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THE POLYTOPE OF ALL MATROIDS

LUIS FERRONI AND ALEX FINK

ABSTRACT. It is possible to write the indicator function of any matroid polytope
as an integer combination of indicator functions of Schubert matroid polytopes. In
this way, every matroid on n elements of rank r can be thought of as a lattice point
in the space having a coordinate for each Schubert matroid on n elements of rank r.
We study the convex hull of all these lattice points, with particular focus on the
vertices, which come from the matroids we call extremal matroids. We show that
several famous classes of matroids arise as faces of the polytopes, and in many cases
we determine the dimension of this face explicitly. As an application, we show that
there exist valuative invariants that attain non-negative values at all representable
matroids, but fail to be non-negative in general.

1. INTRODUCTION

Many open problems in matroid theory, especially within combinatorial Hodge the-
ory, can be stated as conjectural non-negativity of matroid invariants. Often, these
invariants are valuative under matroid polytope subdivisions: a valuative function pro-
vides a notion of “measure” for matroid polytopes. This property motivates the use of
the tools of polyhedral geometry even if the source of the original problem is removed
from the point of view of polytopes.

Given a matroid M with ground set [n] of rank r, a result of Derksen and Fink [DF'10]
allows us to valuatively decompose the indicator function of the base polytope P(M)
as an integer linear combination of indicator functions of base polytopes of Schubert
matroids (a.k.a. nested matroids) of the same ground set and rank. Moreover, this
decomposition is always unique. Thus, to each matroid one can associate its vector of
coordinates in the basis of Schubert matroids. We provide a careful recapitulation of
these notions in Section 2.

The main subjects of this article are two polytopes, not themselves matroid poly-
topes but rather parameter polytopes for these Schubert expansions. The first is the
polytope Q,,, obtained by taking the convex hull of all points associated to matroids
on a fixed ground set [n] of rank r, using Schubert expansions to provide coordinates.
The second is its unlabelled counterpart, the polytope €2, obtained by taking the
convex hull of all isomorphism classes of matroids using the coordinates given by the
isomorphism classes of Schubert matroids. We introduce these polytopes in Section 3.

In the polytope Q,,, every matroid is located at a vertex, but the situation for Q. ,, is
subtler. This leads to a new notion that we study in Section 4: that of extremal matroid.
The definition of €, ,, implies that extremal matroids are precisely those matroids for
which some valuative invariant attains its global maximum. This makes them natural
candidates to address the validity of positivity conjectures in matroid theory. One
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can view €., as a discrete object which parametrizes potential counterexamples to
conjectures like those in our first paragraph.

Section 5 investigates the facial structure of our polytopes. We show that various
special classes of matroids (e.g., disconnected matroids, simple matroids, sparse paving
matroids, paving matroids, and elementary split matroids) correspond to faces of the
polytopes €, , and ﬁrm. In some cases we compute the dimension of these faces.
For example, sparse paving matroids form a 1-dimensional face, i.e. an edge, of 2, ,,.
On account of this observation we expect the polytopes €2, , to have “few” vertices,
compared to the number of all isomorphism classes of matroids on n elements of rank 7.

Section 6 addresses a folklore question in matroid theory that provided a large part
of the inspiration for this paper. Is there a valuative invariant that takes non-negative
values at all representable matroids but fails to be non-negative in general? We answer
this question affirmatively. In the polytopal language, what we show is that €2, , has
a vertex such that all of the extremal matroids occupying it are non-representable.
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received support from the Minerva Research Foundation, at the School of Mathemat-
ics of the TAS. The second author received support from the Engineering and Physical
Sciences Research Council [grant number EP/X001229/1].

2. PRELIMINARIES

This paper assumes basic familiarity with matroid theory, including matroid poly-
topes. For undefined concepts in general matroid theory, we refer to [Oxl11, Wel76],
whereas for more details about matroid polytopes we suggest [AFR10, DF10, FS24].

A Schubert matroid is a matroid whose lattice of cyclic flats is a chain. Readers
who have encountered other definitions of Schubert matroid should be aware that we
do not privilege one order of the ground set.

Schubert matroids are isomorphic to lattice path matroids whose lower path coin-
cides with the bottom-right border of the grid. We refer the reader to [BAMO6] for
background about lattice path matroids. We follow the conventions of [FS24, Sec-
tion 2.2], which we review: the bases of a lattice path matroid M[L,U] defined by a
lower path L and an upper path U correspond to the positions of the upward steps in
each of the lattice paths that lie between L and U. When we depict a Schubert matroid
as a lattice path matroid, we highlight the position of the upper path, with the lower
path taken to be the lower-right border of the grid. For example, in Figure 1 (Exam-
ple 3.3), the second matroid from the left is a matroid of rank 2 on E = {1,2,3,4}
with exactly two bases: {2,4} and {3,4}.

There is a unique isomorphism class of connected matroids on n elements of rank r
attaining the minimum number of bases. This class includes the Schubert matroid T,.,,
whose lattice path diagram has upper path U = (1,0)(0,1)"(1,0)""1(0,1), i.e. is a
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hook-shaped Young diagram. Dinolt [Din71] gave the name minimal matroids to the
matroids isomorphic to T, ,, which was popularized by the first author in [Fer22b].

We will use the following notation for sets of isomorphism classes of matroids
throughout this article.

M, ,, = {Matroids on [n] of rank r up to isomorphism},

8,5 = {Schubert matroids on [n] of rank r up to isomorphism}.

In general, when we do not wish to identify isomorphic matroids, we use barred sym-
bols. So our sets of labelled matroids are

M., = {Matroids on [n] of rank r},

S,.n = {Schubert matroids on [n] of rank r}.

2.1. Indicator functions and valuations. In this section we review the fact that
indicator functions of matroid polytopes can be written as integer combinations of indi-
cator functions of matroid polytopes of Schubert matroids. That observation underlies
the definition of the new polytopes we study below.

Throughout this article we will denote by P(M) the base polytope of M, and by
P1(M) the independence polytope of M.

We will mildly expand upon a result of Hampe [Ham17, Theorem 3.12]. Hampe
explained how to write Bergman fans of loopless matroids as linear combinations of
Bergman fans of loopless Schubert matroids, but the same relations hold among base
polytopes, and the looplessness assumption is inessential. Let us start by recapitulating
key notions.

Definition 2.1 Let X be a subset of R". Its indicator function 1(X) : R" — Z is
defined by

T(X) (x) 1 zeX,
€T pry
0 otherwise.

The indicator function we will use most belongs to the matroid base polytope,
1(P(M)). We will also make use of 1(Pr(M)). As suggested by the overbar in the
notation, we will introduce a variant of the above definition adapted to isomorphism
classes in Definition 2.14.

Definition 2.2 Let A be an abelian group. A map f : M,, — A is said to be a
valuative function if

S S
Z a;f(M;) =0 whenever Z a;1(P(M;)) is the identically zero function
i=1 i=1

for coefficients a; € Z.

Any relation of the form Y7 ; a;1(P(M;)) = 0 is called a valuative relation. One
set of valuative relations that has received attention are those encoding “the inclusion-
exclusion principle” for matroid subdivisions. A matroid subdivision of P(M) is a
polyhedral complex all of whose cells are base polytopes of matroids and for which the
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union of all cells yields P(M). Whenever a matroid subdivision of P(M) is exhibited,
any valuative function f satisfies the equality

(1) FM) = > (=D () My)

JC[s] jeJ
where P(My), ..., P(M;) are the maximal cells of the subdivision, and (. ; M; stands
for the matroid whose base polytope is the intersection of the base polytopes of all the
M;. If this intersection is empty then the symbol f([1;c; M;) should be read as 0.

