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Abstract

Matroids are often represented as oracles since there are no unified and compact repre-
sentations for general matroids. This paper initiates the study of binary decision diagrams
(BDDs) and zero-suppressed binary decision diagrams (ZDDs) as relatively compact data
structures for representing matroids in a computer. This study particularly focuses on the
sizes of BDDs and ZDDs representing matroids. First, we compare the sizes of different vari-
ations of BDDs and ZDDs for a matroid. These comparisons involve concise transformations
between specific decision diagrams. Second, we provide upper bounds on the size of BDDs
and ZDDs for several classes of matroids. These bounds are closely related to the number
of minors of the matroid and depend only on the connectivity function or pathwidth of the
matroid, which deeply relates to the classes of matroids called strongly pigeonhole classes. In
essence, these results indicate upper bounds on the number of minors for specific classes of
matroids and new strongly pigeonhole classes.

Keywords: Binary decision diagram, Zero-suppressed binary decision diagram,
Matroid

1 Introduction

Matroids [20-22, 31] are combinatorial structures that abstract linear independence in vector
spaces. This concept appears in various fields of mathematics and theoretical computer science
such as graph theory, geometry, and combinatorial optimization [23]. In combinatorial opti-
mization, for instance, matroids appear as the discrete structure behind several combinatorial
optimization problems solvable in a greedy manner.

The formal definition of matroids is as follows. Let E be a finite set and Z C 2€ be a subset
family of E. The pair (E,Z) is called a matroid if the following conditions (I1)—(I3) hold:

(I1) ez
(I2) If I €eZ and I' C 1, then I' € T.
(I3) For I,y € T with |I1] < |I2], there exists e € Io \ I; such that [; U{e} € Z.

In this context, FE is called the ground set of M, a member of Z is called an independent set of
M, and a maximal independent set is called a basis of M.

By (I2), the bases contain sufficient information to represent Z. Indeed, the collection B of
bases can characterize a matroid; a subset family B C 2 of the ground set E is the collection
of bases of some matroid if and only if the following conditions (B1) and (B2) hold:
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Figure 1.1: An undirected graph G

(B1) B #0.
(B2) For By, By € B and = € By \ Ba, there exists y € By \ By such that (B; \ {z}) U {y} € B.

Hence the pair (F, B) is also referred to as a matroid. For a matroid M, we denote by E(M),
Z(M), and B(M) the ground set, the collection of independent sets, and that of bases of M,
respectively.

The following are examples of matroids.

Example 1.1 (Cycle matroid). For an undirected graph G, let V(G) and E(G) denote the vertex
and edge sets of G, respectively. Let Z(G) denote the family of edge subsets F' C F(G) such that
the subgraph (V(G), F') of G is a forest. Then (E(G),Z(G)) forms a matroid, called the cycle
matroid M(G) of G. In this case, the collection B(M (G)) of bases of M (G) is the family of edge
subsets F' C E(G) such that F' € Z(G) and |F| = |V(G)|—w(G), where w(G) is the number of con-
nected components of G. For example, we have E(G) = {ey,...,es}, B(M(G)) = {B C E(G) :
|B| =2, and B is not {e1,es}, {es,es}, or {e5,e5}}, and Z(G) = B(M(G)) U{0,{e1},...,{es}}
for the undirected graph G in Figure 1.1. O

Example 1.2 (F-representable matroid). Let A be an m x |E| matrix over a field F with the set
FE of column labels and Z be the family of subsets I C E such that the set of columns labeled by
in A is linearly independent in F™. Then (F,Z) forms a matroid, called the vector matroid M[A]
of A. A matroid M is said to be F-representable if M = M[A] for some matrix A over F. In this
case, B(M|[A]) is the family of subsets B C F such that B € Z and |B| = rank A. For example,
let E = {e1,e2,e3,e4}, B :={{e1,ea},{e1,ea},{e2,e4}}, and Z .= BU{0,{e1},{e2},{es}}. Then
(E,7) and (E, B) are GF(2)-representable, where GF(2) is the finite field of order 2. Indeed,
they coincide with the vector matroid arising from the following matrix over GF(2):

