the connectedness of M/(E — X)) implies that X is complement-closed. This
is because if £ — 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,Z), a set X C 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 &N Eg O.

Proof. Let X € ® N B. Assume that the matroid M/(E — X) is not connected. Then, let A be a
nontrivial separator of M/(F — X) and define D := X — A. Using part 4 of Proposition 2.4, we
derive that

ruyE-x)(A) = ru(E — D) —ru(E — X)), (6.4)

ryjp-x)(D) = ru(E = A) = ru(E - X)),
and

) e-x)(X) = 1 (E) = ru(E = X).
Since X is nonempty and complement-closed, £ — X is closed in M. Therefore, since £ — D 2

E — X, we deduce r(E — D) > r(E — X), which, by (€4), implies that 7y;/(z—x)(A) > 0. Similarly,
we also have ry;/(p—x)(D) > 0. Consequently, by Proposition 6.10, we have

T’M(E) — TM<E — D) = TM/(E—X)<X) — TM/(E—X)<A) = TM/(E—X)<D) > O, (65)
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ru(E) —ru(E = A) = ragye-x)(X) = ray-x)(D) = magy-x)(A) > 0, (6.6)
and adding these two identitities and using Proposition [6.10] again, we obtain
2ry(E) —ry(BE—A) —ry(E = D) = ryyp—x)(X) = ru(E) —ru(E - X). (6.7)

Therefore, we have that : )]1 x 1is equal to

ry(B)—ry(E—X

: . D
Hence, by (61), we see that mﬂx is a convex combination of mﬂ 4 and

T(ETI(E_D)]I p and these two vectors are in Adm(B), by (63) and (635) and Remark 6.7 This

is a contradiction, since X € B. O

7 Modulus for dual matroids

Given a loopless matroid M (FE,Z) with r(E) > 0, let B be the base family of M. We recall that
the set
B* = {X C E : there exists a base B € B such that X = £ — 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 n* 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, 7*(E) > 0 if and only if 7(E) < |E|.

Note that for a loopless matroid M(F,Z), by Lemma B we have 0 < n*(e) < 1 for all
e € E, where n* 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 (F,T) with r(F) > 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 I be a family of subsets of E with usage vectors given
by indicator functions. Assume that |y| = k, Vy € T' for some integer k such that 0 < k < |E|.
Define I'* := {E — ~ : v € '} with usage vectors given by indicator functions. Let T and T* be
the Fulkerson blocker families of I' and I'*, respectively. Let n* and n be the optimal densities for
Modg(f) and Modg(ﬁ), respectively. Then we have

n =1,
where 1 is the vector of all ones.

Proof. Let N be the usage matrix of I'. Then, all row sums of NV are equal to k. Let 1jr|x|g be the
IT'| x |E| matrix of all ones. Consequently, 1rjxjz — A is the usage matrix of I'*.
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Note that by the proof of Lemma B.1] we have

()" =k, (7.1)
and
(n5)"1 = |B| — k. (7.2)
Additionally, we have
N1=Fk1, (rxe)n” =kl (Lrxe)ns = (E] - k)1 (7.3)

By Theorem B.2] we have that p* = n*/£(n*) is the optimal solution for Mody(I") and p} =
ns/E(n) is the optimal solution for Mods(I'™). Hence, by admissibility, we have

*

Ui
N > 1, 7.4
£0r) o
and .
Ui
1pxp —N) =—— >1, 7.5
(e = N) 2005 (7.5)
where these two inequalities hold element-wise. Let a =1 — 7 <1, then
(Lrieier = N) g2 = (Lrpeie —N) e
£(ns) €1 - a)
|E|l1 — k1 —k1+ Na
= b
- (by ()
(|E| —2k)1+ Na
= by (Z.2)
|E[— 2k + &(a) (by @2)

where in the denominator we expanded the squares and used (.2]). Therefore, ([[H]) is equivalent
to

(IE| = 2k)1+Na > (|E| -2k + E(a))1

which we rewrite as,
N (1 - no) — Na’ Z 1’
E@—mnz)  £&(a)

Similarly, the inequality (7.4]) is equivalent to

1—7n
@mam—ﬂﬁgajggz

In other words, the vector 1_%
5(1 770)

p* is optimal for Mody(T"), we have

N T WO
sa-m ¢ (m—m)zg(p) 3 (7:6)

is admissible for I' and ﬁ is admissible for I'*. Hence, since
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and, since p’ is optimal for Mod,(I'™),

These are equivalent to
Em') 2 EM —mny) = [E] = 2(|E] — k) + E(n5), (by (Z.2))
and
Emg) =2 X —n") = |E| =2k + E(n). (by (1))

Consequently, we have shown that
EM) —k = &) — (Bl —k) =EW") — k.

Therefore, two inequalities in (Z.6) and (Z.7) holds as equalities. Hence, by uniqueness of #* and
7%, we obtain that 1 — n¥ = n*. .

