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A ¢-ANALOGUE OF A-MATROIDS AND RELATED CONCEPTS

MICHELA CERIA, TRYGVE JOHNSEN, AND RELINDE JURRIUS

ABSTRACT. We define and study ¢-A-matroids, and g-g-matroids. These ob-
jects are analogues, for finite-dimensional vector spaces over finite fields, of
A-matroids and g-matroids arising from finite sets. We compare axiomatic
descriptions with definitions by means of strong maps of g-matroids.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Matroids are combinatorial objects that in an axiomatic way enables one to
study linear independence in a general way. Nevertheless, or precisely because of
this generality, matroids are used in concrete applications in a multitude of ways,
for graphs, error-correcting codes, toric geometry, the study of greedy algorithms,
and others.

A-matroids is a related concept, developed to supplement matroids, in various
applications. A A-matroid is a pair (E,F), where E = {1,---,n}, and F is a
non-empty family of subsets of F, such that:

For every two sets X and Y in F, and for every element z in their
symmetric difference X AY = (X —Y) U (Y — X), there exists a
y € X AY such that X A {z,y} is in the family.

The non-empty family F is called the family, or set, of feasible sets of the A-
matroid.

In recent years a need for inventing a g-analogue of matroids has arisen, in
particular in connection with rank-metric codes. Just like “usual” matroids is a
useful tool for determining properties of linear error-correcting codes with Hamming
metric, g-matroids can be used to study similar properties of vector rank-metric
codes (by some authors called Gabidulin rank-metric codes).

Another arena, where (usual) matroids play an important, but sometimes insuf-
ficient role for certain purposes, is the study of graphs embedded in surfaces, or
the study of (compact Riemann) surfaces by means of putting graphs or similar
objects into them. This has led to generalizations, not only of graphs, but also of
the (cycle) matroids associated to those (sometimes planar) graphs. One has gen-
eralized graphs to ribbon graphs, and as a parallel, one has generalized matroids,

not to g-matroids, but to A-matroids, as defined above. As an illustration: If a
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graph is planar, then its geometrical dual graph (where regions and vertices are
interchanged compared to the “old” graph) has a cycle matroid which is the dual of
the cycle matroid of the “old” graph. The surface we are working on is essentially
the compact Riemann surface S? (when adding a “compactification point” to the
infinite planar region). If we have a graph embedded in a compact Riemann surface
with ¢ holes, for g > 1, this matching of geometrical and matroidal dualities no
longer holds. Therefore, to remedy these difficulties, one invents ribbon graphs and
A-matroids, and then a new matching of dualities appears. See for example [12]
for an overview.

A-matroids are also used in other areas, like constraint satisfaction problems
(CSPs), equivariant localization, and tropical geometry. See [I5], [14], and [23],
respectively.

One should note that the concept of A-matroids was introduced by Bouchet,
for example in [3] and [4]. See [, Section 1, Line 8], and [4, Theorem 4.1] for an
identification of a graph-theoretical problem, and a solution to restore the harmony
on a different level, respectively.

In this article we investigate whether it is possible to find some kind of natural
g-analogue of A-matroids, in other words a generalization from g-matroids to ¢-A-
matroids, or if one prefers: A superposition of the two changes made from matroids
to g-matroids, and to A-matroids. Below, in Proposition 2.3] we have listed some
well-known fundamental properties of A-matroids. In this note we show that g¢-
A-matroids can be defined such that they satisfy corresponding properties in the
g-analogue.

So far we have not found any concrete applications that call for the definition of
g-A-matroids, but we think that it is both fascinating and interesting to investigate
how much of the material about A-matroids that can be given as a g-variant.

In Section [ the formal definition of ¢-A invariants is given in Definition 3.1l and
mimics the definition of A-matroids as defined above, and simultaneously a part of
the axioms for g-matroids. We also discuss some examples of ¢-A-matroids, as well
as some problems with the definition of restriction.

In Section Ml we define g-g-matroids, which mimic g-matroids for sets, and in
our case are defined by strong (identity) maps between ground spaces of pairs of
g-matroids. A main result is that these are g-A-matroids, as in the analogous
situation for sets. We also show that ¢-g-matroids satisfy analogous properties as
in Proposition

We also introduce the concept of weak g-g-matroids, and study the inclusion
relations that exist between the sets of ¢-g-matroids, weak ¢-g-matroids and ¢-A-
matroids. These issues are direct analogues for spaces, of corresponding issues for

sets.
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There are some important concepts for A-matroids, that we have not been able
to mimic properly for g-A-matroids. One of them is simply the symmetric difference
X A'Y for sets. Nowhere in our exposition we use any g-variant of this.

The second important concept follows in a natural way from this, that is the
“star”-operation A — A x A, where each feasible set F' € F is replaced by F' A A,
for any fixed subset A C F to give a new A-matroid A * A on E. This operation
is sometimes called partial duality. The case A = FE gives usual duality: Each F
is replaced by E — F'. In the g-case this is the only star-operation we have been
able to mimic: We then let each feasible space F' be replaced by the orthogonal
complement F+ with respect to the natural bilinear form on E = F". Thus we
are able to define the dual of a ¢-A-matroid, an important concept for us, that
we use throughout. Moreover we have not been able to mimic the operations of
restriction/deletion and contraction. The problems that arise when making the
natural attempts to perform such operations, are explained in Subsection 3.3.

In Section Bl we point out how pairs Cy C C5 of vector rank metric codes give
rise to strong identity maps of g-matroids, and also to g-g-matroids, a perfect ana-
logue to what pairs of error-correcting codes C7; C C with Hamming distance
do. We also discuss possible definitions of representability for ¢-A-matroids and/or
g-g-matroids, and a possible rank function. It is classical that a certain subclass
of A-matroids can by represented by skew-symmetric matrices. This form of rep-
resentation goes via the star-operation, for which we have found no analogue for
g-A-matroids. See [3] and [12] p. 47]. We suggest pairs of linear codes as a natural
way of defining representability for ¢-A-matroids.

It is unclear to what extent our g-analogues of A-matroids and g-matroids inter-
act with other kind of mathematics in the g-complex case. Are there, for example,
meaningful definitions of ¢g-graph and g-surface? Or can even ¢-A-matroids be as-
sociated to usual graphs and surfaces in ways supplementing those of traditional

A-matroids? We leave this open for further research.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section we list the necessary preliminaries on A-matroids, g-matroids,
and strong maps.

2.1. A-matroids. Throughout this subsection, we denote by F a finite set, usually
taken to be {1,...,n}. Elements of this set are named by lower case letters like

xz,y and e. We start with the definition of a A-matroid.

Definition 2.1. A pair (F, F), where F is a non-empty family of subsets of a finite
ground set E, is a A-matroid if, for every two sets X and Y in F, and for every
element z in their symmetric difference X AY = (X —Y) U (Y — X), there exists
ay € X AY such that X A {z,y} is in the family. The non-empty family F is
called the family, or set, of feasible sets of the A-matroid.
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We emphasise that the possibility x = y is allowed in the definition of a A-
matroid. It is straightforward from this definition that the following holds.

Proposition 2.2. The pair A* = (E, F*) is a A-matroid, if F* is the family of
set-theoretical complements of the sets that are members of F, for a A-matroid A =
(E,F). The A-matroid A* = (E, F*) is called the dual A-matroid of A = (E,F),
and vice versa.