€1 €y €3 €4
1 0 0 1
<0 1 0 1 > N

Several classes of matroids have polynomial representations in the sizes of their ground sets
(see Examples 1.1 and 1.2). However, since the number m,, of matroids whose size of the ground
set is n satisfies that logylogy m, > n — 2logyn + 1logy 2 — o(1) [2], there are no unified and
polynomial-size representations for general matroids. In the field of combinatorial optimization,
matroids are often represented as oracles as an indirect approach (see [17, 25]). However, when
we actually solve a combinatorial optimization problem related to a matroid in a computer, we
need to implement the oracle arising from the matroid.

In this paper, we initiate the study of binary decision diagrams (BDDs) [8] and zero-
suppressed binary decision diagrams (ZDDs) [19] as relatively compact data structures for rep-
resenting matroids uniformly.

BDDs and ZDDs are special types of directed acyclic graphs, which are obtained from binary

decision trees by applying certain reductions (see Section 2.2 for the formal definition). Infor-
mally, nodes in BDDs/ZDDs are labeled with the elements of the ground set, and a directed
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Figure 1.2: Relations of the sizes between different decision diagrams

path in the graph represents a subset family of the ground set. The size of a BDD/ZDD means
the number of nodes in the graph. The smaller its size, the better the compression.

In constructing a BDD/ZDD for a subset family of E, we are required to fix a total order on
E, and the size of the BDD/ZDD heavily depends on the fixed total order. For a totally ordered
set (E,=) and a set family S C 2F, we denote by B(S, (E, <)) (resp. Z(S,(E,=))) the BDD
(resp. ZDD) for S with respect to (F,=<). In some contexts, B(S, (E, X)) (resp. Z(S,(E, X)))
itself means the family S. We often abbreviate it to B(S) (resp. Z(S)). This study focuses on
various properties, especially the size, of BDDs/ZDDs representing a collection of independent
sets or bases of a matroid.

Our contribution

In Section 3, we compare different variations of BDDs/ZDDs for a matroid. Since BDDs and
ZDDs have different reduction rules, their structures can differ even when they represent the
same set family. In addition, as mentioned above, a single matroid M can be represented
through various families such as the collection of independent sets Z(M) and bases B(M). The
structure of the decision diagram can differ depending on the choices.

In this paper, we show the following relations on the sizes of the decision diagrams. Here
M* denotes the dual matroid of M, whose ground set is E(M) and whose collection of bases is
{E(M)\B:BeB(M)}.

Theorem 1.3. Let M be a matroid on the ground set E and =< be a total order on E. Then the
following hold:

o The sizes of both the ZDD Z(B(M)) and the BDD B(Z(M)) are never greater than that of the
BDD B(B(M)) (proved by Theorems 3.3 and 3.5).

e The BDDs B(B(M)) and B(B(M*)) are of equal size (proved by Theorem 3.4).

e The ZDDs Z(Z(M)) and Z(B(M)) and the BDD B(Z(M*)) all have the same size (proved by
Theorems 3.5 and 3.6).

The results in Theorem 1.3 are summarized in Figure 1.2. The proof of this theorem involves
concise transformations between specific decision diagrams. In this paper, the four types of
BDDs/ZDDs representing either a collection of independent sets or bases of a matroid will be
referred to as BDDs/ZDDs for a matroid.

In Section 4, we provide upper bounds on the size (or the width) of BDDs/ZDDs in terms
of the value of the connectivity function for several classes of matroids. Now let E be a set
{e1,...,e,} and < be a total order on E such that e; < --- < e,. For i € {0,...,n — 1}, the
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Figure 1.3: Upper bounds on the ith width depending only on A\(E< ;)

width of the ith level (ith width) of a BDD/ZDD for a subset family of F with respect to (E, <)
is defined as the number of nodes labeled with e;11. The width of a BDD/ZDD is defined as the
maximum width among all levels. For a matroid M, its rank function rpr: 26 — N is defined
by ra(X) == max{|l| : I C X and [ € Z} for X C E(M). The connectivity function [27, 30|
Mgz 28 N of M is defined by

A (X) =rpu(X) +ru(BE(M)\ X) —r(M)
for X C E(M).