Remark 2.3 Several notions of “valuation” appear in the literature: [EHL23, Appen-
dix A] compares five of them. Definition 2.2 is the strongest one. Each of the other
definitions prescribes a list of valuative relations to be satisfied arising from a certain
kind of configuration of convex bodies (in our case, matroid polytopes), and therefore
is strictly weaker when the list fails to generate the group of all valuative relations.
Derksen and Fink [DF10, Theorem 3.5] showed that the valuative relations underly-
ing (1) do generate the group, and therefore the assumption (1) on f is equivalent to
Definition 2.2.

Example 2.4 A constant function f : M,, — A is a valuation. This fact, which is
not obvious a priori, is proved in [AFR10, Proposition 4.4].

We will sometimes find it useful to consider relations among indicator functions of
independence polytopes. This gives exactly the same theory of matroid valuations:

Lemma 2.5 Let My,...,M; € M,.,,. The following equivalence holds:

Y aI(PM) =0 <= > aL(Pi(M;) =0.
=1

i=1
For a proof we refer to [LPST20, Proposition 2.1] or [EHL23, Proposition 7.4].

2.2. Schubert matroids form a basis. A key result is [DF10, Theorem 5.4], restated
next. A second proof appears as [EHL23, Corollary 7.9].

Theorem 2.6 For every matroid M € M., the indicator function 1(P(M)) can be
written uniquely as an integer combination

(2) I(PM) = Y asI(P(S)).

segr,n

As a consequence, for any valuative function f : A, — A, the evaluation of f
at the matroid M can be computed as > asf(S). In particular, valuative functions
f: M, — A correspond bijectively to set functions f : S, — A.

Remark 2.7 If the element i € E' is a loop (resp. coloop) of the matroid M, then all the
Schubert matroids S appearing on the right hand side of equation (2) with nonvanishing
coefficient, as # 0, must have i as a loop (resp. coloop), and the equation remains true
when i is deleted from every matroid. This is immediate from the fact that ¢ being
a loop (resp. coloop) is equivalent to P(M) being contained in the hyperplane defined
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by the equation z; = 0 (resp. z; = 1), and the uniqueness of the decomposition: the
relation (2) for P(M\ 7), inside this hyperplane, must provide the relation (2) for P(M).

The next lemma relates the Schubert decomposition of M with that of its truncation.
Recall that the truncation tr(M) of a matroid M is the matroid having as independent
sets all the independent sets in M of corank > 1 (i.e. other than bases).

Lemma 2.8 Let M € ﬁnn be a matroid such that

3) I(PM) = Y asI(P(S)).

SESrn

Then, the indicator function of the truncated matroid tr(M) € M,_1 ., satisfies

(4) I(P(tr(M) = D asI(P(tx(S))).

SES,

Proof. If one assumes equation (3), then by Lemma 2.5 the same linear relation holds
among independence polytopes. From there, restricting all functions to {x € R" :
Yo,z <r—1} and re-extending by zero shows that the counterpart of equation (4)
holds for independence polytopes. Switching back to base polytopes via Lemma 2.5
completes the proof. O

Remark 2.9 The truncation of a Schubert matroid is itself a Schubert matroid: in
the lattice path picture, one cuts off the top row of boxes and adds a new column on
the right. Hence, the right hand side of equation (4) is an expansion into indicator
functions of Schubert matroids.

2.3. Effective computation of the Schubert coefficients. Effective computation
of the coefficients as in (2) is somewhat cumbersome. However, following an approach
by Hampe [Haml7] and Ferroni [Fer23, Section 5|, it is possible to describe these
coefficients combinatorially.

Definition 2.10 Let P be a finite poset with a minimal and a maximal element. The
chain lattice Bp is defined as the lattice with a top element 1 whose other elements
are all chains of P that contain the minimal and maximal elements of P, ordered by
containment. The cyclic chain lattice of a matroid M is €z (M) := €z(u), where Z(M)
is the lattice of cyclic flats of M.

Consider the Mé&bius function of Bz (M), as in Stanley [Stal2, Chapter 3]. To each
element C € Bz (M) we can associate the number Ac = —u(C,1). Since each of these
elements C # 1 is a chain of cyclic flats, there is a unique Schubert matroid S whose
lattice of cyclic flats coincides with C.

Theorem 2.11 Let M be a matroid (possibly with loops and coloops). Then,

() I@PM) = > AcIL(P(Sc)).
CEC@Z/(\M)
C+#1
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Proof. This statement is proved for loopless and coloopless matroids as [Fer23, Theo-
rem 5.2]. The general statement follows by Remark 2.7. U

2.4. Isomorphism classes and valuative invariants. Often one does not wish to
distinguish isomorphic matroids. The story of valuative matroid functions extends
nicely to this setting.

Definition 2.12 Let X be a set and A be an abelian group.

e An invariant on matroids on n elements of rank r is a map f : A, — X.
e An invariant f : M., — A is said to be valuative if the function f: ﬁrm — A
on labelled matroids induced by f is a valuation.

Remark 2.13 Using Theorem 2.6 one can check that if a valuative function f :
ML, — A satisfies the property that f(S1) = f(S2) whenever S; and Sy are isomorphic
Schubert matroids, then it descends to a valuative invariant f : M, , — A.

The action of the symmetric group &,, on [n] induces an action on L, ,, of which
AL, ,, is the set of orbits. We write this as a left action, as well as the action of &,, on R"
by permuting coordinates. Taking indicator function of the base polytope intertwines
these two actions:

L(P(eM)) () = L(P(M)) (o).

Definition 2.14 Let X be a subset of R™. Its symmetrized indicator function 1(X) :
R™ — Q is defined by

1(X) () :% S 1(X) (02).

’ Ueen

Therefore 1(P(cM)) = 1(P(M)) for any M € M, and 0 € &, implying that
1(P(M)) is well defined given only the isomorphism class [M].

Corollary 2.15 Let M be a matroid (possibly with loops and coloops). Then,
(6) LPM) = D AcL(P(Sc)).

Ce8y, (M)
C#£1

3. THE POLYTOPES ﬁm AND .,

3.1. The definition of the polytopes. In light of Theorem 2.11, we can associate
to each matroid M € ﬁr,n a point py € Zg"v”, where the coordinate with index Sc¢ is
the integer Ac, potentially zero, on the right hand side of equation (5).

Similarly, to each isomorphism class [M] € A, we can associate a point in ppv) €
78 using Corollary 2.15. Notice that now the coordinates are sums of the A\ over
isomorphism classes of chains C under the symmetric group action. Two chains are in
the same isomorphism class if they consist of sets of the same sizes.