Proof. For a more general statement, implying this duality, see for example [12]
Theorem 2.5]. O

The following result associates several A-matroids to matroids and vice versa.

Proposition 2.3. (1) If B is the family of bases for a matroid with ground set
E, then (E,B) is a A-matroid.

(2) If T is the family of independent sets for a matroid with ground set E, then
(E,Z) is (also) a A-matroid.

(3) If S is the family of spanning sets for a matroid with ground set E, then
(E,S) is (also) a A-matroid.

(4) Let A = (E,F) be a A-matroid. Let Fy be the set of those elements of F
that have the maximum cardinality among the elements of F, and let Fp, be
the set of those elements of F that have the minimum cardinality among the
elements of F. Then Ay = (E, Fy) and Ap = (E,FL) are both matroids
(with Fy,Fr as families of bases, respectively). These matroids are called

the upper and the lower matroid of A, respectively.

Proof. For (1) we see that for an equicardinal family the defining condition for
a A-matroid is just the exchange property of matroids. For (2) we refer to [T
Theorem 1.2] (where there is a misprint in the last line of the proof). Statement
(3) follows from (2) and Proposition 2] since the spanning sets of a matroid are
the complements of the independent sets of the dual matroid.

To prove (4) the equicardinality of the members of Fyy and Fr, is not enough,
since the “intermediate layers” are not always basis sets for matroids. A finer study
of Definition 21 does however reveal that we get just the exchange property for
bases of a matroid in these two cases. (For the lower matroid: If z € X — Y, then
y has to belong to Y — X. For the upper matroid: If x € Y — X, then y has to
belong to X —Y.) O

We further define the following notions for A-matroids, following [21] Section 3].

Definition 2.4. A loop of a A-matroid A = (E,F) is an element e € E, such
that e is contained in no feasible set of A. A coloop of a A-matroid is a loop of its
dual A-matroid (F, F*). An isthmus of a A-matroid is an element e € E such that
ec€ Fforall FelF.
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It follows directly from Proposition 2.2 that coloops and isthmuses amount to the
same. The following two definitions give constructions to make a new A-matroid

from an existing one.

Definition 2.5. Let e € E, for a A-matroid A = (£, F). The restriction A|lg_{c}
of A to E — {e} is the A-matroid (E — {e}, F'), where F is the set of all elements
of F that do not contain e, if at least one such element exists. If no such element
exists, then e is a coloop of A, and we let 7* consist of the set of all F' — {e} for
all FF e F.

In both cases the restriction of A to E — {e} is also called the deletion of e
from A. We will avoid this terminology because it does not carry over well to the

g-analogue.

Definition 2.6. Let e € E, for a A-matroid A = (E,F). The contraction A/{e}
of {e} form A is the A-matroid (E — {e}, F ), where F is the set of all elements
of F that contain e with e removed from it, if at least one such element exist. If no
such element exists, then e is a loop of A, and we let F' = F.

It can be checked directly that restriction and contraction give indeed a A-
matroid. The operations of restriction and contraction are dual operations, that

is:
Proposition 2.7. Let A be a A-matroid and e € E. Then (A/e)* = A*[p_ey-

2.2. g-matroids. The word g-matroid refers to the g-analogue of matroids, that
is, a generalization that replaces finite sets with finite dimensional vector spaces.
From now on, we will let E' denote the finite dimensional vector space F™ over some
field F. (From the context it should be clear when we are talking about a set F or
a space E.) We will denote subspaces of E by upper case letters and 1-dimensional
subspaces of E by lower case letters, mimicing the elements of a set. We fix a
nondegenerate bilinear form | on F.

g-Matroids have been first introduced by Crapo in [13]; they gained importance
due to the link to rank metric codes and network coding and we can find them
reintroduced in [20]. Let us start defining a g-matroid using the g-analogue of the

rank function in classical matroid theory.

Definition 2.8. A g-matroid M is a pair (E,r) where F is a finite dimensional
vector space and r is an integer-valued function defined on the subspaces of F with
the following properties:

(R1) For every subspace A of E, 0 < r(A) < dim A.

(R2) For all subspaces A C B of E, r(A) < r(B).

(R3) For all subspaces A, B of E, r(A+ B) +r(ANB) < r(A) 4+ r(B).

The function r is called the rank function of the g-matroid.
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As one can see, this is a straightforward g-analogue of the classical definition:
simply size of a set becomes dimension of a vector subspace and the union of sets
become the sum of vector subspaces.

Let us see — similarly to the classical case of matroids — some other objects that

we can use to define a g-matroid.

Definition 2.9. Let M = (E,r) be a g-matroid. A subspace A < FE is an indepen-
dent space of M if its rank equals its dimension. A maximal independent subspace
with respect to inclusion is called a basis for M. On the other hand, a subspace
that is not an independent space of M is a dependent space of M.

Given a subspace C < F, we call it a circuit if it is dependent, but all proper
subspaces of C' are independent.

We call a subspace S a spanning space of M if r(S) = r(E). A subspace A of a
g-matroid (E,r) is called a flat if for all 1-dimensional subspaces x of F such that

z ¢ Ait holds r(A+z) > r(A). Finally, a maximal proper flat is called hyperplane.

All the objects listed above in this subsection define a g-matroid via their own
axioms systems, which turn out to be equivalent, their equivalence being called
cryptomorphism (see [8, @]).

Let us study some of these axiom systems, showing that they are not straight-

forward g-analogues of the classical cases.

Definition 2.10. Let Z a family of subspaces of E. We define the following inde-
pendence axioms.

(I1) Z #0.

(I2) Forall I, JC E,if JeZ and I C J, then I € T.

(nI3) For all I,J € T satisfying dimI < dimJ, there exists a codimension 1
subspace X C F with I C X, J € X such that [ + 2 € Z for all 1-
dimensional z C F, z € X.

If 7 satisfies the three axioms above we say that (E,Z) is a collection of independent

spaces.

Definition 2.11. Let B be a family of subspaces of E. We define the following
basis axioms.
(B1) B#0
(B2) For all By, Bs € B, if By C B, then By = Bs.
(nB3) For all By, By € B, and for each subspace A that has codimension 1 in By
there exists X C FE of codimension 1 in E such that X O A, X 2 B, and
A+ z € B for all 1-dimensional x C E, x € X.

If B satisfies the bases axioms above, we say that (F, B) is a collection of bases.

The axiom (nB3), first stated in [9], is stated and used here in a different form.

The present form corrects a mistake of [9], see also its Corrigendum [10].
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Apart from the case of the uniform matroids U(0,n), whose only basis is the
zero space and U(n,n), whose only basis is the ground space, a g-matroid cannot
have only one basis. Indeed, if there is only one basis, all independent spaces are
all its subspaces and in this case (nl3) is not satisfied.

The statement of [9] would allow the presence of only one basis also in cases
different from U(0,n) and U(n,n). With the new statement, even if one takes

By, = By many bases are constructed, and some of them are not the same as Bj.

Definition 2.12. Let S be a family of subspaces of E. We define the following
spanning space arioms.
(S1) FeS.
(S2) For all subspaces I, J of E, if J € S and J C I, then I € S.
(nS3) For all 51,5, € S satisfying dim Sy < dim Sp, there exists a 1-dimension

subspace x C 51, € S5 such that for all codimension-one X C E with
X 2 x we have X N S; €8S.