Theorem 1.4. Let E be a set {e1,...,e,}, M be a matroid on E, and =< be a total order on
E such that ey < --- < e,. We denote {e1,...,e;} by E<;. Then the following hold for the ith
width of a BDD/ZDD for M with respect to (E,<):

o If M is free, then the ith width is at most 1 (proved by Corollary 4.3).

o If M is uniform, then the ith width is at most Ay (E<;) + 1 (proved by Theorem 4.1).

o If M is a partition or nested matroid, then the ith width is at most 2 M=) (proved by
Theorems 4.5 and 4.7).

These results, along with others (Theorems 4.9 and 4.10), are summarized in Figure 1.3. The
proof of this theorem utilizes the fact that the number of minors of M on E'\ E<; bounds the ith
width. Actually, we show Theorem 1.4 by providing upper bounds on the number of minors on
E\ E<; for specific classes of matroids. Classes of matroids for which the number of minors can
be bounded with their connectivity functions are called strongly pigeonhole classes [13, Definition
2.10], and some classes are known to be strongly pigeonhole [14]. Our results reveal new strongly
pigeonhole classes.

While the total order < has been arbitrary so far, certain orders may result in relatively
smaller sizes of BDDs/ZDDs. We show that, for a partition or nested matroid, a certain to-
tal order results in an exponentially smaller upper bound on the width than that given in
Theorem 1.4. Here, for a matroid M, the pathwidth [16, Section 4] pw(M) of M on an n-element
set F is defined by

pw(M) = min{max{A\y(E<;) :i € {1,...,n}}: < is a total order on E}.

Theorem 1.5. There exists a total order on the ground set such that the width of the BDD/ZDD
for a partition or nested matroid M is at most pw(M)+ 1 (proved by Theorems 4.16 and 4.17).



2 Preliminaries

Let 2F denote the power set of a set E, and N the set of all non-negative integers.

2.1 Matroids

In addition to the definitions of matroids in Section 1, a subset family B C 2¥ of the ground set
E is the collection of bases of some matroid if and only if it satisfies (B1) and the following:

(B3) For By,Bs € B and = € By \ By, there exists y € By \ By such that (B; \ {y}) U {z} € B.

For a matroid M, an element e € E(M) is called a loop if {e} is not independent and called
a coloop if every basis of M contains e. Recall from Section 1 that 7j;: 26(M) — N denotes the
rank function of M. We often abbreviate 7y (E(M)) to r(M) and refer to it as the rank of M.
For X C E, we write rp/(X) as r(X) if M is clear from the context.

Some operations applied to matroids produce different matroids. Let M be a matroid on the
ground set E. For X C F, let Z| X be the collection of independent sets included in X. Then the
pair (X,Z|X) forms a matroid, called the restriction M|X of M to X or deletion M \ (E\ X) of
E\ X from M. Similarly, let Zx be the collection of independent sets I such that IUB € Z(M)
for some B € B(M|X). Then the pair (E'\ X,Zx) forms a matroid, called the contraction M | X
of X from M. It is known that the resulting matroid is uniquely determined regardless of the
order of deletions and contractions, that is, (M \ X) /Y = (M /Y)\ X for disjoint X,Y C E.
Thus a matroid obtained from M by a sequence of deletions and contractions can be represented
as M \ X /Y, which is called the minor of M on E'\ (X UY). Let M;, M be matroids such
that E(My)NE(My) = 0. Then (E(My)UE(Ms),{[1UIy: I, € Z(My) and Iy € Z(M>)}) forms
a matroid, called the direct sum My ® My of My and Ms.

In Section 1, cycle matroid and F-representable matroid are mentioned as classes of matroids.
The following are other classes of matroids appearing in this paper.