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

Corollary 7.2. Let M = (E,Z) be a loopless matroid and 0 < r(M) < |E|. Let M* be the dual
matroid of M. Let n* be the optimal density for Mon(B/(Z\T)) and let n’ be the optimal density for
Mon(W)). Then, we have

n =1,

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

1 1
=1
by TS T
and
1 N r ]
S(M) ~ D(M~)
Proof. Given that M is loopless, we have
min = 7~ o Mmax = G/
D(M) S(M)
If M* is also loopless, we get
1 1
: min — 7877 7.\ d : max —
(770) D(M*) an (770) S(M*)
The proof follows by applying Theorem [7.T] O
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8 Deflation process and other values of p

Let M(E,Z) be a matroid with the base family B = B(M). Let B be a Fulkerson dual family of 5.

Let p* and n* be the unique optimal densities for Mods(B) and Mody(B). Let p € (1,00)\ {2}. We
want to show that Mod,(B) can be deduced from Mods(B).

Theorem 8.1. Let M(E,I) be a matroid with the base family B = B(M). Let B be a Fulkerson
dual family of B. Let p € (1,00) \ {2}. Let q be the Hélder conjugate exponent of p, so that

(p—1)(¢—1) =1. Then Mods(B) and Mod,(B) has the same optimal density.

Proof. Let n* be the unique optimal density for Mody(B). We recall E,,;, defined as in (£.2).
According to part 1 of Theorem U2, FE,,;, is a complement-Beurling set. Our objective is to
iteratively apply Theorem B.19 to the Beurling set £ — E,,;,. Initially, we decompose the matroid
M into My := M|E,;, and M/E,;, by utilizing Theorem Then, M; is homogenous, we
proceed to further decompose the matroid M/FE,,;, using the minimum value of n*, continuing this
deflation process. Let us denote My, M, ..., M, as the sequence of homogeneous matroids resulting
from this process, alongside the corresponding sequence of ground sets Ey, Fs, ..., Ej.

Note that Fy, Fs, ..., Ej are subsets of £, and 1" is equal to the constant 7} := r‘(gﬁ)
E;, where r(M;) is the rank of matroid M;. Moreover, we have n; < n5 < --- < n;. Then, we
establish that

on each

r(M;)?
=

Z (8.1)

(Moda(BOM)) ™ =

=1

<

The g-energy of n* is

e =151 (152 82)

We define a density p by the formula

()"

&)

We want to check that p € Adm(B). Note that for every fair base B € B, we have |BNE;| = r(M;)
for every j. This is because since F; is a complement-Beurling set, we have |B N Ey| = ry(Fy) =
r(M;) (by Lemma B.IT and part 3 of Proposition 23]). Then BN (E — E,) is a base in M/E, (by
part 3 of Proposition [2.4]), and it is also a fair base in M/E; (by Theorem (ii)). By induction,
we achieve that |B N E;| = r(M;) for every j. Therefore, for any fair base B, we have

> o) ()

s ()

J=1

p =

’UN
—
S
N~—
I
n
Sk
*
~—
(-

~1, (8.3)

where the last equality follows from (8.2).



Let B be a base in B(M) that has minimum total usage ¢,(B). We have that |BNE;| < ry(Ey) =
r(M;y) by Lemma BIIl Assume that |B N E;| < rp(E7). Let T be a maximal independent set in
E,, then |T| = ry(Ey) > |B N Ey|. Note that BN E; and T are independent and (BN E;) C Ej.
By the exchange property (I3) of Definition 211 there exists z € (T'— (BN Ey)) = T — B such
that (B N E;) U{z} is independent in M. Since B is a base and z ¢ B, let C be the unique
circuit within B U {z}, containing z. Since (B N E}) U {z} is independent in M, it follows that
C ¢ (BN E;))U{z}. Consequently, C' — E; # (). Let x be an element in C' — E;. Then p(z) > p(2)
by definitions of p and F;. Note that z € C' and x # z, then x € B. By part 3 of Proposition 2.2]
we have B’ := (B — {z}) U {z} is a base and, recalling the total usage from (2.13]), we have

0,(B)) = £,(B) - plx) + p(z) < L,(B).

This contradicts with the definition of B. Therefore, we have that |B N E;| = r(M;). Then
BN (E — Ey) is a base in M/FE; (by part 3 of Proposition [24]). Then, we use the same argument,
by induction, we achieve that |BN E;| = r(M,) for every j. Therefore, by ([83), we have ¢,(B) = 1.
Thus, p € Adm(B).

Next, since p € Adm(B) and * € Adm(B), we have

Mod,(B) < &,(p) (5.4)
Y Z— 1 * qp—p
= A = g L0

N\ 1-
< (Modq(8)> "
But Fulkerson duality for p-modulus says that
~\ 1-p o
(Mod,(B)) " = (Mod,(B)) """ = (Mod,(B).

Therefore, equality holds in (84) and we have shown that p is extremal for Mod,(B). By (Z20),
we have n* is the optimal density for Mod,(B). In particular, we have the following formula

Mod,,(B) = (Z Tg‘?j) .

References

[1] ALBIN, N., BRUNNER, M., PEREZ, R., POGGI-CORRADINI, P., AND WIENS, N. Modulus
on graphs as a generalization of standard graph theoretic quantities. Conform. Geom. Dyn. 19
(2015), 298-317.