For M # N the points Py, and py are in fact different, since the sums in (5) give

distinct indicator functions 1(P(M)) # 1(P(N)). The counterpart for the ppy is false:
see Remark 3.5.
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Definition 3.1 For each n and r, we define the polytope of all matroids
ﬁnn := conv (TQM M e ﬁnn) C Rg“",
and the polytope of all matroids up to isomorphism

Q. == conv (p[M] :[M] € Jl/Lmn) C RS,

Remark 3.2 Notice that the polytope (2., is a linear projection of the polytope .,
via the map 7 : RS"» — RS»n defined on coordinates by pg — p[s)- Clearly, for every
matroid M € ML,.,, we have that py — D[M]-

Example 3.3 Let us describe the polytope €2 4. It is known that there are exactly 7
elements in My 4 (cf. [MROS8, Table 1]). Among these 7 isomorphism classes, (3) =6
of them comprise Schubert matroids. They are represented in Figure 1 as lattice path
matroids with a highlighted upper path:

FIGURE 1. The six (isomorphism classes of) Schubert matroids in S 4.

The only non-Schubert isomorphism class corresponds to Uy 2 @ Uy 2, the direct sum of
two uniform matroids of rank 1 and size 2. The computation in Corollary 2.15 yields
the following equality:

10120 1) =21 (F) - 1-1(FF)

If we label the six Schubert matroids in Figure 1 from left to right as coordinates 1
through 6, the polytope €5 4 is the convex hull of the seven columns of the following
matrix:

[1 0 000 0 0]
010000 O
001000 O
000100 O
000010 2
000001 —1

So the polytope (2o 4 is a simpiex. Only the fifth column is not a vertex, and it is the
midpoint of the edge between the sixth and seventh columns.

The next technical lemma says that the point pp and the symmetrized indicator
function 1(P(M)) encode the same information, and that the ambient space RS of the
polytope §2;.,, is naturally isomorphic to the linear span of the symmetrized indicator
functions of all matroids in A, ,,.

Lemma 3.4 The real vector space V., spanned by the functions 1(P(M)) for M €
My, is isomorphic to RS, by an isomorphism which sends 1(P(M)) to ppy for all
M€ My .
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Proof. Define a linear function ¢ : RSrn — V,n by prescribing its values on the basis
{ps) : [S] € Syn} of the domain: ¢(ps) = 1(P(S)). By definition of pyy, in fact
d(ppv)) = L(P(M)) for all M.

The functions called 53" in [DF10, Corollary 6.4] are sums of &,-orbits of valu-
ations. Expanding this sum and rewriting to move the o € &,, from acting on the
valuation to acting on the indicator function, we get an expression for ss)glf(M) as a
linear function on V;.,, applied to 1(P(M)). Thus s is a linear function on V,.,,. Now
the basis S, , of matroid isomorphism classes mod valuative relations has a dual basis

sym

{ags) : [S] € 8y,n} of valuative invariants; these are linear combinations of the s3, and
therefore they are also linear functions on V;.,,. An inverse to ¢ is therefore given as

2_s A[S]P[s)- O

Remark 3.5 Two distinct isomorphism classes [M] and [N] in ., may have the same
symmetrized indicator function, and thus yield the same point pjv = pn) € RS, For
example, consider the matroids with ground set {1,...,6} of rank 3 and having set of
bases:

B(M) = (@) < {{1,2,3},{4,5,6}},
B(N) = (@) < {{1,2,3},{3,4,5}}.

They are not isomorphic, yet Corollary 2.15 gives:

PM] =PIN) =2 -1 ;

where on the right hand side the diagram for a Schubert matroid S means pys) € RSm.

3.2. The dimension of the polytopes. The first question one might ask of the two
polytopes €2,.,, and ﬁnn is their dimension.

Proposition 3.6 The polytopes Q.,, and Q,,, have codimension 1. In other words,
dimQ,.,, = (S, — 1,
dimQ,.,, = [Sn| — 1.

Proof. Let us see this for the polytope Q, ,,, as the proof for the other is almost identical.
Every Schubert matroid in S, corresponds to a standard basis vector in the ambient
space RS~». This tells us that the dimension of ﬁr’n is at least |gnn\ — 1. On the other
hand, every point in Q,, has sum of coordinates equal to 1, so the codimension is at
least 1. To prove the last assertion, it suffices to show that for every M € A, one has

Z Ac = 1.

CE%Z(M)
C#£1
This is immediately true either by the defining recursion of the M&bius function, or by
using Example 2.4 together with equation (2.11). O

As mentioned earlier, Schubert matroids S € §,;.,, can be seen up to isomorphism as
the lattice path matroids whose lower path is the lower-right border of a grid. Since
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there are no restrictions on the upper path, we have

n
5o~ (7).

On the other hand, the number of (labelled) Schubert matroids on n elements of
rank 7 is a binomial Eulerian number, by [EHL23, Theorem 1.1] plus, e.g., [PRWO0S,
Section 10.4]; see also the generating function in [DF10, Theorem 1.5¢]. We have

. n—r n

1Srn| = jzo (T +j) Artjg,
where the A,, ; are the usual Eulerian numbers, i.e., Ay, ; is the number of permutations
on m elements that have exactly i descents (see [Pet15]). This makes clear that the
polytopes Q,,, and €, live in large-dimensional Euclidean spaces, and therefore their
direct computation becomes infeasible very quickly, even for small values of n and 7.
As an example, dim {236 = 19 and dimﬁg,g = 882.

3.3. Integral points of the polytopes. Our polytopes encode matroids through
their lattice points, so it is natural to ask whether all the lattice points of our polytopes
necessarily come from matroids.

Proposition 3.7 The only lattice points in Q,, are its vertices.

Proof. Let us denote by Z any fixed chain of sets of the form @ C Zy C ---- C
Zm C [n]. Denote by r any fixed sequence of integers rg, ..., 7. Consider the map
byy ﬁnn — R taking values 0 or 1 according to whether each Z; has rank r; in M.
By [DF10, Proposition 5.3], this map is a valuation. Consider the set U of all possible
pairs (Z,r) as above, and the valuative function ® : A, , — RY whose coordinates
are given by each ®, as before. By [DF'10, Corollary 5.6], the valuations of the form
® 7 span the space of valuative functions on Jl, ,. Therefore, the function ® can be
viewed as an injective map @ : RS~» — RV that sends every lattice point of RS to
some lattice point in RY. However, since every vertex of Q,,, is sent to a {0, 1}-vector
in RY, the image of ﬁnn under this map is a subpolytope of the unit cube in RY, and
hence its only lattice points are its vertices. This immediately implies that €, does
not contain other lattice points than its vertices. U

A slight modification of the strategy employed in the last proof was suggested to us
by Benjamin Schréter in private communication. The above proof in fact also yields
that every point py for M € M., is a vertex of Q,.,,, a result that we will prove below,
in Theorem 4.1, using a much simpler approach that does not rely on the valuativity
of the map .

Notice that the same argument used in the last proof will not apply for the poly-
tope € ,, because we know that it contains lattice points other than its vertices (see
Example 3.3, and Example 4.5 in the next section). However, a natural question to
ask is whether all the lattice points in €2, do come from matroids. The answer to
that question is negative, as can be verified with the use of a computer.

Proposition 3.8 The polytope 236 contains 5 lattice points which do not represent
matroids.
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For the interested reader, we indicate below what the 5 lattice points are in the
Schubert basis.

p=2- - - + ;

p2=2- - - + ;

p3=2- - - +2- - ;
pa=4 —2 —2. + :
ps=4- -2 -2 +

4. VERTICES OF THE POLYTOPES: EXTREMAL MATROIDS

Now that we have defined our polytopes ﬁnn and €, ,, it is natural to ask about
their facial structures. As we will see in this section, their sets of vertices behave
differently. In the case of §,, every labelled matroid yields a distinct vertex. For
the polytope (), ,, the situation is considerably subtler: some isomorphism classes of
matroids fall together in the polytope, and not all isomorphism classes correspond to
vertices.