If S satisfies the spanning axioms above, we say that (E,S) is a collection of span-

ning Spaces.

Definition 2.13. Let C a family of subspaces of E. We define the following circuit
azioms.
(C1) {0} ¢C.
(02) For all Cl,Cg S C, if ¢y C CQ, then C7 = Cs.
(C3) For distinct C1,Cy € C and any subspace X of E of codimension 1 there is
a circuit C5 € C such that C3 C (Cy + Co) N X.

If C satisfies the circuit axioms (C1)-(C3), we say that (E,C) is a collection of

circuits.

It is shown in [8,[9] that collections of independent spaces, bases, spanning spaces,
and circuits, all define a g-matroid.
The following lemma is a straightforward g-analogue of a result for matroids.

We include its proof here for completeness.

Lemma 2.14. Let M = (E,r) be a q-matroid and let X be an independent space
of M. Let A C E such that X C A is of codimension 1 and A is dependent. Then
there is a unique circuit C = C(X, A) contained in A. If X is a basis, we call this

circuit a fundamental circuit.

Proof. Since A is dependent, it contains a circuit C7. This space is not contained
in X, since X is independent. Assume there is another circuit C; contained in
A. Let W be a codimension 1 space of E, such that X = AN W. Then axiom
(C3) in Definition gives that there is a new circuit space Cs contained in
(C14+Co)NW = (C1 +C2) N X C X. That clearly is impossible, since X is
independent. Hence C; is the unique circuit contained in A. (I



8 MICHELA CERIA, TRYGVE JOHNSEN, AND RELINDE JURRIUS

In the classical case, the set A is usually written as X U {b} for a certain b € E.
Then C(X, A) is a circuit that contains b. In the g-analogue, we could write A =
X + b for some 1-dimensional space b. This b however is not unique, and it is not
guaranteed that b C C(X, A). We therefore use the terminology as above.

As with “usual” matroids, we can define the constructions of duality, restriction

and contraction for g-matroids.

Definition 2.15. Let M = (E,r) be a ¢g-matroid. Then M* = (E,r*) is also a

g-matroid, called the dual g-matroid, with rank function
*(A) = dim(A) — r(E) + r(A1).

Definition 2.16. Let M = (E,r) be a g-matroid. The restriction of M to
a subspace X is the g-matroid M|x with ground space X and rank function
Tax (A) = 70 (A), for all subspaces A of X. The contraction of M of a subspace X
is the g-matroid M/X with ground space £/X and rank function ry; x(A/X) =
ra(A) —rar(X) for every A containing X.

Theorem 2.17 (Theorem 8 of [I1]). Restriction and contraction are dual opera-
tions, that is, M*/X = (M|X1)* and (M/X)* = M*|X*.

We finish this subsection with the following.

Definition 2.18. A 1-dimensional subspace ¢ is called a loop if r(¢) = 0. A coloop

of a g-matroid is a loop of the dual g-matroid.

It is shown in [I8] Lemma 5.4] that there cannot be a 1-dimensional space in a
g-matroid that is contained in every basis, unless the only basis is E. Therefore,
there is no g-analogue of the notion of “isthmus”. However, if a g-matroid M has
a coloop e, this means that el is a codimension 1 space in E such that no basis of

M is contained in it.

2.3. Strong maps. In this last subsection we introduce the notion of strong and
weak maps between g-matroids, following [16]. We will then continue with proving
some new results about strong maps that will be used in the sequel but that we
feel are interesting in their own right as well.

For a F-linear space E, we denote by L£(FE) the lattice of its F-linear subspaces.

Definition 2.19. Let ¢ : 1 — E5 be a map between two finite-dimensional vector
spaces over Fy. We call ¢ an L-map if (V) € L(E2) for all V € L(E). The induced
map L(E,) — L(E>) is denoted by ¢r..

If E1 and E5 are ground spaces of the g-matroids M; and Ms, an L-map ¢ :
Fy — FEs can be viewed as a map ¢ : M1 — My between ¢-matroids.

Definition 2.20. Let M; = (F;, p;) be g-matroids. Let ¢ : E; — E5 be an L-map.
We define the following types of maps.
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(1) ¢ is a strong map from M; to My if ¢~(F) is (a subspace of E; and) a
flat for M, for all flats F' of M.
(2) ¢ is a weak map My — Ms if pa(¢p(V)) < p1(V) for all V € L(En).

We prove the following result that characterizes strong maps.

Proposition 2.21. Id: My — Ms is a strong map if and only if

p1(X) = p1(Y) = p2(X) — p2(Y)

for all subspaces Y C X C E.

Proof. Assume Id : My — M, is a strong map. Then the sets of (¢-)flats of M; and
M> form graded, geometric lattices with rank functions, say r1 and ro, respectively.
Then p2(X) — p2(Y) = 72(X) — ro(Y), because both numbers are equal to the
difference between the lengths of the saturated chains associated to X and Y in
the lattice of flats. But each flat for M, is also a flat for M;, so we have the same
number for the corresponding lattice for M.

Conversely we assume that p1(X) — p1(Y) > p2(X) — p2(Y) whenever Y C X
for subspaces X, Y of E. Let F be a (g-)flat for Ms. This means that p(F + s) —
p2(F) =1, for each one-dimensional subspace s of E, not contained in F. But then

p1(F+8)—p1(F) > p2(F +s) — p2(F) = 1 also, so then F' is a flat for M; also. O

A direct consequence of the previous result is that the inverse of a strong map

is a strong map between the duals.

Lemma 2.22. Id : My — Ms is a strong map if and only if Id : My — M7 is a

strong map.
Proof. The condition
p2(Y) = pa(X) = p1(Y) = pi(X),
for X C Y is easily seen to be equivalent to
p1(X ) = pr(YH) > pa(X ) = pa(YH),
where then Y+ c X+, O

The following result is a corollary of the lemma above. It is a new characterisation
of a strong map. Even though we will not make use of it in this paper, we feel it

can be of interest in its own right.

Lemma 2.23. Id: M7 — My is a strong map if and only if every circuit of M is

the sum of circuits of Ms.

Proof. By Lemma [2.27] it is equivalent to prove that Id : My — M7 is a strong
map if and only if every circuit of M; is the sum of circuits of M,. We see, by

dualizing, that the latter is equivalent to saying that every hyperplane of M7 is an
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intersection of hyperplanes of M5, that is: a g-flat of M. This means if we start
with a (¢-)flat of M7, this is an intersection of hyperplanes of M7, and we have
seen above that this implies that it is also an intersection of hyperplanes in MJ,
which is a flat in MJ. So, every flat of M7y is a flat of M3, which is exactly the
condition that Id : M3 — M7 is a strong map. O

The following result will be used frequently in our study of g-g-matroids in
Section [

Proposition 2.24. Let Id: E — E be the identity map between (the ground set(s)
of ) two matroids My = (E, p1) and Ms = (E, p2). If Id is a strong map, then every
basis of My is contained in a basis of My, and every basis of My is contains a basis
Of M2.

Proof. By [16, Page 9] strong maps are weak. Let By be a basis of M. Hence
p1(B2) > p2(Bz2) = dim By for all bases By of Ma. But this implies p1 (Bz2) = dim By
also, so Bs is independent in M;. Hence B; is contained in a basis of Mj.