34



2]

3]

[10]

[11]
[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

ALBIN, N., CLEMENS, J., FERNANDO, N., AND POGGI-CORRADINI, P. Blocking duality for
p-modulus on networks and applications. Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. (4) 198, 3 (2019), 973-999.

ALBIN, N., CLEMENS, J., HOARE, D., POGGI-CORRADINI, P., SiT, B., AND TYMOCHKO,

S. Fairest edge usage and minimum expected overlap for random spanning trees. Discrete
Math. 344, 5 (2021), Paper No. 112282, 24.

ALBIN, N., KoTTEGODA, K., AND POGGI-CORRADINI, P. A polynomial-time algorithm for
spanning tree modulus. arXiv: Combinatorics (2020).

ALBIN, N., KorTEGODA, K., AND POGGI-CORRADINI, P. Spanning tree modulus for secure
broadcast games. Networks 76, 3 (2020), 350-365.

ALBIN, N., AND POGGI-CORRADINI, P. Minimal subfamilies and the probabilistic interpre-
tation for modulus on graphs. J. Anal. 24, 2 (2016), 183-208.

BERTSIMAS, D., AND TSITSIKLIS, J. N. Introduction to linear optimization, vol. 6. Athena
scientific Belmont, MA, 1997.

BoLLoBAs, B. Modern graph theory, vol. 184 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer-
Verlag, New York, 1998.

CATLIN, P. A., GROsSSMAN, J. W., HoBBs, A. M., AND LaA1, H.-J. Fractional arboricity,

strength, and principal partitions in graphs and matroids. Discrete Applied Mathematics 40,
3 (1992), 285-302.

CHENG, E., AND CUNNINGHAM, W. H. A faster algorithm for computing the strength of a
network. Information Processing Letters 49, 4 (1994), 209-212.

CHOPRA, S. On the spanning tree polyhedron. Oper. Res. Lett. 8, 1 (1989), 25-29.

CunNINGHAM, W. H. Optimal attack and reinforcement of a network. J. Assoc. Comput.
Mach. 32, 3 (1985), 549-561.

EpMonDs, J. Lehman’s switching game and a theorem of tutte and nash-williams. J. Res.
Nat. Bur. Standards Sect. B 69 (1965), 73-77.

EpMONDs, J. Matroids and the greedy algorithm. Math. Programming 1 (1971), 127-136.

FuJisHIGE, S. Lexicographically optimal base of a polymatroid with respect to a weight vector.
Mathematics of Operations Research 5, 2 (1980), 186-196.

FuJsisHiGE, S. Theory of principal partitions revisited. Research Trends in Combinatorial
Optimization: Bonn 2008 (2009), 127-162.

FULKERSON, D. R. Blocking polyhedra. In Graph Theory and its Applications (Proc. Advanced
Sem., Math. Research Center, Univ. of Wisconsin, Madison, Wis., 1969) (1970), Academic
Press, New York, pp. 93-112.

35



[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

FUuLkeERSON, D. R. Blocking and anti-blocking pairs of polyhedra. Math. Programming 1
(1971), 168-194.

GUSFIELD, D. Connectivity and edge-disjoint spanning trees. Inform. Process. Lett. 16, 2
(1983), 87-89.

Hong, Y., Gu, X., Lai, H.-J., AND Liu, Q. Fractional spanning tree packing, forest
covering and eigenvalues. Discrete Applied Mathematics 213 (2016), 219-223.

MATTHEWS, L. Closure in independence systems. Math. Oper. Res. 7, 2 (1982), 159-171.

NAsH-WIiLLIAMS, C. S. J. Decomposition of finite graphs into forests. Journal of the London
Mathematical Society 1, 1 (1964), 12-12.

NasH-WiLLiaMs, C. S. J. A. Edge-disjoint spanning trees of finite graphs. J. London Math.
Soc. 36 (1961), 445-450.

Prrsouris, L. S. Topics in matroid theory. SpringerBriefs in Optimization. Springer, New
York, 2014.

RUCINSKI, A., AND VINCE, A. Strongly balanced graphs and random graphs. Journal of
graph theory 10, 2 (1986), 251-264.

TrUONG, H., AND POGGI-CORRADINI, P. Fulkerson duality for modulus of spanning trees
and partitions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.15984 (2023).

TurTE, W. T. On the problem of decomposing a graph into n connected factors. J. London
Math. Soc. 36 (1961), 221-230.

Worou, B. M. T., AND GALTIER, J. Fast approximation for computing the fractional
arboricity and extraction of communities of a graph. Discrete Applied Mathematics 213 (2016),
179-195.

36



	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Matroids
	Principal partition of matroids
	Packing and covering problems
	Modulus
	Fulkerson dual families and the MEO problem

	Modulus for the base family of a matroid
	Base modulus and the MEO problem
	Beurling sets and serial rule

	Strength and Fractional Arboricity
	Base packing and base covering problems
	Fulkerson duality for the base family
	Modulus for dual matroids
	Deflation process and other values of p

