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AROUND THE MERINO–WELSH CONJECTURE: IMPROVING

JACKSON’S INEQUALITY

PÉTER CSIKVÁRI

Abstract. The Merino-Welsh conjecture states that for a graph G without loops and
bridges we have

max(TG(2, 0), TG(0, 2)) ≥ TG(1, 1).

Later Jackson proved that for any matroid M without loop and coloop we have

TM (3, 0)TM (0, 3) ≥ TM (1, 1)2.

The value 3 in this statement was improved to 2.9242 by Beke, Csáji, Csikvári and
Pituk. In this paper, we further improve on this result by showing that

TM (2.355, 0)TM(0, 2.355) ≥ TM (1, 1)2.

We also prove that the Merino–Welsh conjecture is true for matroids M , where all
circuits of M and its dual M∗ have length between ℓ and (ℓ− 2)4 for some ℓ ≥ 6.

1. Introduction

Let G be a connected graph without loops and bridges. Merino and Welsh [18] con-
jectured that

max (α(G), α∗(G)) ≥ τ(G),

where α(G), α∗(G), τ(G) denote the number of acyclic orientations, strongly connected
orientations, and spanning trees of G, respectively. These quantities are evaluations of
the Tutte polynomial TG(x, y), namely TG(2, 0) = α(G), TG(0, 2) = α∗(G) and TG(1, 1) =
τ(G).

Conde and Merino [5] proposed "additive" and "multiplicative" versions of this con-
jecture:

TG(2, 0) + TG(0, 2) ≥ 2TG(1, 1)

TG(2, 0)TG(0, 2) ≥ TG(1, 1)
2,

respectively. The multiplicative version implies the additive version, which in turn im-
plies the original conjecture. These conjectures also naturally extend to the Tutte poly-
nomial of a matroid without loops and coloops.

While the conjecture holds for certain classes of graphs [16, 19, 21] and matroids
[4, 10, 14, 15, 17] it fails for general matroids. Beke, Csáji, Csikvári and Pituk [2]
showed that there exist infinitely many matroids without loops and coloops violating
the multiplicative version.

Theorem 1.1 (Beke, Csáji, Csikvári and Pituk [2]). There are infinitely many matroids
M without loops and coloops for which

TM (2, 0)TM(0, 2) < TM(1, 1)2.

The research was supported by the MTA-Rényi Counting in Sparse Graphs ”Momentum” Research
Group, and by Dynasnet European Research Council Synergy project – grant number ERC-2018-SYG
810115.
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2 P. CSIKVÁRI

Furthermore, let x0 be the largest root of the polynomial x3 − 9(x− 1). (x0 ≈ 2.22668...)
Then for 0 6 a < x0 there are infinitely many matroids M without loops and coloops for
which

TM(a, 0)TM(0, a) < TM(1, 1)2.

This paper investigates the following question: for what values of a does the inequality

TM(a, 0)TM(0, a) ≥ TM(1, 1)2

hold for all loopless and coloopless matroids M? In this direction the first major result
is due to Jackson.

Theorem 1.2 (Jackson [13]). For any matroid M without loops and coloops,

TM(3, 0)TM(0, 3) ≥ TM(1, 1)2.

Jackson’s result was improved by Beke, Csáji, Csikvári and Pituk in the paper [1].
They showed that one can write 2.9243 instead of 3. In this paper, we further improve
on this inequality.

Theorem 1.3. For any matroid M without loops and coloops and a ≥ 2.355,

TM(a, 0)TM(0, a) ≥ TM(1, 1)2.

We may also study which matroid classes satisfy the product version of the Merino–
Welsh conjecture. The following theorem is motivated by the fact that paving matroids
satisfy the Merino–Welsh conjecture. A matroid of rank r is a paving matroid if all
circuits have length r or r + 1.

Theorem 1.4. Suppose that there exists an ℓ ≥ 6 such that all circuits of the matroid
M and its dual M∗ have length between ℓ and (ℓ− 2)4. Then

TM(2, 0)TM(0, 2) ≥ TM(1, 1)2.

The proof of Theorem 1.3 and Theorem 1.4 are based on the theory of the permuta-
tion Tutte polynomial developed in the paper [1]. While Theorem 1.4 does not imply
that paving matroids satisfy the Merino–Welsh conjecture, one can prove this fact by
modifying the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Notations. Throughout the paper G = (V,E) is an arbitrary graph and H = (A,B,E)
is a bipartite graph. Ka,b denotes the complete bipartite graph with parts of size a and
b. Sk denotes the star graph on k vertices. For a vertex v the degree of v is denoted
by dv. NH(v) denotes the set of neighbors of v. If H is clear from the context, then we
simply write N(v).

This paper is organized as follows.

• In the next section we introduce the basic concepts from matroid theory that
we will use, and revisit the theory of permutation Tutte polynomial T̃H(x, y)
developed in the paper [1].

• In Section 3 we compute the growth constant limn→∞ T̃Hn(x, 0)
1/n for some family

of bipartite graphs. While this section is not necessary for the proofs of Theo-
rem 1.3 and 1.4 it provides an important intuition to study the permutation Tutte
polynomial.

• In Section 4 we prove a technical, but very important lemma that provides the
basis of the proof of Theorems 1.3 and 1.4.

• In Section 5 we give the proof of Theorem 1.3.
• In Section 6 we prove Theorem 1.4.
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• In Section 7 we end the paper some conjectures.
• In the Appendix one can find some tables that are used in the proof of Theo-

rem 1.3.

2. Preliminaries

This section collects the necessary tools from matroid theory together, and recall some
of the basic facts from the theory of permutation Tutte polynomial.

2.1. Tutte polynomial and matroids. The Tutte polynomial TG(x, y) of a graph G
is defined as

TG(x, y) =
∑

A⊆E

(x− 1)k(A)−k(E)(y − 1)k(A)+|A|−v(G),

with k(A) denoting the number of connected components of the graph (V,A), see [22].
There is a vast amount of literature on the properties of the Tutte polynomial and its
applications, see for instance, [3, 6, 8, 23], or the book [9].

The Tutte polynomial naturally extends to matroids. Recall that a matroid M is a
pair (E, I) such that I ⊆ 2E, called independent sets, satisfies the axioms (i) ∅ ∈ I, (ii)
if A′ ⊆ A ∈ I, then A′ ∈ I, and (iii) if A,B ∈ I such that |B| < |A|, then there exists
an x ∈ A \ B such that B ∪ {x} ∈ I. Given a set S ⊆ E, the maximal independent
subsets of S all have the same cardinality, and this cardinality is called the rank of the
matroid, denoted by r(S). The maximum size independent sets of M are called bases,
and their set is denoted by B(M). The dual of a matroid M is the matroid M∗ whose
bases are {E \B | B ∈ B(M)}. For further details on matroids, see for instance [20]

Given a graph G = (V,E), the edge sets of the spanning forests of G form the inde-
pendent sets of a matroid MG called the cycle matroid of G. If G is connected, then
the basis of MG are the spanning trees of G. One can define the Tutte polynomial of a
matroid as

TM (x, y) =
∑

S⊆E

(x− 1)r(E)−r(S)(y − 1)|S|−r(S),

where r(S) is the rank of a set S ⊆ E. When M = MG, then TMG
(x, y) = TG(x, y). A

loop in a matroid M is an element x ∈ E such that r({x}) = 0, that is, {x} /∈ I, and
a coloop is an element that is a loop in the dual M∗ of the matroid M . Equivalently, a
coloop is an element that is in every base of M . For a cycle matroid MG, loops correspond
to loop edges and coloops correspond to bridges in the graph G.