It remains to prove that every basis By of M7 contains a basis of M. This is the
same as proving that every basis B} of M{ is contained in a base B3 of M. By
Lemma 222 Id : My — M is a strong map, so by the same reasoning as before,
every basis B of M{ is contained in a base B3 of MJ O

3. ¢-A-MATROIDS
In this section we will define and study the g-analogue of A-matroids.

3.1. Defining the ¢g-analogue of a A-matroid. We propose the following defi-
nition for a g-analogue of A-matroids.

Definition 3.1. Let £ = F". The ground space E, in combination with a non-
empty family F of subspaces of E, is a g-A-matroid (E,F) if the two following
statements (F1) and (F2), stated below, hold.
(F1) For every two subspaces X and Y in F, and for each subspace A C F that
has codimension 1 in X, there either exists:
(i) a codimension 1 space Z C E with A C Z and Y € Z, such that for
all z C E, z ¢ Z it holds that A+ z € F; or
(ii) a codimension 1 space Z C E such that ZN A € F.
(F2) For every two subspaces X and Y in F, and for each subspace A C E with
X of codimension 1 in A, there either exists:
(iii) a 1-dimensional z C E with z C A, 2 Z Y, such that for each Z C F
of codimension 1, z € Z it holds that ANZ € F; or
(iv) a 1-dimensional z C E such that A+ z € F.

At first glance, this definition is a lot more cumbersome than the definition of

a A-matroid in Definition Il This is due to the lack of a suitable g-analogue of
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the symmetric difference. For an “ordinary” A-matroid, we have that for every two
feasible sets X and Y, and for every element z in their symmetric difference X AY,
there exists a y € X A'Y such that X A {«,y} is feasible. This property can be
split in several cases, depending on if x and y arein X —Y orin Y — X.

If v € X -V, the symmetric difference X A{x, y} is constructed as follows. First,
it removes x from X. This is reflected in (F1) above, forming A of codimension
1in X. Then y is considered. If y € Y — X, y is added to X — {z}, producing a
feasible set of size | X|. The corresponding g-analogue is part (i) with 2 CY. On
the other hand, if y € X =Y, y is removed from X — {«}. This corresponds to part
(ii), where the special case © = y corresponds to A C Z.

If z € Y — X, the symmetric difference X A{x, y} is constructed by first adding x
to X. This is reflected in (F2) above, forming A that contains X as a codimension
1 space. Then y is considered, and we have similar cases as before. If y € X — Y,
y is removed from X U {z}, producing a feasible set of size | X|. The corresponding
g-analogue is part (iii) with X ¢ Z. On the other hand, if y € Y — X, y is added to
X U{z}. This corresponds to part (iv), where the special case = y corresponds
to z C A.

Note that for all cases, the dimension of the obtained feasible space coincides
with the size of X A {x,y} in the classical case. A difference with the classical case
is that (i) and (iii) produce a whole range of new feasible spaces, instead of just
one. Also, in part (ii) and (iv), there is no dependence on Y. This is motivated by
a similar difference between the classical basis axiom (B3) and the axiom (nB3) for
g-matroids in Definition 211}

Proposition 3.2. Given a g-A-matroid A = (E,F). Let F* = {F+ : F € F}.
Then A* = (E, F*) is also a g-A-matroid. We call A* the dual g-A-matroid of A.

Proof. In the definition of a ¢-A-matroid, statements (F1) and (F2) are dual
statements. That is, (F1) holds for X,Y in F if and only if (F2) holds for X+, Y+
in F*. O

So, in the definition we could alternatively have written that (F1) holds both
for X,Y in F and for X1, Yt in F*.

As mentioned in the introduction it is not clear (at least so far) that everything
that works well for usual A-matroids will work well for ¢-A-matroids. The duality
operation A — A* is a special case of transforming a A-matroid A, to Ax A, where
the feasible sets are the symmetric differences AA X, for the X appearing in F. See
[12, Theorem 2.5]. The special case A = E gives the set-theoretical complements
E—X. It is easy to find an analogue of this, in form of the orthogonal complements,
X+ as we indeed did in the case of g-A-matroid, but less obvious how one could
find an analogue of A x A, for other A than F.
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3.2. Examples from ¢-matroids. Analogous to the classical case, we have the
following results, where g-matroids directly give a ¢-A-matroid, and the other way

around. PropositionsB.3] B4 35 andB.6lgive a complete g-analogue of Proposition
23

Proposition 3.3. If (E,B) is a g-matroid, then it also is a ¢-A-matroid.

Proof. Let X,Y € B and let A C X of codimension 1. Then applying (nB3) gives
that (F1) part (i) holds. The statement of (F2) follows by viewing all pairs X,Y
as orthogonal complements of X+ and Y, and X+ and Y~ are two bases for the

dual g-matroid. (I

Proposition 3.4. If T is the family of independent spaces of a q-matroid, then
(E,Z) is a g-A-matroid.

Proof. For (F1) we will see that (ii) always holds. Let Z be any hyperplane. Then
Z N A is independent since A C X is independent by axiom (I2) of Definition 2100

For (F2) we will prove that (iii) always holds. Let A be a space containing X
of codimension one. If A is independent, then A N Z is independent for every Z,
so (iii) holds. So assume A is dependent. By Lemma [Z17] there is a unique circuit
C =C(X,A)in A (obviously contained in neither X nor Y'). Let z be contained in
C —Y. If Z is a hyperplane not containing z, then it intersects A in a space that
must be independent: if it was dependent, it would contain a circuit, and this a
different circuit than C, since it does not contain z. This contradicts the property
of a unique circuit C(X, A). Hence (iii) holds. O

Proposition 3.5. The pair (E,S) is a g-A-matroid, for S the set of spanning

spaces for a q-matroid with ground space E.

Proof. Tt is well known that the family of the spanning spaces of a g-matroid is the
set of orthogonal complements of the independent spaces of the dual g-matroids.
Hence the result follows from Propositions and 3.4 O

Proposition 3.6. Let A = (E,F) be a g-A-matroid. Let Fy be the set of those
elements of F that have the maximum dimension among the elements of F, and let
F1, be the set of those elements of F that have the minimum dimension among the
elements of F. Then Ay = (E,Fy) and A, = (E,Fp) are both g-matroids (with
Fu and Fi, as families of bases, respectively). These matroids are called the upper

and the lower g-matroid of A, respectively.

Proof. Assume that both X and Y have minimal dimension. Then (ii) cannot
hold. Since (F1) holds, we see that (i) holds. This is (nB3). Since (B1) and (B2)
obviously hold, these spaces of minimal dimension are the bases of a g-matroid.
Assume that that both X and Y have maximal dimension. Then (iv) cannot
hold. Since (F2) holds, we must have that (iii) holds. Statement (iii) is statement
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(i) for X+ and Y+ with respect to F*. Hence it is (nB3) for these spaces. Again
(B1) and (B2) obviously hold for them. Hence the orthogonal complements of
our spaces constitute the bases of a matroid. Therefore our original spaces do so
too. ]

The above makes clear that (i) and (iii) are modeled after the basis exchange

axiom (nB3), as in the classical case.

3.3. ¢-A-matroids and restriction: some examples. In this section we discuss
examples of ¢-A-matroids. We use them to show that a straightforward definition

of contraction of a g-A-matroid does not work.