Example 2.1 (Free matroid). A matroid M is called free if its collection of independent sets is
2BE(M) O

Example 2.2 (Uniform matroid and partition matroid). A matroid M is called uniform if its
collection of independent sets is {I C E(M) : |[I| < r(M)}. A uniform matroid of rank r on an
n-element set is denoted by U, ,. Moreover, a matroid that can be expressed as a direct sum of
uniform matroids is called a partition matroid. O

Example 2.3 (Transversal matroid and nested matroid). A matroid M is called transversal [11,
Section 1] if there exists a sequence (Aj, ..., Ay,) of subsets of E(M) such that, for all I C E(M),
I'is independent in M if and only if there is an injection ¢: I — {1,...,m} satisfying e € A, for
every e € I. Such asequence (41,..., A,,) is called a presentation of M. In particular, M is called
nested [10, Section 8; 6, Section 2| if there exists a presentation (Aj,..., A, ) such that A; C
-+ C A,,. Note that nested matroids are also called Schubert matroids [28, Section 3|, shifted
matroids [1, Section 4], generalized Catalan matroids [7, Definition 3.7], freedom matroids [9,
Section 5|, and PI-matroids [3, Appendix A.1] (see [5, Section 4]). O

Example 2.4 (Laminar matroid). A subset family A C 2% of a set F is called laminar if A C B
or BC Aforall A,B e A with AN B # (. A matroid M is called laminar (see [12]) if there
exists a laminar family A C 28(M) and a function ¢: A — N such that, for all I € E(M), I is
independent in M if and only if [/ N A| < ¢(A) for every A € A. O



Figure 2.1: A binary decision tree for {0, {1},{1,2},{1,2,3}}

2.2 BDDs and ZDDs

Binary decision diagrams (BDDs) [8] and zero-suppressed binary decision diagrams (ZDDs) [19]
are directed acyclic graphs under specific conditions and represent Boolean functions and set
families, respectively. Note that a Boolean function can be viewed as a set family if the set of
true variables in an assignment of input variables for which the function evaluates to true belongs
to the family.

Let E be a finite set, < be a total order on E, and S C 2¥ be a subset family of E. The
BDD B(S, (F,=)) and ZDD Z(S,(E,=)) for S with respect to (E,=) are defined as follows.
Given the family S and the totally ordered set (E, <), a binary decision tree corresponding to
them is uniquely determined. For example, when S is {0, {1},{1,2},{1,2,3}} and (E, =) is
({1,2,3}, <), Figure 2.1 is the corresponding binary decision tree. The directed acyclic graph
obtained by applying the following reduction rules to the binary decision tree is a BDD or ZDD.
The applied rules differentiate BDDs and ZDDs.

As a common condition, the directed acyclic graph has at most two nodes with outdegree
zero, called terminals. One of two terminals is called the 0-terminal 1 and the other the I-
terminal T. Each non-terminal node v has a label label(v) representing an element of E and
exactly two arcs whose tails are v. These arcs are called the 0-arc and 1-arc, and their heads
are denoted by vy and vy, respectively. Since there is a unique l-arc (resp. 0-arc) whose tail is
the same as a given 0-arc (resp. l-arc), in this paper, it is referred to as the corresponding 1-arc
(resp. O-arc). The size of a BDD/ZDD is the number of non-terminal nodes in it.

The reduction rules are as follows. (NS) is the common rule as shown in Figure 2.2(a):

(N'S) Non-terminal nodes v,/ whose labels are the same and which satisfy both vy = 1, and
v1 = vf must be merged into a single node.

Additionally, BDDs (resp. ZDDs) must satisfy the following rule (B-ND) (resp. (Z-ND)) as
illustrated in Figure 2.2(b) (resp. Figure 2.2(c)):

(B-ND) A non-terminal node v with vy = v; must be removed, and the arcs whose head is v
must be redirected to vy (equal to vq).

(Z-ND) A non-terminal node v with 4 = L must be removed, and the arcs whose head is v
must be redirected to vy.

Removed nodes are referred to as redundant nodes. The resulting BDD/ZDD is uniquely de-
termined regardless of the order in which these rules are applied!, though a BDD and ZDD

!Actually, a BDD where the reduction rules are fully applied is originally called a reduced ordered binary
decision diagram (ROBDD), and a directed acyclic graph obtained by applying the reduction rules to the binary
decision tree partially is also originally called a BDD. However, it is common to refer to ROBDDs as BDDs, and
this paper follows that convention.