Hence it was suggested that the inequalities

max(TM(2, 0), TM(0, 2) > TM (1, 1),

TM(2, 0) + TM (0, 2) > 2TM(1, 1),

TM(2, 0)TM(0, 2) > TM(1, 1)2

may hold true for all matroids M without loops and coloops. (These versions appear
explicitly in [10], but were treated much earlier without explicitly calling them conjec-
tures.) Note that for general matroids, all these versions are equivalent in the following
sense: if one of them is true for all matroids, then the others are also true for all ma-
troids. Applying the maximum version to M ⊕M∗ with M∗ being the dual of M leads
to the multiplicative version of the conjecture. (Here M ⊕ N denotes the direct sum of
the matroids M and N .)
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2.2. Permutation Tutte polynomial. The proof of Theorem 1.3 heavily relies on the
theory of permutation Tutte polynomial. The idea is that Tutte polynomial TG(x, y)

can be written as a sum of permutation Tutte polynomials T̃Hj
(x, y) for certain bipar-

tite graphs Hj. As a consequence certain inequalities valid for the permutation Tutte
polynomial transfers to the Tutte polynomial.

Definition 2.1 ([1]). Let H = (A,B,E) be a bipartite graph. Suppose that V (H) = [m].
For a permutation π : [m] → [m], we say that a vertex i ∈ A is internally active if

π(i) > max
j∈NH(i)

π(j),

where the maximum over an empty set is set to be −∞. Similarly, we say that vertex
j ∈ B is externally active if

π(j) > max
i∈NH (j)

π(i).

Let ia(π) and ea(π) be the number of internally and externally active vertices in A and
B, respectively. Let

T̃H(x, y) =
1

m!

∑

π∈Sm

xia(π)yea(π).

We will call T̃H(x, y) the permutation Tutte polynomial of H .

The above definition is motivated by the following theorem of Tutte.

Theorem 2.2 (Tutte [22]). Let G be a connected graph with m edges. Label the edges
with 1, 2, . . . , m arbitrarily. In the case of a spanning tree T of G, let us call an edge
e ∈ E(T ) internally active if e has the largest label among the edges in the cut determined
by T and e by removing e from T . Let us call an edge e /∈ E(T ) externally active if e has
the largest label among the edges in the cycle determined by T and e by adding e to T .
Let ia(T ) and ea(T ) be the number of internally and externally active edges, respectively.
Then

TG(x, y) =
∑

T∈T (G)

xia(T )yea(T ),

where the summation goes for all spanning trees of G.

Theorem 2.2 was originally a definition for the Tutte polynomial [22]. This charac-
terization of the Tutte polynomial immediately shows that the coefficients of the Tutte
polynomial are non-negative. In this theorem, we are restricted to the same labelling of
the edges for all spanning trees. For those who have never seen this definition before, it
might be very surprising that the Tutte polynomial is independent of the actual choice
of the labelling.

To explain the connection between TG(x, y) and T̃H(x, y), we need the concept of the
local basis exchange graph.

Definition 2.3. The local basis exchange graph H [T ] of a graph G = (V,E) with respect
to a spanning tree T is defined as follows. The graph H [T ] is a bipartite graph whose
vertices are the edges of G. One bipartite class consists of the edges of T , the other
consists of the edges of E \ T , and we connect a spanning tree edge e with a non-edge f
if f is in the cut determined by e and T , equivalently, e is in the cycle determined by f
and T .

Clearly, this definition works for general matroids and their basis: if A is a basis, then
e ∈ A and f ∈ E \ A are adjacent in the bipartite graph H [A] if A − e + f is again a
basis.
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Figure 1 depicts a graph G with a spanning tree T and the bipartite graph H [T ]
obtained from T .

For a fixed labelling of the edges of G, we get a labelling of the vertices of H [T ], and
the internally (externally) active edges of G correspond to internally (externally) active
vertices of H [T ], so the two definitions of internal and external activity are compatible.
The following lemma is crucial for us, so we even included its proof.

1

2

3

4

6
5

7 8

1 2 3 5 7

4 6 8

Figure 1. Example for a graph G and the local basis exchange graph
H [T ] obtained from a spanning tree T .

Lemma 2.4 (Beke, Csáji, Csikvári, Pituk [1]). Let G be a graph. For each spanning
tree T of G, let H [T ] be the local basis exchange graph with respect to T . Then

TG(x, y) =
∑

T∈T (G)

T̃H[T ](x, y),

where the sum is over the set of spanning trees T (G) of G.

Proof. For a fixed spanning tree T and a permutation π of the edges, the internally
and externally active edges correspond to the internally and externally active vertices of
H [T ]. Hence

TG(x, y) =
∑

T∈T (G)

xiaH[T ](π)yeaH[T ](π).

Now averaging it for all permutations π ∈ Sm we get that

TG(x, y) =
1

m!

∑

π∈Sm

TG(x, y)

=
1

m!

∑

π∈Sm

∑

T∈T (G)

xiaH[T ](π)yeaH[T ](π)

=
∑

T∈T (G)

1

m!

∑

π∈Sm

xiaH[T ](π)yeaH[T ](π)

=
∑

T∈T (G)

T̃H[T ](x, y).

�

Remark 2.5. The local basis exchange graph H [T ] has an isolated vertex if and only if G
contains a bridge or a loop. Furthermore, H [T ] is connected if and only G is 2-connected.
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The following lemma enables us to study quadratic inequalities of the Tutte polyno-
mial.

Lemma 2.6 (Transfer lemma [1]). Let x0, x1, x2, y0, y1, y2 ≥ 0. Suppose that for any
bipartite graph H, we have

T̃H(x1, y1)T̃H(x2, y2) ≥ T̃H(x0, y0)
2.

Then for any graph G, we have

TG(x1, y1)TG(x2, y2) ≥ TG(x0, y0)
2.

Remark 2.7. For us the following version of the transfer lemma will be a bit more
convenient. If for any basis A of a matroid M , the local basis exchange graph H [A]
satisfies that

T̃H[A](x1, y1)T̃H[A](x2, y2) ≥ T̃H[A](x0, y0)
2,

then
TM(x1, y1)TM(x2, y2) ≥ TM(x0, y0)

2.