The linear functions on the ambient space of €2,.,, are exactly the valuative functions,
and for €2, ,, they are exactly the valuative invariants. Therefore, characterizing vertices
and more generally faces of these polytopes is a matter of finding valuative functions
or invariants that attain their maximum exactly at prescribed points Dy, respectively

Pim)-

4.1. The vertices of ﬁr’n.
Theorem 4.1 For every matroid M € ML,.,,, the point Dy, is a vertex of ﬁr’n.

Proof. For any subset B C [n] of size |B| = r, the function fp : M, ,, — Z defined by

1 if B is a basis of M,

0 otherwise,

(7) fB(M) = {

is a valuation by definition, because it is the evaluation of 1(P(M)) at the zero-one
indicator vector of B.

Let us fix M and consider its sets of bases B(M) and of non-bases B(M)¢ = ([ﬁ]) ~
B(M). Define the function g : M, ,, — Z by

gNy= D" fe(N)+ > (1—fs(N)).
BeB(M) BeB(M)©

By Example 2.4, g is a sum of valuations and therefore a valuation itself. Notice that
g(M) = (7) while g(N) < () for every matroid N € AL, such that N # M. This shows
that M corresponds to a vertex of ﬁr,n. O
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m 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
0 1111 1 1 1 1 0 1111 1 1 1 1
1 1 2 3 4 6 8 1 1 2 3 4 6 7 8
2 1 3 6 11 17 27 38 2 1 3 6 11 17 27 38
3 1 4 11 28 64 145 3 1 4 11 28 64 148
4 1 5 17 64 ? 4 1 5 17 64 ?
5 1 6 27 145 5 27 148
6 1 38 6 1 7 38
7 1 8 7 1 8
8 1 8 1

TABLE 1. On the left the number of vertices of 2, ,,. On the right the
number of isomorphism classes of extremal matroids.

4.2. The vertices of ()., and first examples of extremal matroids. We now
turn our attention to the vertices of the polytopes €, ,. Their subtler behaviour
motivates us to name the matroids lying at these vertices.

Definition 4.2 A matroid M of rank r on n elements is said to be extremal if ppv) is
a vertex of the polytope (2;.,,.

We once again put emphasis on the fact that vertices of (2., correspond a priori
to sets of isomorphism classes of matroids: Remark 3.5 shows that distinct elements
of M, can produce the same point in RS7». In particular, if pm) = ppN for two
different isomorphism classes M and N, we have that M is extremal if and only if N
is extremal. See Table 1 where we list on the left the number of vertices of 2, ,, and
on the right the number of classes of isomorphism of extremal matroids on [n] having
rank r, for 0 < r <n < 8. Observe that for n = 8 and r = 3,5 the numbers in the two
tables differ, which means that in the polytopes €235 and 25 g there are vertices that
correspond to more than one isomorphism class of matroids. We have been unable to
compute the numbers for (r,n) = (4, 8).

We will be focusing on isomorphism classes of matroids throughout this section, but
we will often write M instead of [M] to avoid overloading the notation. The following
result is our workhorse tool for showing that given isomorphism classes of matroids
are indeed extremal.

Lemma 4.3 Let fi,..., fm be a sequence of valuative invariants on M, ,. Consider
the following sets of isomorphism classes of matroids:

SO = MT,TL,

S = {M €S : fi(M) = maXfl(N)},

NeSy

Sy = {M €S : fo(M) = hneasffz('\')},

NES—1

S = {I\/I € Sp1: fm(M) = max fm(N)}.
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If all the elements in Sy, yield the same point ppy € RS»n  then p[m] s a vertex and
all the elements in Sy, correspond to isomorphism classes of extremal matroids.

Proof. The proof is immediate from the fact that the vertices of any polytope can be
characterized as the points that maximize a sequence of linear functionals. In the case
of ;. ,,, linear functionals on RS correspond to valuative invariants on My . U

Of course, minimizing an invariant f; is the same as maximizing — f;, and the sign
change preserves valuativity. So when we apply this lemma we can freely choose to
minimize valuations as well as to maximize them.

Example 4.4 Uniform matroids are extremal. We have a valuative invariant f :
My, — R given by M — |B(M)|, i.e., the number of bases of the matroid or, equiv-
alently, the number of integer points in the base polytope P(M). The unique class
M € M, , for which this valuation attains its maximum value is the uniform matroid
U, n, which is therefore a vertex of €, ,,.

Example 4.5 Example 3.3 shows that the minimal matroid T 4, which is the Schubert

matroid with lattice path drawing , is not extremal. In fact it is the smallest non-

extremal matroid.

Example 4.6 The matroid U, , ®Ug ,— € M, is extremal. Notice that this matroid
has only one basis, and that any other isomorphism class of matroids has at least 2
bases. As was said in Example 4.4, the number of bases is a valuative invariant, and
since U, @ Ug ,—, is the only minimizer up to isomorphism, it is extremal.

Example 4.7 To see a less straightforward application of Lemma 4.3, consider the
matroid U7(«2,)L € M, 2, obtained from U, ,, by adding a parallel copy to each element of
the ground set. Let us show that when r > 1 this matroid is extremal. Consider the

valuative invariant

filM) = Z #{C circuit of M : |C] = i}.

1<ilr
i#2
(The valuativity of this invariant follows, for example, from the work of Bonin and
Kung [BK18, Corollary 5.3].) The minimum value that f;(M) could possibly attain is
0, and this happens precisely when M has no loops nor circuits of sizes 3,...,r. This
is equivalent to the simplified matroid si(M) not having circuits of sizes 1,...,r, i.e.,
to si(M) being uniform. In other words, the set S; defined as in Lemma 4.3 (with a
min instead of a max) is precisely the set of isomorphism classes of matroids M whose
simplification is uniform. Now, consider the valuative invariant
(M) := Y~ #{F € £(M) : 1k(F) = 1, [F| = i}.
1<i<r
i#£2

The minimum value that this invariant attains is 0, and this happens if and only if all
the flats of rank 1 have size 2. It is immediate to conclude that the set S5 that would
result from Lemma 4.3 has actually only one isomorphism class, and it is precisely
U,(nzr)L In particular, this is an extremal matroid.
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4.3. Extremality and direct sums. The class of extremal matroids is not closed
under minors: for example, the non-extremal T2 4 is a restriction of the extremal
U% On the other hand, matroid duality does preserve extremality because in ppv
the coordinate indexed by some [S] € S, , coincides with the coordinate indexed by
[S*] € Sy—rn in pym+). It is natural to inquire about the preservation of extremality

under other basic operations such as direct sums.

Theorem 4.8 If a direct sum M = M1®- - -®M; is extremal, then each direct summand
Mi,..., My is extremal.

Proof. By induction it is enough to assume s = 2. Let n; := |FE(M;)| and let r; be the
rank of M; for i € {1,2}. Let us assume, without loss of generality, that M; is not
extremal. This implies that ppy,) is a nontrivial convex combination

k
vy = D i Py

Jj=1

of other distinct points py,j in €. By Lemma 3.4, we have

k
P(M1)) => bA(P(N
j=1

Taking Cartesian products with P(Ms), we have

k
1 _
- > T(P(e(My1) & My)) Z _ Z 1(P(a(Nj) & My)).
UES’ILl =1 O—ESTLl
Now, averaging over a set of coset representatives for &,, in &,,4n,, we see that it
is possible to express 1(P(M; @ Ms)) as a convex combination of other symmetrized
indicator functions. This shows M1 & My is not extremal. U

We conjecture the converse, which appears subtle:
Conjecture 4.9 If My, ..., My are extremal matroids, then M; @ - - - & My is extremal.