(b) Node deletion for BDDs (c) Node deletion for ZDDs

Figure 2.2: Reduction rules for BDDs and ZDDs

representing the same set family may not have the same structure.

A directed path in the BDD/ZDD represents a subset (family) of E. Now there is only one
node with indegree zero, called the root. We denote the root of a BDD B(S) (resp. ZDD Z(S)) as
root(B(S)) (resp. root(Z(S))). Moreover, for all non-terminal nodes v, both label(v) < label(rg)
and label(r) < label(v) are satisfied, where label(_L) and label(T) are special labels that are
larger than any element of E. These conditions ensure that the sequence of elements in any
directed path from the root to a terminal is strictly monotonically increasing with respect to <.
In particular, a path from the root to 1-terminal is called a I-path, and a set (family) in S is
represented by a 1-path. Precisely, for ZDDs, a set corresponding to a 1-path is defined as the
label set of the tails of the traversed l-arcs, and such a set is considered to belong to S. The
same holds for BDDs, but a single 1-path often represents multiple sets due to (B-ND). A 1-path
in the ZDD represents the set

{e € E : e is the tail label of some 1-arc in the 1-path}.
On the other hand, that in the BDD represents the family of subsets X C F such that
{e € E : e is the tail label of some 1-arc in the 1-path} C X
and X has no member of
{e € E : e is the tail label of some 0-arc in the path}.

In other words, the redundancy in BDDs means don’t-care. For example, Figure 2.3 shows
a BDD and ZDD representing {{1,2,5},{4,5},{5}} with respect to ({1,2,3,4,5},<). In this
paper, a directed path is treated as a sequence of labeled arcs.

The subgraph rooted by a node in a BDD B(S) (resp. ZDD Z(S)) is also a BDD (resp.
ZDD), called the sub-BDD of B(S) (resp. sub-ZDD of Z(S)). In particular, if the root of B(S)
is non-terminal, the sub-BDD rooted by root(B(S))o (resp. root(B(S)):1) is called the 0-child
childg(B(S)) (resp. I-child child;(B(S))) of B(S). The same definitions apply to ZDDs for 0-child
and 1-child. For a ZDD Z(S) with a non-terminal root, given the conditions described above, the
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Figure 2.3: Decision diagrams for {{1,2,5},{4,5},{5}}

0O-child and 1-child of Z(S) represent {S € S : label(root(Z(S))) ¢ S}, {S \ {label(root(Z(S)))} :
label(root(Z(S))) € S € S}, respectively.
The following property is known for BDDs/ZDDs:

Proposition 2.5. Every non-terminal node in a BDD/ZDD can reach 1-terminal.

Proof. Suppose that there exist non-terminal nodes that cannot reach 1-terminal. Let v be one
of such nodes with the largest label. Since label(r) < label() and label(v) < label(v1), we have
vy = v; = L. This contradicts (B-ND) for BDDs and (Z-ND) for ZDDs. O

3 Structural relations between different representations

There are several variations of BDDs and ZDDs representing matroids. In addition to the choice
between BDDs and ZDDs, the represented collection of independent sets or bases must be chosen.
Moreover, there may be some relations between the BDD/ZDD for a matroid and its dual. This
section compares these three choices and proves Theorem 1.3.

Fix a matroid M and a total order < on the ground set of M. In this section, we denote
by E, Z, and B the ground set, the collections of independent sets, and that of bases of M,
respectively.

Before moving to the proof, we introduce clutters. A set family is called a clutter if no
member of it contains another member. We can show that each 1-path corresponds to a member
of a clutter one-to-one in a BDD for the clutter.

Lemma 3.1. Let C C 2F be a clutter on E. In the BDD B(C,(E, <)), every I-path traverses
exactly |E| non-terminal nodes.

Proof. Suppose that there exists a 1-path with redundant nodes. Let e € E be the label of
one of such nodes. Then, for some C' C E \ {e}, both C' and C U {e} are members of C; a
contraction. O

Similarly, we can show that the heads of the corresponding 0-arc and 1-arc are different in a
ZDD for a clutter.