The proof of this claim is exactly the same as of the transfer lemma.

A key example for bounding the permutation Tutte polynomial is the following theo-
rem proved in [1].

Theorem 2.8 ([1]). Let H be an arbitrary bipartite graph, and let di be the degree of
vertex i. Suppose that 0 ≤ x ≤ 1 and y ≥ 1 or 0 ≤ y ≤ 1 and x ≥ 1. Then

T̃H(x, y) ≥
∏

i∈A

(
1 +

x− 1

di + 1

)
·
∏

j∈B

(
1 +

y − 1

dj + 1

)
.

The proof of Lemma 2.8 relies on following inequality of Harris that is also a special
case of the FKG-inequality [11].

Lemma 2.9 (Harris [12], Fortuin, Kasteleyn, Ginibre [11]). Suppose that µ = µ1⊗· · ·⊗
µN is a product measure on a set S1 × S2 × · · · × SN , and X1, . . . , Xt are non-negative
monotone increasing functions in the sense that if xi ≥ x′

i for i = 1, . . . , N , then for
1 ≤ j ≤ t we have

Xj(x1, . . . , xN) ≥ Xj(x
′
1, . . . , x

′
N ).

Then

Eµ

[
t∏

j=1

Xj

]
≥

t∏

j=1

Eµ[Xj ].

Furthermore, if X is monotone increasing and Y is monotone decreasing, then

E[XY ] ≤ E[X ]E[Y ].

In this paper, we will use the Harris inequality for both [0, 1]N and the set {0, 1}A for
some set A.

In what follows, we repeatedly use the following crucial idea to express T̃H(x, y). We
can create a random ordering of the vertices of H as follows: for each vertex i we choose
a uniform random number xi from the interval [0, 1]. The numbers xi then determine an
ordering of the edges. The probability that two numbers are equal is 0.

Lemma 2.10 ([1]). Let H be a bipartite graph and let T̃H(x, y) =
∑

ti,j(H)xiyj. Let
v(H) = m and let x1, x2, . . . xm be i.i.d. random variables with distribution xi ∼ U(0, 1).
Let I(A) = |{v ∈ A| xv ≥ xv′ for v′ ∈ NH(v)}| and I(B) = |{v ∈ B| xv ≥ xv′ for v′ ∈ NH(v)}|.
Then
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P (I(A) = i, I(B) = j) = ti,j(H).

In what follows we do a little trick. For i ∈ A we generate xi ∼ U(0, 1) as before, but
for j ∈ B we actually first generate a uniformly random number yj from [0, 1] and let
xj = 1− yj. The role of this trick will be apparent soon.

For i ∈ A, let us introduce the random variable

Xi(xi, {yj}j∈B) =
{

x if maxj∈NH(i)(1− yj) ≤ xi,
1 if maxj∈NH(i)(1− yj) > xi.

and for j ∈ B, let

Yj({xi}i∈A, yj) =
{

y if maxi∈NH (j) xi ≤ 1− yj,
1 if maxi∈NH (j) xi ≥ 1− yi.

Lemma 2.11. (a) We have

T̃H(x, y) = E

[
∏

i∈A
Xi ·

∏

j∈B
Yj

]
.

(b1) If x ≥ 1, then Xi(xi, {yj}j∈B) is a monotone increasing function for each i ∈ A.
(b2) If 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, then Xi(xi, {yj}j∈B) is a monotone decreasing function for each i ∈ A.
(b3) For 0 ≤ y ≤ 1 the function Yj({xi}i∈A, yj) is monotone increasing for each j ∈ B.
(b4) Finally, for 0 ≤ y ≤ 1 the function Yj({xi}i∈A, yj) is monotone decreasing for each
j ∈ B.

Remark 2.12. This lemma is the reason why we generated xj by xj = 1− yj for j ∈ B.
If we consider the function

X ′
i(xi, {xj}j∈B) =

{
x if maxj∈NH(i) xj ≤ xi,
1 if maxj∈NH(i) xj > xi.

instead of Xi(xi, {yj}j∈B), this would be neither increasing, nor decreasing.

We will also need a very little extension of the above ideas, where each vertex gets its
own activity: let For i ∈ A, let us introduce the random variable

X̂i(xi, {yj}j∈B) =
{

x(i) if maxj∈NH(i)(1− yj) ≤ xi,
1 if maxj∈NH(i)(1− yj) > xi.

and for j ∈ B, let

Ŷj({xi}i∈A, yj) =
{

y(j) if maxi∈NH (j) xi ≤ 1− yj,
1 if maxi∈NH (j) xi ≥ 1− yi.

The following lemma is just a trivial extension of the previous lemma together with
Harris’ inequality.

Lemma 2.13. (a1) If i ∈ A and x(i) ≥ 1, then X̂i(xi, {yj}j∈B) is a monotone increasing
function.

(a2) If i ∈ A and 0 ≤ x(i) ≤ 1, then X̂i(xi, {yj}j∈B) is a monotone decreasing function.

(a3) For j ∈ B and 0 ≤ y(j) ≤ 1 the function Ŷj({xi}i∈A, yj) is monotone increasing for
each j ∈ B.
(a4) Finally, if j ∈ B and 0 ≤ y(j) ≤ 1 the function Yj({xi}i∈A, yj) is monotone decreas-
ing.
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(b) If x(i) ≥ 1 for all i ∈ A and 0 ≤ y(j) ≤ 1, then

E

[
∏

i∈A
X̂i ·

∏

j∈B
Ŷj

]
≥
∏

i∈A
E[X̂i]·

∏

j∈B
E[Ŷj] =

∏

i∈A

(
x(i)

di + 1
+

di
di + 1

)
·
∏

j∈B

(
y(j)

dj + 1
+

dj
dj + 1

)
.

We will use one more lemma from the paper [1], namely the gluing lemma. Originally,
this lemma used the condition that H1 and H2 are trees, but the proof never used this
condition.

Lemma 2.14 (Gluing lemma [1]). Let x ≥ 1 and 0 ≤ y ≤ 1. Let H1 be a rooted graph
with root vertex v1. Let H2 be another rooted graph with root vertex v2. Let H be obtained
from H1 and H2 by identifying v1 and v2 in the union of H1 and H2. Let v be the vertex
obtained from identifying v1 and v2. Assume that the bipartite parts of H determines the
bipartite parts of H1 and H2, that is, if v ∈ A(H), then v1 ∈ A(H1) and v2 ∈ A(H2),
and if v ∈ B(H), then v1 ∈ B(H1) and v2 ∈ B(H2).

(a) If v ∈ A, then

xT̃H(x, y) ≥ T̃H1(x, y)T̃H2(x, y).

(b) If v ∈ B, then

T̃H(x, y) ≥ T̃H1(x, y)T̃H2(x, y).