We have verified with the help of a computer that a disconnected matroid on at
most 7 elements is extremal if and only if all of its direct summands are extremal.

5. SPECIAL FACES

This section’s aim is to show that many famous classes of matroids correspond to
actual faces of the polytopes (2,.,, and ﬁnn.

Definition 5.1 A family of matroids & C ﬁnn is facial in ﬁ,«,n if the elements in the
class are exactly the vertices of some face of ﬁr,n'

Similarly, a family of isomorphism classes % is facial in €, , if the elements in F
correspond ezxactly to the set of [M] such that p[Mm) s a point of that face of ;.

Note that a priori we do not rule out the presence of further lattice points that do
not come from isomorphism classes of matroids (see Proposition 3.8 below).



14 LUIS FERRONI AND ALEX FINK

Lemma 5.2 Let & C M, a set of isomorphism classes, and let F C ﬁhn the set of
all matroids whose isomorphism class lies in F. If F is facial in Qy,, then F is facial
m ﬁr,n.

Proof. This is immediate from the fact that €2, , is a projection of ﬁr,n. Recall that
the preimage of a face under a projection is always a face. O

We will also use the following handy lemma, which is of independent interest for
matroid theorists.

Lemma 5.3 Let M € M, be a matroid. Denote by S(M) the set of all the Schubert
matroids S € S,.,, for which the coefficients as in equation (2) are non-zero. Then,

(8) girth(M) = min {girth(S) : S € S(M)} .

Proof. Let us name « := girth(M), and give the right hand side of equation (8)
the name 8. If we truncate M exactly r — « times, we obtain the uniform matroid
tr =) (M) = Ua,n- By relying on Lemma 2.8, the only possibility is that the trun-
cations of all the Schubert matroids with non-zero coefficient are also uniform. This
means that all of these Schubert matroids have girth at least a. In other words,
girth(M) = a < .

On the other hand, consider the valuative function M — Ig(M), i.e., the number of
independent subsets of size 8. Since all the corresponding Schubert matroids attain
the maximum possible (Z), it follows that the number of independent sets of M of size

B is (g) as well. In other words, o = girth(M) > g. O

Remark 5.4 It is straightforward to check that the girth of a Schubert matroid,
when seen as a lattice path matroid, is determined by the number of initial vertical
segments of the upper path: if the upper path for S starts with m vertical steps, then
girth(S) = m+1. For example, the girths of the Schubert matroids depicted in Figure 1
are from left to right respectively 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, and 3.

5.1. Simple and disconnected matroids. A matroid being connected or simple is
captured by the facial structure of our polytopes in a straightforward way.

Proposition 5.5 For every n > 1, the class of disconnected matroids is facial in €,
and ﬁﬁn.

Proof. Consider the map M — B(M) where 8 denotes Crapo’s beta invariant. This
is a valuative invariant as it is a coefficient of the Tutte polynomial (see [AFRI10,
Corollary 5.7]). It is a well known fact that 5(M) > 0 for all M, and that 5(M) = 0
if and only if M is disconnected or M = Ug ;. In particular, for n > 1, 3 attains
its minimum exactly at disconnected matroids, which thus correspond to faces of our
polytopes. O

Remark 5.6 The minimal face of {22 4 containing all points coming from connected
matroids must of course contain the points associated to T 4 and Uz 4, and in particular
the full edge that joins them. By Example 4.5, it follows that U; 2 @ Uy 2 belongs to
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this face. This says that connected matroids are not facial in 224. Repeating the
example with an appropriate number of loop and coloop summands included shows
that connected matroids are not facial in €2, for any 2 <r <n — 2.

Similarly, connected matroids are not facial in ﬁr,n. To prove this at n = 4 and
r = 2, take the matroids My, Mo, M3 with sets of bases

s = (1) ~ (1.2,
miz) = (1) ~ (.4
B(a) = (1)) ~ (1.2}, 3,01,

We have that My, My = Ty 4 (cf. Example 4.5) are connected, and Mz = U; 2 & U o
is disconnected. Notice that there is a valuative relation coming from the split of a
hypersimplex into two square pyramids:

L(P(Mg)) = =1(P(Uz.4)) + L(P(M1)) + L(P(M2))

The smallest face containing all points coming from connected matroids in Jlg 4 must
in fact contain the three matroids appearing on the right hand side in the last display,
and therefore also the disconnected matroid on the left.

That loopless matroids and simple matroids are facial is the m = 2 and m = 3 cases
of the next proposition.

Proposition 5.7 Let m be a fized non-negative integer. The class of all matroids
whose girth is at least m is facial in Q,, and ﬁﬁn. Moreover,

- 1
dim(matroids in Q. , with girth(M) > m) = (n " i 1) -1
r—m

dim(matroids in Q,.,, with girth(M) > m) = [z" ™ ]Hy x)— 1.

n—m+1,n (

In the second equation, Hy,, (x) stands for the augmented Chow polynomial of the
uniform matroid U, ,. In particular,

-2
dim(simple matroids in ;) = <: B 2) -1

dim(simple matroids in Q,.,,) = [z"2|Hy

n—2,n (.’E) — 1.
Proof. Consider the map M — I,,,_1, where I,;,_ stands for the number of independent
sets of rank m — 1 of M. Notice that |I,,—1| = [#"™]Tm(z + 1, 1) where Ty (z,y) is the
Tutte polynomial of M; the map is therefore a valuation by [AFR10, Corollary 5.7].
This map attains its maximum exactly at the matroids for which all the sets of size
m — 1 are independent, i.e., at the matroids whose girth is at least m. In particular,
this class of matroids must form a face in each of the two polytopes.

In light of Lemma 5.3, the non-zero coordinates of a matroid of girth > m (resp.
its isomorphism class) in ﬁnn (resp. €2,.,,) correspond to labelled (resp. isomorphism
classes of) Schubert matroids of girth > m. So to prove the equations for dimension
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in the proposition, it is enough to count these Schubert matroids (cf. Proposition 3.6)
and show:

r—m+1
#(classes in S,.,, with girth(M) > m) = [a:r_m+1]HUn7m+17n (z) — 1.

#(matroids in S, , with girth(M) > m) = <

The first equation follows from Remark 5.4, as one must enumerate lattice paths from
(0,0) to (n — r,r) that start with (at least) m — 1 upper steps. The second follows
from the main theorem proved by Hoster in [Hos24|, which enables the enumeration
of (labelled) Schubert matroids with given (co)girth via augmented Chow polynomials
of uniform matroids. U

Chow polynomials of uniform matroids were described in [FMSV24, Theorem 1.9],
where a closed expression for [w’]HUM(a:) in terms of Eulerian numbers is recorded,
making it possible to compute these dimensions fairly explicitly. As an alternative, one
can use the combinatorial formula found by Hameister, Rao, and Simpson in [HRS21,
Theorem 5.1]. Notice that the case m = 2 in the above statement, together with the
fact that the augmented Chow polynomial of U,_1, is an Eulerian polynomial, gives
that the dimension of the loopless face in Q,«,n is Ap—1,-1 — 1, where A,,_1,_1 is an
FEulerian number.