Lemma 3.2. Let C C 2% be a clutter on E. In the ZDD Z(C,(E, <)), every non-terminal node
v satisfies that vy # vy.

Proof. Suppose that there exists a non-terminal node v such that vy = v;. Since (Z-ND) implies
that 11 # L, there is a 1-path in the ZDD traversing the 1-arc (v,v1) by Proposition 2.5. Let
C € C be the corresponding set to the 1-path. Since vy = v, replacing (v, 1) in the 1-path with
the 0-arc (v, 1) also results in a 1-path in the ZDD. Thus C'\ {label(v)} € C; a contraction. O

A collection of bases is a clutter since each basis has the same size [31, Theorem 6]. Thus
Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 can be applied to a collection of bases.

The first comparison focuses on the sizes between a BDD and a ZDD for a collection of bases.
This comparison can be generalized to a clutter.

Theorem 3.3. Let C C 2F be a clutter on E. The size of the ZDD Z(C, (E,=)) is never greater
than that of the BDD B(C, (E,<)).

Proof. By Lemma 3.1, the BDD B(C, (E, <)) can be interpreted as a ZDD where (Z-ND) is not
fully applied. O

The second comparison focuses on the relation between a matroid and its dual in a BDD for
a collection of bases. This comparison can also be generalized to a clutter.

Theorem 3.4. Let C C 27 be a clutter on E and C* be the subset family {E\ C : C € C} of E.
The BDD B(C*,(E, <)) can be obtained from B(C,(E, <)) by updating (vo,v1) < (v1,10), that
18, swapping the 0- and 1-arc for every non-terminal node v.

Proof. The structure of the BDD remains unchanged except for the labels after the update.
By Lemma 3.1, let C € C be the corresponding set to some 1-path in B(C, (E,=<)). After the
update, this 1-path changes to represent only E \ C. Therefore, the updated BDD represents
{E\ C: C € C}, which is precisely C*. O

The third comparison focuses on the relation between decision diagrams for a collection of
independent sets and those for a collection of bases. Here the lexicographic order on B with
respect to the total order < is defined as follows. For B € B, let S(B) be the sequence of
elements in B arranged in ascending order with respect to < and S(B) j be the jth element
of S(B). For By,By € B, we say that Bj is lexicographically smaller than By if there exists
ke{l,...,r(M)} such that S(B1), < S(B2), and S(B1); = S(Bz), forall j € {1,...,k -1}

Theorem 3.5. Let ' be a set family represented by the BDD obtained from B(B,(E,=<)) by
updating vy < v1 for every non-terminal node v with vg = L and then applying the reduction
rules for BDDs. In other words, B(Z') is obtained from B(B,(FE,=)) by replacing every 0-arc
whose head is 0-terminal with the corresponding 1-arc and applying the reduction rules for BDDs.
Then T’ is equivalent to T. The same holds for ZDDs, but the ZDD satisfies the reduction rules
immediately after the update.

Proof. Let B’ be the structure obtained from B(B, (F, <)) by updating vy < 14 for every non-
terminal node v with vy = L and not applying the reduction rules. Note that B’ and B(Z')
represent the same set family 7.

Take any I € Z'. Then, by Lemma 3.1, there is a 1-path P in B’ corresponding to I. Since
the updated 0-arcs have the same head as their corresponding 1-arcs, there is a 1-path P’ in B’
obtained by replacing each updated 0-arc (v, 1) in P with the corresponding 1-arc (v,v1). The
corresponding set B € 7' to P’ satisfies that I C B. Moreover, this 1-path P’ also exists in
B(B, (E, X)), implying B € B. Therefore, we have I € Z. This implies that Z' C 7.



(a) A ZDD for {{1,2},{1,4},{3,4}} (b) A ZDD for {0,{1},{3},{4},{1,2},{1,4},{3,4}}

Figure 3.1: A counterexample to Theorem 3.5 in clutters

Conversely, take any I € Z. Let B be the lexicographically largest basis of M with respect
to =< such that I C B and P be the 1-path in B(B, (E, <)) corresponding to B.