(c) In particular,

T̃H(x, 0)T̃H(0, x) ≥
1

x
(T̃H1(x, 0)T̃H1(0, x))(T̃H2(x, 0)T̃H2(0, x))

3. Warm-up: asymptotic computation of some permutation Tutte

polynomial

In this section we motivate an important technique of this paper by computing the
asymptotic value of the permutation Tutte polynomial of certain bipartite graphs.

Let us start with a very simple example, the complete bipartite graph.

Theorem 3.1. We have

T̃Ka,b
(x, 0) = ab

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

s

sb−1(s+ x(t− s))a−1 dt ds.

Proof. We generate the random permutation on V (H) = A ∪ B by first generating an
xv ∈ (0, 1) uniformly at random for all v ∈ V , and then we take the relative order of xv’s.
Let t = maxv∈A xv and s = maxv∈B xv. We have ab choices for the vertices that take
the value t and s, let these vertices be vA and vB. If s > t, then the permutation has
weight 0 as vB is an active vertex. If t > s, then no vertex can be active in B. For each
w ∈ A that is not equal to vA two things can happen: if xw < s, then w is not active, so
Xw = 1, or s < xw < t and then w is active so Xw = x. For a vertex w ∈ B we simply
need to have xw < s and w will not be active. The integral formula then follows. �

Remark 3.2. Suppose that a = αm and b = βm, where α, β are fixed such that α+β = 1

and m → ∞. Then the exponential growth constant of T̃Ka,b
(x, 0) is simply

lim
m→∞

T̃Ka,b
(x, 0)1/m = max

s,t
sβ(s+ x(t− s))α.

Clearly, at the maximum we have t = 1 and we simply need to maximize sβ(s+x(1−s))α.

This turns out to be at s = min
(
1, βx

β−1

)
. If β < x−1

x
, then the growth constant is

(
βx

β − 1

)β (
x+ (1− x)

βx

x− 1

)α

= αα(1− α)1−α x

(x− 1)1−α
.
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If β ≥ x−1
x

, then the exponential growth constant is simply 1.

Let us consider the graph Ha,b,c introduced in [1]: we start with a complete bipartite
graph Ka,b with vertex set A∪B, and then attach c pendant leaves to c distinct vertices of
B, let C be the set of these leaf vertices. So the resulting bipartite graph has a+c vertices
on one side and b vertices on the other side. The graphs Hn,n,n played an important role
in the refutation of the matroidal version of the Merino–Welsh conjecture.

Figure 2. The graph H6,6,6.

It turns out that for even n there are matroids for which all local basis exchange graphs

are isomorphic to Hn,n,n. Indeed, all local basis exchange graphs of the matroid U
(2)
3
2
n,n

are

isomorphic to Hn,n,n, where U 3
2
n,n is the uniform matroid of rank n on 3

2
n elements, and

the matroid M (2) is obtained from M by replacing each element of M with two parallel
elements. Furthermore, we have

T̃Hn,n,n(2, 0)T̃Hn,n,n(2, 0) < T̃Hn,n,n(1, 1)
2

for large enough n.
We can now give a simple proof of this fact.

Theorem 3.3. We have

lim
n→∞

T̃Hn,n,n(x, 0)
1/n = max

s∈[0,1]
(s+ x(1 − s))

(
xs+ (1− x)

s2

2

)
=

{
1

3
√
3

x3

x−1
if x ≥

√
3,

1
2
(x+ 1) if 1 < x ≤

√
3

and

lim
n→∞

T̃Hn,n,n(0, x)
1/n = max

s∈[0,1]
t

(
t2

2
+

(
1

2
− t2

2

)
x

)
=

{
1

3
√
3

x3/2

(x−1)1/2
if x ≥ 3

2
,

1
2

if 1 < x ≤ 3
2
.

In particular, if x ≥
√
3 we have

lim
n→∞

(
T̃Hn,n,n(x, 0)T̃Hn,n,n(0, x)

)1/n
=

(
x3

9(x− 1)

)3/2

.

Sketch of the proof. As before we generate the random permutation on V (H) by first
generating an xv ∈ (0, 1) uniformly at random for all v ∈ V , and then we take the
relative order of xv’s. Let

t = max
v∈A

xv and s = max
v∈B

xv.

Let vA and vB be the vertices, where these maximum are achieved. (Note that t is only
maximum on A and not on A ∪ C.) If s < t, then the contribution of this case to
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T̃Hn,n,n(x, 0) is

(3.1) I1 := n2

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

s

(s+ x(t− s))n−1

(∫ s

0

(si + x(1− si)) dsi

)n−1

(s+ x(1− s)) dtds.

Here s+ x(t− s) is the contribution of a vertex w ∈ A that is not vA. If xw = si < s for
some w ∈ B that is not vB, then the attached leaf in C has contribution si + x(1− si).
(Note that attached leaf vertex u can have a value bigger than t as t was only a maximum
among the vertices of A.) The last term s + x(1 − s) is simply the contribution of the
leaf attached to vB.

If t < s, then the contribution of this case to T̃Hn,n,n(x, 0) is

(3.2) I2 := n2

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

s

tn−1

(∫ t

0

(si + x(1− si)) dsi +

∫ s

t

x(1− si) dsi

)n−1

x(1− s) dtds.

Here the contribution of a vertex w ∈ A is simply t as it can never be active since s < t.
If we have a vertex w ∈ B that is not vB with xw = si < s, then we need to distinguish
two cases. If si < t, then w is not active, and so the attached leaf has a contribution
si + x(1 − si). If si > t then, in order to make w inactive the attached leaf u should
have a value xu > si, but then it is automatically active. The contribution of the leaf
attached to vB is x(1− s) as it has to be active to make vB inactive.

We have

lim
n→∞

I
1/n
1 = max

0≤s≤t≤1
(s+ x(t− s))

(
xs + (1− x)

s2

2

)

= max
0≤s≤1

(s+ x(1− s))

(
xs + (1− x)

s2

2

)

The function (s+x(1−s))
(
xs+ (1− x) s

2

2

)
has either maximum at

(
1− 1√

3

)
x

x−1
if this

is less than 1, or at s = 1. In the first case, its value is 1
3
√
3

x3

x−1
. In the second case, its

value is 1
2
(x+ 1).

On the other hand,

lim
n→∞

I
1/n
2 = max

0≤t≤s≤1
t

(
(1− x)

t2

2
+ xt + x(s− t)− x

(
s2

2
− t2

2

))

= max
0≤t≤s≤1

t

(
xs− x

s2

2
+

t2

2

)

= max
0≤s≤1

(
x

(
s− s2

2

)
+

1

2

)

=
1

2
(x+ 1),

so this is always at most limn→∞ I
1/n
1 .

Then we have

lim
n→∞

T̃Hn,n,n(x, 0)
1/n = lim

n→∞
(I1 + I2)

1/n

= max
(
lim
n→∞

I
1/n
1 , lim

n→∞
I
1/n
2

)

= lim
n→∞

I
1/n
1 .
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This proves the first statement. The second statement is actually simpler. We have

T̃Hn,n,n(0, x) = n2

∫ 1

0

∫ s

0

tn−1

(∫ t

0

si dsi + x

∫ s

t

si dsi

)n−1

s dtds

= n2

∫ 1

0

∫ s

0

tn−1

(
t2

2
+ x

(
s2

2
− t2

2

))n−1

s dtds.