Remark 5.8 In Section 6.2 of his paper [Ham17] introducing the intersection ring of
matroids, Hampe left the following open problem: study the polytope that arises as
the convex hull of all matroid classes in that ring. Only loopless matroids give classes,
and these expand into loopless Schubert matroid classes with the same coefficients as
in Theorem 2.11; so in the language of the present paper Hampe asked for the convex
hull of all py for M € A, without loops. Let us temporarily call this an (with the
underline riffing on the notational usage of [BHM™22]).

Proposition 5.7 with m = 2 implies that Q,.,, is a face of €,.,,. Moreover, because
the valuative relations for {l,, are generated by relations in which every matroid
appearing has an identical set of loops (Remark 2.3)—we could say that matroids with
different sets of loops cannot interact valuatively—we have that €., is the join of the
family consisting of (;i) copies of th for each r < m < n, each embedded in the
coordinate subspace of Schubert matroids with a fixed set of n — m loops.

5.2. Split matroids and their subclasses. A matroid M of rank r is said to be
paving if all of its subsets of cardinality » — 1 are independent, i.e., if girth(M) > r.
If a paving matroid M has a dual which is also paving, then one says that M is a
sparse paving matroid. A famous conjecture, originating from a hypothesis by Crapo
and Rota in [CR70, p. 317], asserts that asymptotically almost all matroids are sparse
paving. We refer to [MNWW11] for more precise conjectures. The main result of
[PvdP15] provides partial evidence for these beliefs.

As we show below, these classes of matroids appear as faces of our polytopes.

Proposition 5.9 The classes of paving matroids and copaving matroids are facial in
Q. and Qr,n. Moreover,

dim(paving matroids in Q) =n —r,
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n
dim(paving matroids in Q,.,,) = E <n> -1,
; J
j=r

and symmetrically for copaving matroids.

Proof. Reasoning as in the proof of Proposition 5.7, the map M — I._1, where I,_4
denotes the number of independent sets of rank 7 — 1 in M, is a valuation attaining

its the maximum value (Tﬁ ) exactly at paving matroids. Thus, paving matroids

1
correspond to faces of €2, , and Qr,n.

From Lemma 5.3, we have that a matroid is paving if and only if all the Schubert
matroids appearing on the right-hand-side of equation (2) with non-zero coefficients
are paving and Schubert. Thus, to compute the dimension of the “paving face” of €2, ,,
and ﬁr,n, we shall enumerate paving Schubert matroids. The class of paving Schubert
matroids is closely related to the “panhandle matroids” studied in [HMM™*23]. For

every 1 <r <n we have:

dim(paving matroids in Q,.,,) = # {[S] € S;,, : S paving} —1 =n —r,
n

dim(paving matroids in Q,.,,) = # {S €8n:S paving} —-1= Z <?;> — 1.

j=r
The first equation is a consequence of Remark 5.4 because isomorphism classes of
paving Schubert matroids correspond to lattice paths starting with r —1 vertical steps,
leaving n—r+1 possibilities of where the rth vertical step is taken. The second equality
follows from the fact that the isomorphism class corresponding to the path starting
with » — 1 upward steps and having the rth upward step in position j can be labelled
in (?) different ways. O

Proposition 5.10 The class of sparse paving matroids is facial in Q. and Q..
Moreover,

dim(sparse paving matroids in Q) = 1,

— n
dim(sparse paving matroids in €,.,,) = < >
r

Proof. In both polytopes, the intersection of the faces coming from paving and co-
paving matroids yields the desired sparse paving face. For the computation of the
dimensions we need to enumerate sparse paving Schubert matroids. There are only
two isomorphism classes: the uniform matroid, and the matroid obtained from the
uniform matroid by removing exactly one basis. There are (7:) + 1 (labelled) sparse
paving Schubert matroids: the isomorphism class of the uniform matroid admits only
one labelling, whereas the other one admits (Z) (which is determined by the only
non-basis). O

Given that sparse paving matroids form an edge in §2,.,,, one of whose vertices is the
uniform matroid, it is natural to ask for the other vertex.

Proposition 5.11 Let M € M,, be a sparse paving matroid. The following two
assertions are equivalent:
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(i) M is an extremal matroid.
(ii) M is a uniform matroid, or M is sparse paving and has the mazximal possible
number of non-bases.

Proof. (i) = (ii). Assume that M is sparse paving and extremal. Notice that for
a sparse paving matroid circuit-hyperplanes and non-bases coincide. Assume that
f M, — Ris a valuative invariant that attains its maximum at M and no other
point of €, ,,. Using [F'S24, Corollary 5.4, we compute that

f(M) = f(UT,n) - A(f(Tr,n) - f(UT‘—l,'I‘ S Ul,n—r))-

where A denotes the number of non-bases of M, and T, ,, is the minimal matroid. Let
us denote a := f(U,,) and B := f(T,,) — f(Ur—1, @ U1 n—p). Since f attains its
maximum at M, if N is another sparse paving matroid we must have the inequality

a + [{non-bases of N}| - 5 < o+ |{non-bases of M}|- 3

Depending on whether 8 < 0 or 8 > 0, this says that either A = 0 and hence M is
the uniform matroid, or A is precisely the maximum possible number of non-bases for
sparse paving matroids of this rank and size. (The case 8 = 0 is excluded as it fails to
select a single vertex of Q,.,,.)

(ii) = (i). We will use Lemma 4.3. We already know that uniform matroids are
extremal, so let us assume that M is a sparse paving matroid with the maximal possible
number of non-bases. Consider the following two valuative invariants:

fiM) = [2YTw(z +1,1) + [y Tm(1,y + 1),

) = () = Tu(1.1),

The first enumerates the independent sets of rank 7 — 1 in M and the independent sets
of rank n—r — 1 in M*. This invariant is always at most (,",) + (,, " ), and equality
is attained only for sparse paving matroids. The second invariant counts the number
of non-bases of M. The matroids described in (ii) are exactly the ones that maximize
f2 among all the matroids that maximize f;. Also, from [FS24, Corollary 5.4] it follows
that all these matroids yield the same point p € RSmn. O

Remark 5.12 The preceding result can be used to show that neither of the families
of transversal matroids or (matroids that under some ground set ordering become)
positroids are facial in €2;.,,. To see this, notice that the matroid obtained by removing
only one basis from U,.,, is transversal and isomorphic to a positroid. Since U, ,, itself
is a transversal matroid and a positroid, if either of these two classes spanned a face
of Q,,,, then actually all extremal sparse paving matroids should be transversal ma-
troids or isomorphic to positroids. One can check this does not happen for transversal
matroids when (r,n) = (2,6), or for positroids when (r,n) = (3,6).

Remark 5.13 A longstanding conjecture asserts that sparse paving matroids “pre-
dominate” among matroids; see [MNWW11] for a more precise statement. If this
conjecture is true, then the number of vertices of the polytope §2,.,, is negligible com-
pared to the size of ML, ,, because there are only two vertices populated by sparse
paving matroids. A subtle caveat is that this is not the same as asserting that the
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number of isomorphism classes of extremal matroids is negligible when compared to
the size of Jl,,: proving this assertion would require a careful analysis of how many
distinct isomorphism classes of sparse paving matroids sit at the same point of 2, ,,.
We refer to Table 1 for a comparison between the number of vertices of €2, ,, and the
number of isomorphism classes of extremal matroids in A, ;.