Proposition 3.7. Let E = F* and let F be a family of subspaces of E consisting
of {0}, E, and a family D of 2-dimensional spaces. We then have that A = (E,F)
is a g-A-matroid if and only if every 1-dimensional subspace of E is contained in

some element of D, and every 3-dimensional subspace of E contains an element of

D.

Proof. Let X,Y € F (X =Y is possible). We have the following possibilities for
(dim X, dimY): (0,0), (0,2), (0,4), (2,0), (2,2), (2,4), (4,0), (4,2), (4,4).

For (0,0),(0,2), (0,4) the condition (F1) is empty. For (0, 0) the condition (F2)
always holds via (iii). For (0,2) and (0,4) (iii) never holds, but (F2) always holds
via (iv) if and only if and only if every one-dimensional subspace of E is contained
in some element of D.

For (2,0),(2,2),(2,4) both (F1) and (F2) hold via (ii) and (iv), respectively.

For (4,0),(4,2),(4,4) the condition (F2) is empty. For (4,0) and (4,2) (i)
never holds, but (F1) always holds via (ii) if and only if and only if every three-
dimensional subspace of E contains some element of D.

For (4,4) the condition (F1) always holds via (i). O

Using the construction above, we give an example of a ¢-A-matroid that does

not come from a g-matroid.

Example 3.8. Let £ = F* and let S be a spread in E. That is, S is a collection
of 2-dimensional subspaces of F such that every 1-dimensional subspace of E is
contained in exactly one spread element. (To construct this, one could take for
example the well-known geometric construction of a Desarguesian spread.) Let
F ={{0},E}US. This is a ¢g-6-matroid by the previous Proposition B.7l

There are several remarks to be made about the previous example. First, it
can be seen as a g¢-analogue of the A-matroid with £ = {1,2,3,4} and F =
{0,{1,2},{3,4},{1,2,3,4}}, of which the property for feasible sets is easily checked.
Secondly, we see that the the collection of 2-dimensional spaces in F, that is the

spread S, do not form the collection of bases of a g-matroid: axiom (nB3) does



14 MICHELA CERIA, TRYGVE JOHNSEN, AND RELINDE JURRIUS

not hold for spread elements. The upper and lower g-matroid of the example are
U(4,4) and U(0,4), respectively.
We wish to define restriction for a ¢-A-matroid. Using the example above, we

show that some seemingly straightforward definitions do not work.

Proposition 3.9. Let (E,F) be a g-A-matroid and let T C E be a codimension 1
space containing at least one element of F. Define the family F' = {F € F : F C
T}. Then (T,F') is not necessarily a g-A-matroid.

Proof. Consider the ¢-A-matroid of Example B8l Let T' C E be a subspace of
codimension 1, and so of dimension 3. From the definition of S, it follows that
there is exactly one element S of S contained in T', so 7' = {{0}, S}. We show that
(F2) does not hold for F'. Let A be a subspace that contains S of codimension 1,
that is, A = T. First we check (iii). For any z C A and Z C T of codimension 1
not containing z, we need that AN Z € F'. This can not happen, since AN Z has
dimension 2 and there is only one element of F’ of dimension 2, that is S. So (iv)
needs to hold. But this can also not happen, since for any choice of z we have that
A+2=A=T, which is not in F’. Hence F’ is not the family of feasible spaces of
a g-A-matroid. O

Below we give a slightly less straightforward attempt for restriction, but this also

does not give a g-A-matroid.

Proposition 3.10. Let (E,F) be a g-A-matroid and let T C E be a codimension 1
space containing at least one element of F. Define the family F' = {FNT : F € F}.
Then (T, F') is not necessarily a q-A-matroid.

Proof. We take the same Example[3.8 as in the previous proposition. Now we have
that 7' = {{0},S}U{(z) CT:2 ¢ S} Then for S and {0} property (F2) fails,

as explained in the previous proof. 0

These examples show that it is difficult to define restriction and contraction for
g¢-A-matroids in a way analogous to the corresponding definitions for A-matroids,
as given in Definitions and

4. A ¢-ANALOGUE OF g-MATROIDS AND WEAK ¢g-MATROIDS

In the classical case, A-matroids are related to several other objects, such as
g-matroids and objects satisfying a variation of the axioms (F1) and (F2). This
section makes a g-analogue of these relations. An overview will be given in a

diagram at the end of this section.

4.1. g-g-matroids. In the literature, Bouchet uses two definitions of g-matroids
[4 B]. We give g-analogues of them, leading to the definition of weak and strong
q-g-matroids.
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Definition 4.1. Given a pair of g-matroids M; and Ms with the same ground space
FE such that any basis of M is contained in a basis of M;, and any basis of M,
contains a basis of Ms. The subspace system defined by such a pair of ¢g-matroids is
the set F of subspaces F' of E, such that there exists a basis Bs of Ms, and a basis
Bj of My, such that By C F C B;. The pair (E, F) is called a weak q-g-matroid.

We easily obtain the analogue of Propositions 23] and also for these objects.

Proposition 4.2. (1) If B is the family of bases for a g-matroid M with ground
set E, then (E,B) is a weak q-g-matroid.

(2) If T is the family of independent sets for a q-matroid My with ground set
E, then (E,Z) is (also) a weak q-g-matroid .

(3) If S is the family of spanning sets for a q-matroid My with ground set E,
then (E,S) is (also) a weak q-g-matroid .

(4) Let A = (E,F) be a weak g-g-matroid, derived from matroids My and Ma,
as in Definition [{-1l Let Fu be the set of those elements of F that have
the mazimum dimension among the elements of F, and let Fr, be the set of
those elements of F that have the minimum dimension among the elements
of F. Then Ay = (E,Fy) and A = (E, FL) are both matroids (with Fys
and Fi, as families of bases, respectively). These g-matroids are called the
upper, and the lower g-matroid of A, respectively.

(5) If (E,F) is a weak q-g-matroid, then (E,FL), where FL consists of all

orthogonal complements of members of F, is a weak q-g-matroid as well.

Proof. For (1) take M = My = My, for (2) take for My the zero g-matroid U(0,n),
and let M; be the ¢g-matroid we are looking at; for (3) set My = U(n,n), and let
M; be the g-matroid we are looking at; and for (4) the upper ¢g-matroid will be My,
and the lower one will be My. Finally, for the duality result (5), we use that By C
F C By if and only if By C F* C Bi and that taking the orthogonal complement

of a basis of a g-matroid gives as result a basis of the dual g-matroid. (|
We now give an important definition.

Definition 4.3. Let Id : My — M be a strong map between g-matroids M; and
M on the same ground space E. A g-g-matroid is the space system where the
feasible spaces are the independent ones for M;, that are also spanning for Ms.

We then immediately obtain:

Proposition 4.4. A g-g-matroid is a weak q-g-matroid.