From this we get that

lim
n→∞

T̃Hn,n,n(0, x)
1/n = max

0≤t≤s≤1
t

(
t2

2
+ x

(
s2

2
− t2

2

))

= max
0≤t≤1

t

(
t2

2
+ x

(
1

2
− t2

2

))

This expression has either maximum at x =
(

x
3(x−1)

)1/2
if x ≥ 3

2
or at 1 if x ≤ 3

2
. In the

first case its value is 1
3
√
3

x3/2

(x−1)1/2
. In the second case, its value is 1

2
. This completes the

sketch of the proof. �

Remark 3.4. It is clear from the above examples that even though the permutation
Tutte polynomial might be complicated still it is possible to compute the exponential
growth of it for many families of bipartite graphs. Another important take-away that it
is often possible to understand those permutations that contributes the most weight to
the permutation Tutte polynomial, and concentrating for these permutations might give
a better lower or upper bound for the permutation Tutte polynomial.

4. The main lemma

In this section we give the main ingredient of the proofs of Theorems 1.3 and 1.4.

Theorem 4.1. Let H = (A,B,E) be a bipartite graph. For x ≥ 2 and a fixed 0 ≤ s ≤ 1
let us introduce the function

γx,s(d) =
(d+ x)s

(d+ x)s+ (d+ 1)x(1− s)
.

Then

T̃H(x, 0) ≥
∏

v∈A

(
(dv + x)s

dv + 1
+ x(1 − s)

)
·
∏

u∈B


s− s

du + 1

∏

v∈N(u)

γx,s(dv)


 .

Proof. Recall that

T̃H(x, 0) =

∫

[0,1]A

∫

[0,1]B

∏

v∈A
Xv(x, y) ·

∏

u∈B
Yu(x, y)dxdy.

The first idea is that we only take those values for which xu = 1 − yu ≤ s for u ∈ B.
Hence

T̃H(x, 0) ≥
∫

[0,1]A

∫

[1−s,1]B

∏

v∈A
Xv(x, y) ·

∏

u∈B
Yu(x, y)dxdy.

For each v ∈ A we decompose the integral over [0, 1] to [0, s] and [s, 1], this way we
decomposed the integral [0, 1]A to the sum of 2|A| integrals. Since xu ≤ s for u ∈ B we
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immediately get that if xv ≥ s, then Xv(x, y) = x. Let T ⊆ A be the set of those vertices
v ∈ A for which xv ≥ s. Then

∫

[0,1]A

∫

[1−s,1]B

∏

v∈A
Xv(x, y) ·

∏

u∈B
Yu(x, y)dxdy

=
∑

T⊆A

(x(1− s))|T |
∫

[0,s]A\T

∫

[1−s,1]B

∏

v∈A
Xv(x, y) ·

∏

u∈B
Yu(x, y)dxdy.

Let N(T ) ⊆ B be the neighbors of T . If u ∈ N(T ), then Ŷu(x, y) := Yu(x, y) = 1,
because the vertex u cannot be active anymore. Hence

IT :=

∫

[0,s]A\T

∫

[1−s,1]B

∏

v∈A
Xv(x, y) ·

∏

u∈B
Yu(x, y)dxdy

corresponds to s|A\T |+|B| times a permutation Tutte polynomial, where an active vertex
i ∈ A \ T gets a weight x(i) = x while in B an active vertex j gets a weight y(j) = 1 if
it is N(T ), and y(j) = 0 if it is B \N(T ), so for this term we have a lower bound from
Lemma 2.13:

IT = s|A\T |+|B|
E


 ∏

i∈A\T
X̂i ·

∏

j∈B
Ŷj




≥ s|A\T |+|B|
∏

i∈A
E[X̂i] ·

∏

j∈B
E[Ŷj ]

= s|A\T |+|B|
∏

v∈A\T

(
1 +

x− 1

dv + 1

) ∏

u∈B\N(T )

(
1− 1

du + 1

)
.

So far we got that

T̃H(x, 0) =
∑

T⊆A

(x(1 − s))|T |IT

≥
∑

T⊆A

(x(1− s))|T | · s|A\T |+|B|
∏

v∈A\T

(
1 +

x− 1

dv + 1

) ∏

u∈B\N(T )

(
1− 1

du + 1

)
.

=
∑

T⊆A

(x(1 − s))|T | ·
∏

v∈A\T

(
dv

dv + 1
s +

x

dv + 1
s

)
·

∏

u∈B\N(T )

dus

du + 1
·
∏

u∈N(T )

s(4.1)

Next let

Z =
∏

v∈A

(
dv

dv + 1
s+

x

dv + 1
s+ x(1 − s)

)
,

and let us consider the measure µ on {0, 1}A for which

µ(T ) =
1

Z
(x(1− s))|T |

∏

A\T

(
dv

dv + 1
s+

x

dv + 1
s

)
.

Note that µ is a product measure µ =
⊕

v∈A µv, where

µv(0) =
dv

dv+1
s+ x

dv+1
s

dv
dv+1

s+ x
dv+1

s+ x(1− s)
and µv(1) =

x(1− s)
dv

dv+1
s+ x

dv+1
s+ x(1 − s)

.
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For each u ∈ B consider the function

fu(T ) =

{
s if u ∈ N(T ),
du

du+1
s if u 6∈ N(T ).

Then we can rewrite inequality (4.1) as follows:

T̃H(x, 0) ≥
∑

T⊆A

(x(1− s))|T | ·
∏

v∈A\T

(
dv

dv + 1
s+

x

dv + 1
s

)
·

∏

u∈B\N(T )

dus

du + 1
·
∏

u∈N(T )

s

= Z
∑

T⊆A

µ(T )
∏

u∈B
fu(T ).

All functions fu are monotone increasing on the space {0, 1}A identified with the subsets
T of A, since adding vertices to T can only increase N(T ), so by Harris’ inequality we
have

Z
∑

T⊆A

µ(T )
∏

u∈B
fu(T ) ≥ Z

∏

u∈B

(
∑

T⊆A

µ(T )fu(T )

)
.

Here
∑

T⊆A

µ(T )fu(T ) =
∑

T⊆A
u∈N(T )

µ(T )s+
∑

T⊆A
u 6∈N(T )

µ(T )s

(
1− 1

du + 1

)

= s− s

du + 1

∑

T⊆A
u 6∈N(T )

µ(T ) = s− s

du + 1

∑

T⊆A
T∩N(u)=∅

µ(T )

= s− s

du + 1

∏

v∈N(u)

dv+x
dv+1

s

x(1− s) + dv+x
dv+1

s
= s


1− 1

du + 1

∏

v∈N(u)

γx,s(dv)


 .