A generalization of paving and sparse paving matroids arises when considering com-
patible splits of a hypersimplex, as in the work of Joswig and Schréter [JS17]. In that
paper they defined the class of split matroids, which were later slightly modified in
[BKST23] and [FS24], giving rise to what are known as elementary split matroids. The
classes of split and elementary split matroids are essentially equal; they only differ on
disconnected matroids. A matroid is said to be elementary split if its nontrivial cyclic
flats are pairwise incomparable. Equivalently, these are the matroids that do not con-
tain Up1 @ U1 @ Uy 2 as a minor [BKS™23, Theorem 11]. A further characterization
in terms of relaxations is found in [FS24, Theorem 4.8].

The following is a reformulation of one of the main results of Ferroni and Schréter
[F'S24, Theorem 5.3].

Theorem 5.14 Let M € M, be a matroid. Denote by S(M) the set of all the Schubert
matroids S € S,.,, for which the coefficients in equation (2) are non-zero. Then M is
elementary split if and only if all the matroids in S(M) are elementary split.

Using the preceding theorem similarly to how we have used Lemma 5.3 above, we
can deduce that elementary split matroids also form a face for our polytopes.

Proposition 5.15 The class of elementary split matroids is facial in ., and [
Moreover,

dim(elementary split matroids in Q) = r(n —r),

T n—r
dim(elementary split matroids in ﬁnn) = <n> + E E ( Z > — 1.
r et £ 1+
=1 j=1

Proof. By the above discussion, if M is elementary split, then all the Schubert matroids
S appearing on the right hand side of equation (2) are Schubert and elementary split.
(The arXiv version of [F'S24] names this class the “cuspidal matroids”.) A computation
in [FS25, Proposition 4.1] shows that there are exactly r(n — r) + 1 such matroids,
whence the first equation in this statement follows. The idea is to consider Schubert
elementary split matroids as lattice path matroids: see for example Figure 2. The
isomorphism class is determined by the location of the green point. It can be located
at any point (4,7) where 1 < i < n —r and 1 < j < r or, alternatively, on the top
border of the rectangle, in which case its exact location is irrelevant and the matroid
is uniform. Hence, there are r(n — r) + 1 non-isomorphic Schubert elementary split
matroids. To enumerate the labelled Schubert elementary split matroids, proceed as
follows: once fixed the position (7, j) there are exactly (ZZJ) ways of choosing the ¢ + j
elements in the unique non-trivial cyclic flat of the Schubert elementary split matroid.
We leave the remaining details to the interested reader. O
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FIGURE 2. A Schubert elementary split matroid.

Before finishing this subsection, let us state a technical result regarding paving ma-
troids that will be of use in Section 6. As mentioned earlier, the class of elementary split
matroids contains all paving matroids. In particular, [FS24, Theorem 5.3] specializes
to the following result.

Proposition 5.16 Let M € M, ,, be an isomorphism class of a paving matroid. For
each h, denote by A\, the number of dependent hyperplanes of M that have size h. The
point pyv) € RSrn constructed from M depends only on the vector of values (Ap)p.

5.3. Less well-behaved classes. A matroid is said to be modular whenever rk(F;)+
rk(Fy) = rk(F1 A Fy) + tk(Fy V Fy) for every pair of flats Fy, Fy € (M).

Proposition 5.17 The class of modular matroids is facial in Q,, and ﬁnn-

Proof. Consider the map M +— W,._1 — W7 where W; denotes the number of rank 7 flats
of M. By [FS24, Corollary 8.4], W,_; and W} are valuations. By Greene’s hyperplane
theorem [Gre70], our map always takes non-negative values, but attains the value
zero only at modular matroids, which therefore must form a face of each of our two
polytopes. O

In contrast to the foregoing sections, it is not easy to describe the dimension of
the faces that modular matroids span. Notice that it is not true that the non-zero
coordinates of a modular matroid in the Schubert basis must necessarily correspond
to modular Schubert matroids.

Proposition 5.18 The class of series-parallel matroids corresponds to a hyperplane
slice of the polytopes Q. and Qy .

In other words, there is an affine hyperplane in the ambient space of @n,n, resp. .,
passing through the point py, resp. pjv, exactly when M is series-parallel.

Proof. A classical result due to Brylawski [Bry71] characterizes series-parallel matroids
on a ground set of size at least 2 precisely as those matroids whose g-invariant is 1.
Since the S-invariant is a valuation, the result follows. O
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We observe that the slicing hyperplane in the above proposition does not support a
face but is parallel to the hyperplane that supports the face of disconnected matroids,
Proposition 5.5.

6. REPRESENTABILITY

A representation of a matroid brings with it many tools for proving non-negativity
of invariants of that matroid, especially building an algebraic variety from the repre-
sentation and then applying positivity theorems from algebraic geometry. It is often
very hard to generalize a proof of this origin to arbitrary matroids. However, since
in most cases the invariant under study is valuative, it is natural to ask whether a
valuative invariant taking non-negative values at all representable matroids must take
non-negative values in general. If so, this would circumvent the need to carry out the
above generalization. The next theorem shows that this is not the case.

Theorem 6.1 There exist valuative invariants f : M, , — R that attain non-negative
values at all matroids that are representable over some field, yet do attain a negative
value at a non-representable matroid.

Proof. 1t suffices to show that for adequate choices of n and r, one may find a vertex
p of Q,, having the property that all the isomorphism classes [M] € M., for which
p[M] = p are non-representable.

Let us consider simple matroids of rank 3 on 19 elements with the maximum number
of flats of rank 2 having size 7. Among those, consider the ones that attain the
maximum number of flats of rank 2 having size 3. Let us denote by € C Jl3 19 the
resulting set of isomorphism classes. We will divide the proof into three steps.

Step (i) We will characterize all the elements in 6.

Step (ii) Using the characterization, we will show that all the matroids in @ sit at the
same point p. This will allow us to apply Lemma 4.3 and conclude that the
point p is a vertex.

Step (iii) We will finally show that none of the elements in € is representable.

Step (i1). For a simple matroid M € (319 there are at most three flats of rank 2
and size 7. To see this, think of the geometric representation of M as a configuration
of points and (quasi)lines. Having four 7-point lines is not possible, because being
a simple matroid requires each pair of lines to intersect in at most one point, and
74— (3) = 22 > 19. One may easily produce a configuration with exactly three
7-point lines.

Provided that we have have exactly 3 lines containing exactly 7 points each, the
maximum possible number of 3-point lines is 36. We first show this is an upper bound.
Being simple guarantees that each pair of points of M spans a rank 2 flat (i.e., a line).
However, if ¢; denotes the number of i-point lines, we have the equality

2u()-(3)
5(o) (o) = (3)

In particular,
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In the case of our interest, we have £ = 3, so that {3 < % ((129) — 3(;)) = 36.

By the reasoning above, in a configuration attaining ¢35 = 36 (should one exist), we
must have ¢; = 0 for all ¢ # 3,7. That is, every pair of points spans one of our 7-point
lines or 3-point lines.

We now show that in any such potential configuration there cannot be a point x
lying on exactly two of the three 7-point lines. Indeed, there are 12 points on these
two 7-point lines different from x. Since every line contains 3 points or 7 points, the
remaining 19 — 1 — 12 = 6 points of the configuration must fall two each onto three
3-point lines passing through . However, in such a scenario there is no room for the
third 7-point line.