Proof. This follows from Proposition O
The last part of the next result follows essentially from Proposition [£.4t

Proposition 4.5. Proposition [[.Z holds when replacing “weak g-g-matroid” with

“q-g-matroid” everywhere.
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Proof. In order to show that a weak ¢g-g-matroid is a ¢g-g-matroid, we need to show
that there is a strong map between the g-matroids M; and M giving the weak ¢-g
matroid. By Proposition 2.21] this means we need for all Y C X C E that

p1(X) = p1(Y) = p2(X) = p2(Y).
In (1), taking My = Ms, one obviously has that this statement holds, since the

rank functions are equal, so Id is a strong map. In (2) we have My = U(0,0), so
ro = 0, so the same inequality holds again. In (3) the feasible spaces of the weak g-
g-matroid studied consist of the orthogonal complements of the independent spaces
of the given matroid My. These complements form a g-g-matroid by (2), and since
the set of orthogonal spaces of the feasible spaces of a g-g-matroid, form a g¢-g-
matroid, we are done. Statement (4) holds by definition: the upper g-matroid is
M and the lower g-matroid is Ms. Finally, (5) holds by Lemma O

The following result with proof is a g-version of a result/proof communicated to
us by Steven D. Noble:

Proposition 4.6. There ezists a weak q-g-matroid that is not a qg-g-matroid.

Proof. Let E = F}, and let M; = U(2,3) ® U(1,1), and M, = U(1,2) ® U(1,2).
These g-matroids are defined in the sense of [I1 Section 6]. Let e1,eq,e3,e4 be
coordinate vectors for E, where e1,es and es,eq are coordinates for the ground
spaces of the two copies of U(1,2), and ey, e, e3 for the ground space of U(2,3)
and e4 corresponds to U(1,1).

From [I1, Example 49] it follows that the bases of My are all 2-dimensional
subspaces of E, except E1 = (e1,e2) and Es = (e3,eq). In virtue of being the
ground spaces of the two copies of U(1, 2) in the first place, their ranks are ro(F;) =
ro(E9) = 1.

After a similar calculation as that in [I1, Example 49] one arrives at the conclu-
sion that the bases of My = U(2,3) ® U(1, 1) are all 3-dimensional subspaces of E,
except B, = (e, ea,e3), and that 1 (E;) = 2.

It is clear that all 3-dimensional subspaces of E contain 2-dimensional subspaces
different from F; and Es, so every basis of M; contains a basis of M;. Moreover
it is clear that each 2-dimensional subspace of E, in particular any basis of Mp,
is contained in more than one 3-dimensional subspace of E, so in particular one
different from E;, i.e. in a basis of M;. Thus the space system of all spaces
contained in a basis of M; and containing a basis of Ma, is a weak ¢-g-matroid.

However, there is no strong map between M; and M. Apply the criterion from
Proposition 22T1to X = E{ and Y = F;. Then we get

’I”l(Ei) —Tl(El) =2-2=0<1=2-1= TQ(E:{) —T2(E1),

contradicting the criterion. Thus the space system of all spaces contained in a basis

of M, and containing a basis of Mj is not a g-g-matroid. O
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4.2. Relation to deltamatroids. Working with sets, as in [4] and [5], instead
of spaces as we do, it has been proven in ([4, p.70]) that not all A-matroids are
g-matroids.

On the other hand it has been shown (see [B, Proposition 7.2]) that such g-
matroids always are A-matroids. It is therefore natural to give the following result

(adapted to our setting, after an example given to us by Steven D. Noble):

Proposition 4.7. There exists a g-A-matroid that is not an (even weak) q-g-

matroid.

Proof. Let E = F* and let F be the family containing all subspaces of even dimen-
sion of E. Then (E,F) is a ¢-A matroid by Proposition B77l On the other hand,
it is clearly not a (weak) g-g-matroid, because F contains {0} and E, but does not

contain any subspaces of odd dimension. ([l
Furthermore we have:
Proposition 4.8. There exists a weak q-g-matroid, which is not a q-A-matroid.

Proof. Take the weak g-g-matroid from Proposition Its feasible spaces are all
bases of M, that have dimension 3, and all bases of Ms, that have dimension 2.
Let X = (e1,e2,e4), and Y = (eq,e3). We see that X is a basis for M7, and Y is
a basis for My, so both are feasible. Look at the codimension 1 space A = (e1, e3)
in X. Certainly A is not feasible, since we already saw A = Fj; is not a basis of
My or Ms. Any intersection of A by a codimension 1-plane Z in FE is also then
not feasible. Hence (ii) of (F1) does not hold. So (i) of (F1) needs to hold. In
particular, there is a 1-dimensional space z C Y such that A + z is feasible. But
then A+ z = (e1,eq, e3) since both A and z are contained in this space, and A
is not feasible. But (ey, ez, e3) cannot be feasible. It has dimension 3 and cannot
be a basis of M, which has rank 2. And it cannot have rank 3 for M, since it

is completely contained in one of the summands (which in this case has rank 2 for
My). O

In [5, p. 157] (after [24]) one gives an axiomatic description of a g-matroid, which
as a starting point is defined in an analogous way for sets as we have done for spaces,
in Definition Here is the alternative, axiomatic definition of a g-matroid (E, F)
for a finite set F from [5].

Definition 4.9. For all X,Y in F, we have:

(3) If x € X — Y, then either X —z € F or there exists a y € Y — X such that
X—-—z+yeF.

(4) If x € X =Y, then either Y + = € F, or there exists a y € Y — X such that
Y+zx—yeF.
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If (3) and (4) hold, then one easily sees that (E,F) is a A-matroid in the tradi-
tional case of sets. In the g-analogue it is natural to define analogues of axioms (3)
and (4):

Definition 4.10. Let E = F". We define the following two properties for a family
F of subspaces of E:

(F3) For every two subspaces X and Y in F, and for each subspace A C F that
has codimension 1 in X, it either holds that:
(i) there exists a codimension 1 space Z C F with A C Z and Y ¢ Z,
such that for all z C FE, z ¢ Z it holds that A+ 2z € F; or
(v) Ae F.
(F4) For every two subspaces X and Y in F, and for each subspace A C E with
X of codimension 1 in A, it either holds that:
(iii) a 1-dimensional z C E with z C A, 2 Y, such that for each Z C F
of codimension 1, z € Z it holds that ANZ € F; or
(vi) Ae F.

Remark 4.11. Any space system satisfying (F3) and (F4) will always be the set
of feasible spaces for a ¢-A-matroid, since (v) implies (iii) and (vi) implies (iv).

Theorem 4.12. A g-g-matroid G = (E,F) is a g-A-matroid

Proof. We will prove that F satisfies (F3) and (F4), which we have seen imply
(F1) and (F2). We will utilize that G is a weak g-g-matroid associated to a pair
M, M5 of g-matroids, and with the extra condition that

p1(X) = p1(Y) > p2(X) — p2(Y)

whenever Y C X for all pairs of subspaces X, Y of E.

First we show that F satisfies (F3). Let X,Y be a pair of subspaces of E, and
A a subspace of codimension 1 in X. If A contains a basis of M5, then we are done,
since then A also is contained in a basis of M, since X is. Hence (v) of (F3) holds.
So now assume that A does not contain any basis of M;. But X does contain a
basis By of My, that is thus not contained in A. Likewise Y contains a basis By of
Ms. Let Ay = AN By. Then A; is of codimension 1 in By, since By is contained
in X but not in A, and A is of codimension 1 in X. Then by axiom (nB3) for
g-matroids there exists a Z C E of codimension 1 in E such that A; C Z, and Z
does not contain Bs, and Ay + z is a basis of Ms for all 1-dimensional z C E, and
z not contained in Z. We observe that Z does not contain Y, since it does not
contain Bs.