Hence

T̃H(x, 0) ≥
∏

v∈A

(
(dv + x)s

dv + 1
+ x(1 − s)

)
·
∏

u∈B


s− s

du + 1

∏

v∈N(u)

γx,s(dv)


 .

�

By applying Theorem 4.1 for both T̃H(x, 0) and T̃H(0, x) we get the following corollary.

Corollary 4.2. We have

T̃H(x, 0)T̃H(0, x) ≥
∏

v∈V



(
(dv + x)s

dv + 1
+ x(1− s)

)
s− s

dv + 1

∏

u∈N(v)

γx,s(du)




 .

Lemma 4.3. If x ≥ 1 and 0 ≤ s ≤ 1, then the function γx,s(d) is monotone decreasing
in d. Furthermore, γx,s(d) ≤ s.

Proof. The function γx,s(d) is a rational function in d:

γx,s(d) =
(d+ x)s

(d+ x)s+ (d+ 1)x(1− s)
=

sd+ sx

(x(1− s) + s)d+ x

In general, the derivative of a function f(t) = at+b
ct+d

is ad−bc
(ct+d)2

, so it is enough to check that

sx− sx(x(1 − s) + s) = sx(1 − x)(1 − s) ≤ 0
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which is clearly true. The second statement follows from d+ x ≤ (d+ 1)x as follows:

γx,s(d) =
(d+ x)s

(d+ x)s+ (d+ 1)x(1− s)
≤ (d+ x)s

(d+ x)s+ (d+ x)(1− s)
= s.

�

Definition 4.4. Let

G(d, x, s, γ) :=

(
(d+ x)s

d+ 1
+ x(1 − s)

)(
s− s

d+ 1
γd

)
.

For any 0 ≤ γ < 1 we have

G(∞, x, s) := lim
d→∞

G(d, x, s, γ) = (s+ x(1 − s))s.

By combining Corollary 4.2 with Lemma 4.6 we immediately get the following state-
ment.

Corollary 4.5. Let H be a bipartite graph with minimum degree at least δ. Then for
x ≥ 2 and 0 ≤ s ≤ 1 we have

T̃H(x, 0)T̃H(0, x) ≥
∏

v∈V
G(dv, x, s, γx,s(δ)) ≥

∏

v∈V
G(dv, x, s, s).

Proof. We have

T̃H(x, 0)T̃H(0, x) ≥
∏

v∈V



(
(dv + x)s

dv + 1
+ x(1− s)

)
s− s

dv + 1

∏

u∈N(v)

γx,s(du)






≥
∏

v∈V



(
(dv + x)s

dv + 1
+ x(1− s)

)
s− s

dv + 1

∏

u∈N(v)

γx,s(δ)






=
∏

v∈V
G(dv, x, s, γx,s(δ))

≥
∏

v∈V
G(dv, x, s, s).

�

Lemma 4.6. Let x ≥ 2 and γ ≤ s < 1. A sufficient condition for

G(d, x, s, γ) ≥ G(d+ 1, x, s, γ)

is
(

x−1
x(d+2)

)1/(d−1)

≥ γ.

Furthermore, the function
(

x−1
x(d+2)

)1/(d−1)

is monotone increasing in d for x ≥ 1 and

d ≥ 2, so it is enough to check the above inequality for some fixed d0 to conclude that the
sequence G(d, x, s, γ) is decreasing for d ≥ d0.
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Proof. We have

G(d, x, s, γ) −G(d+ 1, x, s, γ)

=

(
(d+ x)s

d+ 1
+ x(1− s)

)(
s− s

d+ 1
γd
)
−
(
(d+ 1 + x)s

d+ 2
+ x(1− s)

)(
s− s

d+ 2
γd+1

)

= s2
(
d+ x

d+ 1
− d+ 1 + x

d+ 2

)
− s

d+ 1
γd
(
(d+ x)s

d+ 1
+ x(1− s)

)
+

s

d+ 2
γd+1

(
(d+ 1 + x)s

d+ 2
+ x(1− s)

)

≥ (x− 1)s2

(d+ 1)(d + 2)
− s

d+ 1
γd
(
(d+ x)s

d+ 1
+ x(1− s)

)

≥ (x− 1)s2

(d+ 1)(d + 2)
− sx

d+ 1
γd

which is non-negative if x−1
x(d+2)

≥ γd−1. Finally, the derivative of h(t) := 1
t−1

ln
(

x−1
x(t+2)

)

is

h′(t) =
1

(t− 1)2
ln

(
x(t + 2)

x− 1

)
− 1

(t− 1)(t+ 2)
.

Then

h′(t) ≥ ln(t + 2)

(t− 1)2
− 1

(t− 1)(t+ 2)
≥ ln(3)

(t− 1)2
− 1

(t− 1)(t+ 2)
> 0

if t > 1. �

5. Proof of Theorem 1.3.

In this section we prove that

TM(x, 0)TM(0, x) ≥ TM(1, 1)2

whenever x ≥ 2.355. By the transfer lemma it is enough to prove that

T̃H(x, 0)T̃H(0, x) ≥ T̃H(1, 1)
2

for any bipartite graph H with minimum degree at least 1. Note that T̃H(1, 1) = 1.
We do not immediately prove the best value 2.355, but give various improvements to

the value 2.9243 step by step to digest one idea at a time. All computations are carried
out in the jupyter notebook [7] and we also give the tables in the Appendix.

Idea 1. By Corollary 4.5 we have

T̃H(x, 0)T̃H(0, x) ≥
∏

v∈V
G(dv, x, s, γx,s(1)).

Since T̃H(1, 1)
2 = 1 it is enough if G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) ≥ 1 for all d ≥ 1. Let

x =
3 +

√
5

2
≈ 2.6180.. and s =

6 + 2
√
5

7 + 3
√
5
≈ 0.7639...

These numbers are chosen in such a way that G(1, x, s, γx,s(1)) = 1. It is easy to check

that for d = 9 we have
(

x−1
x(d+2)

)1/(d−1)

≥ s ≥ γx,s(1). By Lemma 4.6 this implies that for

d ≥ 9 we have G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) ≥ G(∞, x, s) > 1. It is also easy to check (see the jupyter
notebook or Table 1 in the Appendix) that G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) ≥ 1 for d ∈ {2, . . . , 10}. So

with x = 3+
√
5

2
we have

T̃H(x, 0)T̃H(0, x) ≥ T̃H(1, 1)
2

implying that
TM(x, 0)TM(0, x) ≥ TM(1, 1)2
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for all matroids without loops and coloops, in particular for all graphs G without loops
and bridges.