As there is also no room for three disjoint 7-point lines on 19 elements, the preceding
contradiction tells us that in any of our potential matroids, the three 7-point lines are
concurrent. To see that ¢35 = 36 is attainable in this case, notice that our problem is
that of making a Latin square of order 6: think of the points on the 7-point lines aside
from the point of concurrency as indexing rows, columns, and letters.

Step (ii). Step (i) shows that the matroids in our class € C A9 3 are simple, and
all of them have exactly 39 rank 2 flats, 3 of which have size 7, and 36 of which have
size 3. With this we can prove that all of them yield the same point p € {}19 3. Indeed,
a simple matroid has girth is at least 3, which in rank 3 implies that the matroid is
paving, so that Corollary 5.16 implies that all these matroids sit at the same point.
Now we can apply Lemma 4.3, because the number of rank r flats of size s is a valuative
invariant. We conclude that all of our matroids in @ are extremal.

Step (iii). To see why none of the matroids in 6 is representable over any field F,
we proceed by contradiction. By the characterization above, any such matroid M has
three 7-point lines, say Lo, L1, and Ls, that are concurrent at a point x. Let us take
coordinates so that x is a point at infinity, say the “horizontal” one. The three lines Lo,
Ly, Ly through x, written in affine coordinates, are of the form L; = {(t,v;) : t € F}
for some scalars yo,y1,y2 € F. Given points a = (ta,v0), b = (ts,%0), ¢ = (te,yo) on
Lg, choose any d on L and f on Lo so that adf is a line. Let bf meet L; in e, and cd
meet Lo in g. Then eg meets Ly in b+ ¢ —a = (tp + t. — tq,y0). This means that the
x-coordinates of the finite points of M lying on Lo form a coset of an additive subgroup
of F. But there are six such points, and no field has an additive subgroup of order 6,
contradiction. O

Remark 6.2 Similarly to how Ingleton’s inequality (see Oxley [Oxl11, p. 169]) pro-
vides a test for representability as a condition that the rank function must satisfy, one
can interpret Theorem 6.1 as an assertion that there exists a valuative invariant which
serves as a test for representability, at least in the case (r,n) = (3,19). It would be
interesting to find more such valuative tests for representability.

7. FINAL REMARKS AND CONJECTURES

7.1. Extremal matroids and the pursuit of counterexamples in matroid the-
ory. Within matroid theory there remain may open problems asserting that some
valuative invariant of matroids is non-negative. These problems can be interpreted in
our framework as a describing a linear functional on our polytopes §2,.,,. In particular,
showing that the conjecture is true is equivalent to proving it for all extremal matroids.
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Let us comment briefly on two conjectures that have been disproved recently. The
first is the conjecture by De Loera, Haws, and Képpe [DLHK09] on the positivity of the
Ehrhart coefficients of a matroid polytope. This was disproved by Ferroni in [Fer22a],
essentially by showing that the extremal matroids described in Proposition 5.11 attain
a negative coefficient when r and n are sufficiently large. The second conjecture that
was disproved recently is the Merino—Welsh conjecture for loopless and coloopless
matroids [MW99], which was settled negatively by Beke, Cséji, Csikvéari, and Pituk
[BCCP24]. This conjecture can be proved to be equivalent! to the Tutte polynomial
inequality Ti(2,0) + Tm(0,2) — 2Tm(1,1) > 0, which is a positivity conjecture for a
valuative invariant. The extremal matroid violating this inequality is obtained for the
choices r = 22 and n = 33 in Example 4.7.

Although a characterization of all extremal matroids seems out of reach, we feel
motivated to invite the reader to find more meaningful classes:

Problem 7.1 Identify classes of matroids that are extremal.

Specifically, Conjecture 4.9 would provide an important such class. We also conjec-
ture some particular answers to this problem, firstly:

Conjecture 7.2 For every n > 1, the graphic matroid K,, of the complete graph on
n vertices is an extremal matroid.

One fact that leads us to believe in this conjecture is a theorem by Bonin and
Miller [BM99, Theorem 3.2], which characterizes graphic matroids of complete graphs
(also known as braid matroids) in terms of certain valuative invariants. Unfortunately,
as the characterization is not in terms of a sequence of valuative invariants being
mazimized, the extremality of K,, does not follow easily. However, we believe that
some adjustments of the strategy can lead to a full proof of our conjecture. Similarly,
we propose the following;:

Conjecture 7.3

(1) Projective geometries are extremal matroids.
(2) Dowling geometries are extremal matroids.

Results by Kung [Kun02], Bennet, Bogart, and Bonin [BBB94], and the aforemen-
tioned paper by Bonin and Miller [BM99] seem to be promising points of departure
toward this conjecture.

7.2. Extremality and uniqueness for the Tutte polynomial. If f : Al,, — V is
a valuative function valued in a real vector space V, then conv{f(M): M € M.} CV,
which we might call “the polytope of f7, is a linear projection of €,.,, for the same

ITo be very precise, the conjecture asserted that for every matroid without loops and coloops
max(Tm(2,0),Tm(0,2)) > Tm(1,1). The validity of this inequality for all matroids without loops and
coloops is equivalent to the validity of Tm(2,0) + Tm(0,2) > 27Twm(1,1) for all matroids without loops
and coloops. Notice that, for a specific matroid M, the second inequality implies the first one, but
perhaps not conversely.
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reason as in Remark 3.2. If f is moreover an invariant then the polytope of f is a
projection of €2;.,,.

An example comes from the Tutte polynomial, surely the most studied polynomial
matroid invariant, which is valuative [AFR10, Corollary 5.7]. Work of Kung implies
that the polytope of the Tutte polynomial has dimension r(n — r): [Kunl7, Corollary
6.10] shows that this polytope linearly spans an r(n — r) 4+ 1 dimensional subspace
of Rz, y] (see also [F'S25, Corollary 4.2]) but by [Kunl7, Lemma 3.5] all its vertices
inhabit an affine hyperplane.

There is literature on Tutte unique matroids, those determined up to isomorphism
by their Tutte polynomial. The two matroids M, N of Remark 3.5 are better known
as a nonexample thereof, i.e., for having equal Tutte polynomials: from our point
of view this is a consequence of the equality pp; = ppyy. Our work in this article
suggests that it would be of interest also to study “Tutte extremal” matroids, those
determining vertices of the polytope of the Tutte polynomial. This appears to be a
basically independent problem: in particular it seems that neither Tutte extremality
nor our extremality implies the other, nor is either related by implication to valuative
or Tutte uniqueness.

7.3. Edges of the polytopes. After our study of vertices of ,.,, and €2,.,,, the faces of
greater dimension warrant attention. The following question about the edges intrigues
us.

Question 7.4 When do two matroids M and N give a pair of neighboring vertices
of Q,,7 When do two isomorphism classes of extremal matroids yield neighboring
vertices of €2,,,7

The second part, concerning edges of the polytope €2, ,, seems to be much more
difficult, as it is meaningful only for extremal matroids, of which we understand little.
A special case of the question arises when one of the two vertices is fixed to be the
uniform matroid:

Problem 7.5 Characterize or describe the matroids (resp. isomorphism classes of
matroids) that yield a vertex neighboring the point py,_in Q. (resp. PU,., 10 Qrp).
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