We argue that Z contains A. Suppose not, then there would be a z outside Z
but in A such that A; + z is a basis for My, as we have seen. But A; + 2z C A,

which contradicts our assumption that A does not contain a basis of Ms.
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So Z contains A, and we may argue like this to prove (i) of (F3): It holds if
each A + z not only contains a basis of M, as we have proved (since each A; + 2
contains such a basis), but also is contained in a basis of M;. This happens if and
only if A + z is independent in M;.

But p2(A+2z) — pa(A) > pa(Msz) — (p2(Mz) — 1) = 1, since A+ z contains A; + z,
which contains a basis of M, while A contains no basis of My. Hence by the rank
inequality p1(A + z) — p1(A) > 1 also. But pi(A) = dim(4) = dim(X) — 1, since
X is independent in M;. Hence p1(A+ 2z) > p1(A) + 1 = dim(X) = dim(A + 2).
Hence A+ z is independent in M7, and therefore contained in a basis of My, for all
the relevant z, and so they are feasible for F.

By Lemma [2.22] the dual ¢-g-matroid G+ = (E, F%) is a ¢-g-matroid too, cor-
responding to a strong map Mz~ — M;i-. Using this, we see that (F4) is just (F3)
for X+ Y1, so (F4) holds for G, since (F3) holds for G*. O

Proposition gives new proofs of Propositions [3.4] and 3.5, since the space
systems formed by independent spaces, and the space systems formed by spanning
spaces of a g-matroid, are g-g-matroids, by Proposition [£5] and g-g-matroids are
g¢-A-matroids, by Theorem

We may now look at 4 kinds of objects: ¢-A-matroids, ¢g-g-matroids, weak ¢-g-
matroids, and space systems satisfying (F3) and (F4). We know:

e ¢-g-matroids are both ¢-A-matroids, weak ¢-g-matroids, and space systems
satisfying (F3) and (F4).

e Space systems satisfying (F3) and (F4) are ¢-A-matroids.

e ¢-A-matroids are not always weak ¢-g-matroids, and therefore not always
q-g-matroids.

e Weak g-g-matroids are not always g-A-matroids, and weak g-g-matroids

are not always g-g-matroids.

We believe that: Space systems satisfying (F3) and (F4) are always (and are then

the same as) ¢g-g-matroids, but the this is still an open question (to us).

4.3. Partial results about equivalences between object studied. We now
take a closer look at the (in)equivalence between g-A-matroids, g-g-matroids, weak
g-g-matroids, and space systems satisfying (F3) and (F4).
Given an arbitrary ¢-A-matroid, with an upper g-matroid M; and a lower g¢-
matroid Ms. Two questions one might pose, are the following:
(i) Is the map Id : My — My a strong map? Or at least:
(ii) Is every basis of M5 contained in a basis of M7, and does every basis of M,

contain a basis of Ms?

Unfortunately, we have not been able to prove question (i) above, but we can

prove a positive answer to question (ii).
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Proposition 4.13. Let (E,F) be a g-A-matroid. Then every feasible space, in
particular a basis of its lower q-matroid Ms, is contained in a basis of its upper
q-matroid My, and every feasible space, in particular each basis of My, contains a
basis of M.

Proof. We want to prove that every feasible space Y is contained in a feasible space
W of maximal dimension. Let X = X be any feasible space of maximal dimension.
If X contains Y, done, put W = X. This happens in particular if X = F, so we
may assume that X is strictly contained in E. If X does not contain Y, there is
a l-dimensional space y in ¥ — X. Define s = dimY — dim(Y N X) > 0. Let
A = X 4y, so X is of codimension 1 in A. Then axiom (F2) comes into play,
and says that (iii) or (iv) occurs. But (iv) says that A + z is feasible for some z.
This is impossible, even in the case that z C A, since dim A = dim X + 1, and X is
maximal dimensional among feasible sets.

Hence (iii) holds: there is a 1-dimensional space z with z C A, z € Y such that for
each Z C F of condimension 1, z ¢ Z, it holds that AN Z is feasible. In particular,
there is such a Z that contains Y, since z is not contained in Y. Set X; = ZNA. We
see that dimY —dim(X; NY) < s—1, since obviously dimY —dim(ANY) < s—1,
and ANY =ANZNY =X;NY,s0dimY —dim(Y N X;) < s—1. (We have
“eaten” y € Y — X.) After s steps like this one, we end up with a feasible space
W = X, containing Y.

Since the orthogonal complements of feasible spaces Y of a g-A-matroid consti-
tute the feasible sets of a new ¢-A-matroid, all complements of such feasible set are
contained in a basis of the upper matroid of this new ¢-A, by the conclusion above.
But these new upper bases are complements of the bases of the lower matroid of the
original ¢g-A-matroid, so the Y we started with contains such a basis of the lower
matroid of the original ¢g-A-matroid also, in other words Y contains a feasible set

of minimal cardinality. O

Corollary 4.14. The set of feasible spaces of a q-A-matroid is a subset of the set
feasible subspaces of a weak q-g-matroid, namely the one formed by its own upper

and lower q-matroids.

It is important to note that Proposition[£.13] (also in view of Proposition .8 and
Corollary LT4]) not gives that every ¢-A-matroid is a weak g-g-matroid, since such
a weak g-g-matroid has all spaces contained in a basis space of M7 and containing a
basis space of M> as its set of feasible spaces, and that is not true for ¢g-A-matroids
in general. This observation paves the way for the following definition.

Definition 4.15. A ¢-A-matroid is saturated if for every triple Y C Z C X of

spaces, where X and Y are feasible, we have Z feasible also.

We have:
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Proposition 4.16. A g-A-matroid is saturated if it satisfies axioms (F3) or (F4).

Proof. Assume (F3) holds. Let X and Y be two feasible spaces, with Y C X. We
will prove that every codimension 1 space A in X, containing Y, is feasible. If so, by
iterating the process, we can show that every space Z, with Y C Z C X is feasible,
and hence the g-A-matroid is saturated. We see that A satisfies the assumption of
(F3): A has codimension 1 in X. Then by (v) of (F3) we have: A is feasible, and
we are done, or: (i) holds. But (i) implies that there exist a Z C E of codimension
1in F such that A C Z, and Z does not contain Y. But this is impossible, since
Y C A. Hence (i) cannot hold, and (v) holds, and A is feasible.

Arguing in a dual way, we see that (F4) also implies that the ¢-A-matroid is
saturated. (]

If we had been able to prove a stronger version of Proposition 13} namely
that for any ¢-A-matroid, the map: M; — My is a strong map (the g-analogue
of [6 Theorem 3.3]), then we would have been able to prove that the converse of
Proposition holds:

If a ¢-A-matroid is saturated, then it satisfies (F3) or (F4), in fact both, since it
then a g-g-matroid (using the proof of Proposition 12 once more). In the classical
case it has been proven that for a A-matroid A the map Id from the upper to the
lower matroid of A indeed is a strong map.

We finish this section with Figure [[l that shows an overview of the relations

between different objects as discussed in this section.

¢-A-matroids g-g-matroids

A
(] =]
[ \%
(F3),(F4) weak ¢-g-matroids

FIGURE 1. Relations between various structures. An arrow reads
“is a”. The ‘S?’ indicates that we do not know if this relation is

true, but if it is, it holds only in the saturated case.