Idea 2. Observe that we can assume that H is connected since T̃H(x, y) =
∏k

i=1 T̃Hi
(x, y)

if H has connected components H1, . . . , Hk. The statement T̃H(2, 0)T̃ (0, 2) ≥ 1 is triv-
ially true for H = K2, the complete graph on 2 vertices. So we can assume that H has
at least 3 vertices. On the other hand, if H is connected and has at least 3 vertices, then
a degree one vertex cannot be adjacent to another degree one vertex. Thus it is enough
if

G(1, x, s, γx,s(2)) ≥ 1 and G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) ≥ 1

for all d ≥ 2. This is satisfied if x = 2.54 and s = 0.76. (See Table 2.)

Idea 3. Observe that it is not really necessary that G(1, x, s, γ) ≥ 1, it is quite enough
if for a non-leaf vertex the product with its leaf neighbors is at least 1. If x ≥ 2.2, then
any vertex can have at most 2 leaf neighbors, since for the star S4 on 4 vertices we have

1

x
T̃S4(x, 0)T̃S4(0, x) =

1

x
· x

3 + x2 + x

4
· x
4
=

x3 + x2 + x

16
> 1

so by the gluing lemma (Lemma 2.14) we know that a graph containing a pending S4

cannot be a minimal counter example. So it is enough to check if for every d ≥ 2 we
have

G(d, x, s, γx,s(1))G(1, x, s, γx,s(d))
min(2,d−1) ≥ 1

and
G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) ≥ 1.

In order to check the first inequality for large d it is enough if for some d0 we have

G(∞, x, s)G(1, x, s, γx,s(d0))
2 ≥ 1,

then we get that

G(d, x, s, γx,s(1))G(1, x, s, γx,s(d))
min(2,d−1) ≥ 1

for d ≥ d0. So we only need to check the first inequality for d = 2, . . . , d0 and the
inequality G(∞, x, s)G(1, x, s, γx,s(d0))

2 ≥ 1. These inequalities are satisfied for x = 2.36,
s = 0.78 and d0 = 44. Again see the jupyter notebook [7] or alternatively, Table 3.

Idea 4. We can gain a very small further improvement as follows. For d ≥ 2 we can use
that

(
(dv + x)s

dv + 1
+ x(1− s)

)
s− s

dv + 1

∏

u∈N(v)

γx,s(du)




≥
(
(dv + x)s

dv + 1
+ x(1− s)

)(
s− s

dv + 1
γx,s(1)

min(2,dv−1)γx,s(2)
dv−min(2,dv−1)

)
,

Let

G2(d, x, s, γ1, γ2) :=

(
(d+ x)s

d+ 1
+ x(1− s)

)(
s− s

d+ 1
γ
min(2,d−1)
1 γ

d−min(2,d−1)
2

)
.

Then it is enough to check that

G2(d, x, s, γx,s(1), γx,s(2)) ≥ 1

for d ≥ 2 and

G2(d, x, s, γx,s(1), γx,s(2))G(d, x, s, γx,s(1))
min(2,d−1) ≥ 1
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for all d ≥ 2. This leads to the tiny improvement x = 2.355 (s = 0.78 and d = 100). See
[7] or Table 4 in the Appendix for further details.

6. Matroids with prescribed circuit lengths

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.4. The heart of the argument is the following
lemma.

Lemma 6.1. Let k ≥ 4 be a real number. Let H be a bipartite graph such that all degrees
of H lie in the interval [k + 1, k4 − 2k2 − 1]. Then

T̃H(2, 0)T̃ (0, 2) ≥ T̃ (1, 1)2.

Proof. We will use that T̃H(1, 1) = 1, and Corollary 4.5:

T̃H(2, 0)T̃ (0, 2) ≥
∏

v∈V
G(dv, 2, s, s).

Note that

G(d, 2, s, s) =

(
d+ 2

d+ 1
· s+ 2(1− s)

)(
s− sd+1

d+ 1

)
=

(
d+ 2

d+ 1
+

d

d+ 1
(1− s)

)(
s− sd+1

d+ 1

)
.

We will show that if s = 1− 1
k2

, then for all d ∈ [k+1, k4−2k2−1] we have G(d, 2, s, s) ≥ 1.
First observe that G(d, 2, s, s) is a concave function of s on the interval (0, 1) as its second
derivative is

−(2 − s)(d2 + d)sd + 2ds

(d+ 1)s
,

which is clearly negative. This means that Id := {s | G(d, 2, s, s) ≥ 1} is an interval for
each d. We will show that 1− 1

k2
∈ Ik+1∩Ik4−2k2−1. By first choosing k = d−1 we get that

1− 1
(d−1)2

∈ Id. If we choose k2 = 1+
√
d+ 2, then k4−2k2−1 = d and so 1− 1

1+
√
d+2

∈ Id.

Hence
[
1− 1

1+
√
d+2

, 1− 1
(d−1)2

]
⊆ Id. This means that if k + 1 ≤ d ≤ k4 − 2k2 − 1, then

1− 1
k2

∈ Id.

First we show that 1− 1
k2

∈ Ik+1, that is, G(k + 1, 2, 1− 1
k2
, 1− 1

k2
) ≥ 1. We will use

that

(1− t)r ≤ 1−
(
r

1

)
t+

(
r

2

)
t2

for 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 by Bonferroni’s inequality applied to independent events with probability
t. Hence

G

(
d, 2, 1− 1

k2
, 1− 1

k2

)
=

(
d+ 2

d+ 1
+

d

d+ 1
· 1

k2

)(
1− 1

k2
− 1

d+ 1

(
1− 1

k2

)d+1
)

≥
(
d+ 2

d+ 1
+

d

d+ 1
· 1

k2

)(
1− 1

k2
− 1

d+ 1

(
1− d+ 1

k2
+

(d+ 1)d

2k2

))

For d = k + 1 we get that

G

(
k + 1, 2, 1 − 1

k2
, 1− 1

k2

)
≥
(
k + 3

k + 2
+

k + 1

k + 2
· 1

k2

)(
1− 1

k2
− 1

k + 2

(
1− k + 2

k2
+

(k + 2)(k + 1)

2k2

))

= 1 +
1

2

3k5 − 4k4 − 12k3 − 10k2 − 5k − 2

k8 + 4k7 + 4k6

For k ≥ 4 we have 3k5−4k4−12k3−10k2−5k−2 > 0 showing that G
(
k + 1, 2, 1− 1

k2
, 1− 1

k2

)
>

1.
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Next we show that 1− 1
k2

∈ Ik4−2k2−1. For s = 1− 1
k2

and d = k4 − 2k2 − 1 we have
(
d+ 2

d+ 1
+

d

d+ 1
(1− s)

)
s = 1 +

1

k8 − 2k6

and
(
d+ 2

d+ 1
+

d

d+ 1
(1− s)

)
sd+1

d+ 1
=

k6 − k4 − k2 − 1

k6 − 2k4
· 1

k4 − 2k2

(
1− 1

k2

)k4−2k2

.

So we need to prove that

1

k8 − 2k6
>

k6 − k4 − k2 − 1

k6 − 2k4
· 1

k4 − 2k2

(
1− 1

k2

)k4−2k2

which is equivalent with

k2 − 2

k6 − k4 − k2 − 1
>

(
1− 1

k2

)k4−2k2

.

By 1− t < e−t we have

(
1− 1

k2

)k4−2k2

< e−
1
k2

(k4−2k2) = e−k2−2.

Let us introduce y = k2 − 2. Then k6 − k4 − k2 − 1 = y3 + 5y2+ 7y+1, so we need that

y

y3 + 5y2 + 7y + 1
< e−y

or equivalently

y2 + 5y + 7 +
1

y
< ey.

Since k ≥ 3 we have y = k2 − 2 ≥ 7, but ey > y2 + 5y + 7 + 1
y

already true for y ≥ 4.
�

Remark 6.2. There was no attempt to optimize Lemma 6.1, not even concerning the
minimum degree. It turns out that if s = 0.9226, then

G(d, 2, s, γ2,s(3)) > 1

for 3 ≤ d ≤ 141. So if all degrees of a bipartite graph H lies in the interval [3, 141], then

T̃H(2, 0)T̃ (0, 2) ≥ T̃ (1, 1)2.

Similarly, for s = 0.9622 we have

G(d, 2, s, γ2,s(4)) > 1

for 4 ≤ d ≤ 646. So if all degrees of a bipartite graph H lies in the interval [4, 646], then

T̃H(2, 0)T̃ (0, 2) ≥ T̃ (1, 1)2.

This shows that in Theorem 1.4 we could have written ℓ ≥ 4 and probably a faster
growing function than (ℓ− 2)4.

Now we are ready to finish the proof of Theorem 1.4.
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Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let A be a basis of the matroid M on ground set E. Let B =
E \ A. Let us consider the local basis exchange graph H [A] on A ∪ B. Observe that
v ∈ B are adjacent with exactly those elements that are in his fundamental circuit. So
ℓ ≤ dv + 1 ≤ (ℓ − 2)4. Similarly, if u ∈ A, then it is adjacent with those elements of B
that are in its fundamental circuits with respect to B in M∗. So ℓ ≤ du + 1 ≤ (ℓ− 2)4.

By choosing k = ℓ− 1 we get that k4 − 2k2 − 1 = (ℓ− 1)4 − 2(ℓ− 1)2 − 1 ≥ (ℓ− 2)4 if
ℓ ≥ 3. So by Lemma 1.4 we have

T̃H[A](2, 0)T̃H[A](0, 2) ≥ T̃H[A](1, 1)
2.

Since this is true for all basis A of the matroid M , we get by the Transfer lemma
(Lemma 2.6 and Remark 2.7) that

TM(2, 0)TM(0, 2) ≥ TM(1, 1)2.

�

7. Concluding remarks

We end this paper with some conjectures.

Conjecture 7.1. If the bipartite graph H has minimum degree at least 2, then

T̃H(2, 0)T̃H(0, 2) ≥ T̃H(1, 1)
2.

If this conjecture is true, then the following conjecture would be an immediate corol-
lary.

Conjecture 7.2. If M is a simple co-simple matroid, then

TM(2, 0)TM(0, 2) ≥ TM(1, 1)2.

Acknowledgment. The author is very grateful to Csongor Beke, Gergely Kál Csáji
and Sára Pituk for discussions on the topic of this paper.
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8. Appendix

Below, one can find the tables belonging to the various ideas.

8.1. Table for Idea 1. Let x := 3+
√
5

2
≈ 2.6180 and s := 6+2

√
5

7+3
√
5
≈ 0.7639. Below we

give the values of G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)).

d G(d, x, s, γx,s(1))
1 1.00000000000000
2 1.15236921034711
3 1.18525033351524
4 1.18783805465536
5 1.18125856327950
6 1.17211090590244
7 1.16272735027462
8 1.15394531114347
9 1.14602516001225
10 1.13899595137302
11 1.13279660374225
∞ 1.05572809000084

Table 1.

For d = 9 we have
(

x−1
x(d+2)

)1/(d−1)

≈ 0.6977. This is larger than γx,s(1) ≈ 0.6909. This

means that the sequence G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) is decreasing from d = 9, so the smallest value
of G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) from that point on is G(∞, x, s). (As we can see it is actually a
decreasing sequence already from d = 4.)

8.2. Table for Idea 2. Let x = 2.54 and s = 0.76.

d G(d, x, s, γx,s(1))
1* 1.00015021063798
2 1.12628760116317
3 1.16035420716839
4 1.16413305093218
5 1.15856178434317
6 1.15024896467994
7 1.14155987842924
8 1.13336130037553
9 1.12593636935915
10 1.11933141925454
11 1.11349857234605
∞ 1.04089600000000

Table 2. The value at d = 1 is not G(1, x, s, γx,s(1)) but G(1, x, s, γx,s(2)).
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Again we can check that
(

x− 1

x(d+ 2)

)1/(d−1)

> γx,s(1)

for d ≥ 9 so the sequence G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) is monotone decreasing from that point on.
This gives that

G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) ≥ G(∞, x, s) > 1

for all d ≥ 9. Since G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) > 1 for 2 ≤ d ≤ 8 we get this inequality for all
d ≥ 2.

8.3. Table for Idea 3. Let x = 2.36 and s = 0.78.

d G(d, x, s, γx,s(1)) G(d, x, s, γx,s(1))G(1, x, s, γx,s(d))
min(2,d−1)

2 1.06874465202436 1.00215345922882
3 1.10815264651986 1.00086197145259
4 1.11681913369317 1.02640833194772
5 1.11511667337790 1.03743759976094
6 1.10975849131510 1.04182882517377
7 1.10330750172561 1.04300865188036
8 1.09680798068072 1.04261001534334
9 1.09068230467836 1.04145583550358
10 1.08508115163529 1.03997408296620
11 1.08003342261565 1.03838980790695
12 1.07551442455619 1.03682008545765
... ... ...
43 1.03218107718904 1.01881210598816
44 1.03176319039565 1.01863210924050
∞ 1.01337600000000 1.00047892960579

Table 3.
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8.4. Table for Idea 4. Let x = 2.355 and s = 0.78.

d G2(d, x, s, γx,s(1), γx,s(2)) G2(d, x, s, γx,s(1), γx,s(2))G(1, x, s, γx,s(d))
min(2,d−1)

2 1.07641984643180 1.00750701821492
3 1.11135556808369 1.00001551323253
4 1.12051595966294 1.02591566665079
5 1.11815485337910 1.03629473774471
6 1.11192862150501 1.03985270835852
7 1.10468853332594 1.04027529602599
8 1.09755066213067 1.03926180701977
9 1.09093594198563 1.03763439690775
10 1.08497152313990 1.03579937829855
11 1.07965934020252 1.03395657259571
12 1.07495066897719 1.03220035567236
... ... ...
98 1.02084509090909 1.00934521974652
99 1.02076182000000 1.00930958644862
∞ 1.01251800000000 1.00115825634209

Table 4.
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