5. REPRESENTABILITY AND RANK

As potential topics for further investigation, we describe how one might consider

representability and rank for a ¢-A-matroid.
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5.1. Pairs of Codes. Let Cy C (7 be an inclusion of two linear codes with the
Hamming metric over a field F,, and let C; C C; be an inclusion of two Fgm-
linear rank-metric codes over ;. Let r2, 71 be the rank functions of the associated
matroids Ms and M; of Cy, C1, respectively, and let p2, p1 be the rank functions of
the associated g-matroids Mo and M; of Cs, Cy, respectively. The following is well
known [22] 20].

Proposition 5.1. Let C be a code in the Hamming metric with dual C+ (with
respect to the standard inner product in F,) and let C be a Fgm-linear code in the
rank metric with dual C*+ (with respect to some non-degenerate bilinear form on
Fym ). Then we have:

(1) The dual matroid M{ of Mc is the matroid of Mo..
(2) The dual g-matroid M} of Mc is the g-matroid of Mcy for a Fgm -linear

rank-metric code C.
We can use this result to prove the following about nested codes.

Proposition 5.2. (1) If My, My are matroids of generator matrices of linear
error-correcting codes C1,Co for the Hamming distance, and Cy is an Fy-
subspace of C1, then Id: My — My is a strong map of matroids.

(2) If M1, Ms are matroids of generator matrices of Gabidulin rank-metric
codes C1,Cy, and Cz is an Fym-subspace of C, then Id : My — My is a

strong map of q-matroids.

Proof. We first prove part (2)): We will use Proposition[Z.2T]and show that p; (X)—
p(Y) > p2(X) — p2(Y), whenever Y C X for subspaces X, Y of E. Calculations
of dimensions will be over Fgm. We denote by C(J) all codewords in a code C' with
support contained in J.

We have p;(X) — p1(Y) = (dim C; — dim C; (X)) — (dim C; — dim Oy (Y 1)) =
dim C (Y1) — dim C; (X ). Likewise pa(X) — p2(Y) = dim Co(Y+) — dim Co (X ).

Clearly it is enough to show: dim A < dim B, where A = Co(Y1)/Co(X*) and
B = C1(Y1)/Ci(X1). This we do by describing an injective, linear map from A
to B. First send each element of Cy(Y1) to C1(Y1) and then send the image to
its class modulo C; (Y1) in B. This gives a map Cy(Y+) — B. It is clear that if
v—w € Cy(X1), then v —w € C1(X ™) also, so v and w are mapped to the same
element of B. Hence this map can be viewed as a linear map ¢ : A — B. If v
and w are in different cosets relative to C2(X =), then v — w is not contained in
Ca(X ™), and then it is also not contained in C;(X™1), since if v —w € C1(X1),
then v —w € Co N C1(X+) = Co(X+). Hence ¢ is injective, and dim A < dim B.

Part () is proved in an analogous way, recalling that ;(X) = dim C—dim C(E—
X) for subsets X C E, for ¢ = 1,2. Calculations of dimensions will be over Fy
here. g
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By Proposition [5.2] we see that pairs of codes as above define set/space systems
associated to pairs of (g-)matroids, with Id a strong map. Thus they do not only
determine (¢-)demi-matroids, as in [7, Page 987] (and its g-counterpart), but also
(¢-)A-matroids, that are even (g-)g-matroids. It is natural for a given A-matroid to
think of the existence of such a pair as in part (Il giving rise to it, as representability
of the A-matroid over F,, and then as a g-matroid in the sense of [5] Page 157].
Likewise one can think of an analogous pair of F,m-linear rank-metric codes as
representability of a g-A-matroid over the field extension Fym /IFy.

In fact one could define two different notions of representability of g-A-matroids
in terms of pairs of codes. The weak version is that the upper g-matroid comes
from an Fgm-linear rank-metric code C; and that the lower g-matroid comes from
an [Fym-linear rank-metric code Cy, where Cy C Cj.

The strong version is that, in this situation, the ¢-A-matroid in question is the
entire ¢g-g-matroid, whose feasible sets are the ones that are spanning for the lower
matroid and independent for the upper one.

It should be noted that in the “classical” literature about A-matroids, repre-
sentability is not defined in terms of pairs of linear codes with Hamming distance.
It is defined in terms of skew-symmetric matrices. See [3], [I2] Subsection 5.7], so

our viewpoint on representability is a different one.
5.2. Rank. For a classical A-matroid one has a rank function:
p(A) = |E|— min{|AAF|: F € F}.

Caution: This rank function does not specialize to the rank function of a matroid
in the special case where the A-matroid is a matroid. In the g-analogue, we can
define the following.

Definition 5.3. Let A = (E, F) be a ¢-A-matroid. Then the rank fuction of A is
defined by

p(A) = pa(A) =n —min{dimA +dim F — 2dim(ANF) : F € F}.
Analogously to the case of classical A-matroids, we then obtain:

Proposition 5.4. For all subspaces A C A we have:
(1) A e F if and only if pa(A) = n.
(2) pa-(A*) = pa(A).
Proof. For part (Il) we see that A € F if and only if there is an F € F such that
dim A + dim F — 2dim(AN F)
= (dim A — dim(AN F)) + (dim F' — dim(A N F))
=0.
This happens if and only if AN F' is equal to both A and F, that is A = F.
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For part ([Z]) we set a = dim A and f = dim F. Then n—pa-(A~) is the minimum,
taken over the F' € F, of

(n —a)+ (n —b) —2dim(A+ N Ft)

= —a)+ (n—>0)—2((n—a)+ (n—>b)—dim(A*+ + F*)

=a+ f—2n+2dim(At + Fh)

=a+f—2n+2(n—dim(ANF))

=a+ f—2dim(ANF).
But the minimum of this, as F' varies over F, is n — pa(A4). Hence pa(A) =
par(A*). O

Furthermore, we have the following relation between the ranks of the upper and

lower g-matroid of a ¢g-A-matroid, and the rank of the g-A-matroid itself.

Proposition 5.5. Let A = (E,F) be a qg-A-matroid. Let Ay and Ay be the
upper and lower q-matroid of A, respectively. In analogue with [12, Lemma 5.38]
we obtain

r(Av) = pa(E) and r(AL) = pa({0}).
Proof. For the first half of the statement, we have
pp(E) =n—min{n +dim F — 2(dim F N E)}
=n —min{n — dim F'}
= max{dimF'}
=r(Ap).
For the second half, we observe
pp({0}) = n — min{0 + dim F' — 2(dim F N 0)}
=n — min{dim F'}
=n—r(ArL)
=r(AL). O
In analogue with [4] we also have an alternative notion of rank in a ¢-A-matroid.

Definition 5.6. Let X,Y be orthogonal subspaces of E. We define, for all such
pairs of orthogonal spaces, its birank:

pp(X,Y) = max{dim(F N X) + dim(F+ NY) : F € F}.
As one sees X € F if and only pp(X, X1) = n.

In [, Proposition 6.1] and its corollaries one uses the corresponding birank for
usual A-matroids to give results for the rank functions of the upper and lower
matroid for a A-matroid. We have not been able to understand enough of the

arguments in [4] to be able to prove the corresponding results for ¢-A-matroids.
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