Take any e € B\ I. By Lemma 3.1, there exists exactly one non-terminal node v, in P
such that e = label(v,). Suppose to the contrary that (v.)g # L. By Proposition 2.5, there are
1-paths in B(B, (E, <)) identical to P up to v, but traversing the 0-arc (v, (v¢)o). Let By € B be
a basis of M corresponding to such a 1-path so that, among all such bases, | B, N I| is maximal.
Since By is lexicographically larger than B, the choice of B implies I ¢ B,.. By (B3), for some
x € I\ B. C B\ B., there exists y € B. \ B such that (B, \{y})U{z} € B. Sincey ¢ I C B, we
have |((B- \{y})U{z})NI| =|B.NI|+ 1. Moreover, x # e since e ¢ I. Hence the maximality
of |B. N I| is contradicted. Thus we obtain that (ve)o = L.

Since (ve)o = L for each e € B\ I, the 1-arcs in P whose tails have labels in B\ I satisfy
that all corresponding 0-arcs are updated. Thus there is a 1-path in B’ representing I, implying
that I € Z’. Therefore, we have Z C 7'.

Replacing “by Lemma 3.1” with “by definition”, the same result can be obtained for ZDDs.
Finally, we show that the updated ZDD Z(Z') satisfies the reduction rules. Since the update only
changes 0-arcs whose head is O-terminal, all non-terminal nodes in Z(Z') are reachable from the
root, and no l-arcs ends in O-terminal. Suppose that there exist different non-terminal nodes
v,V in Z(B,(E, <)) that must be shared after the update. Since all 1-arcs are not updated,
we have v; = v{. Thus vy # 1), and either vy = vy or 1) = v{ must hold, which contradicts
Lemma 3.2. O

The last sentence of this theorem indicates that the size of the ZDD does not change before
and after the update. In other words, the sizes of Z(B, (E, <)) and Z(Z, (E, <)) are equal. Note
that applying this operation to the BDD/ZDD for a clutter C does not necessarily yield the
BDD/ZDD for {X : X C C € C}. For example, Figure 3.1 shows that applying this operation
to the ZDD for {{1,2},{1,4},{3,4}} yields the ZDD for {0, {1},{3},{4},{1,2},{1,4},{3,4}},
which does not contain {2}. Therefore, a BDD (resp. ZDD) for the collection of independent
sets can be obtained from a BDD (resp. ZDD) for the collection of bases in time proportional
to the size of the latter, without general operations to transform it into the former.

Finally, we focus on the relation between a ZDD for the collection of bases and a BDD for
the collection of independent sets of its dual. As in Theorem 3.4, the operation of swapping the
0- and 1-arc is also important in this theorem. Let Z* denote the collection of independent sets
of M*.

10



Theorem 3.6. The BDD B(Z*,(FE, <)) can be obtained from the ZDD Z(B,(E, <)) by updating
(vo,v1) < (v1,10) for every non-terminal node v.

Proof. By Lemma 3.2, there are no redundant nodes immediately after the update. Hence the
updated structure can be interpreted as a BDD. Let B(Z') be the updated BDD.

Let P be a 1-path in Z(B, (E, <)) and B € B be the corresponding basis to P. Assume that
J C E\ B is the set of labels that do not appear in P. Then the 1-path in B(Z’) corresponding
to the updated P represents the family of sets I* satisfying E'\ (BUJ) C I* C E'\ B. Note that
E\ (BUJ) means the label set of tails of all 0-arcs traversed by P. Since such I* belongs to Z*,
we have 7' C T*.

Conversely, take any I* € Z*. Let B be the lexicographically smallest basis of M with respect
to =< such that [* C E'\ B and P be the 1-path in Z(B, (F, <)) corresponding to B.

Suppose to the contrary that there exists e € E'\ (B U I*) with a non-terminal node v, in
P with e = label(v,). Since (v.); # L by (Z-ND), there are 1-paths in Z(B, (E, <)) identical to
P up to v, but traversing the l-arc (v, (ve)1) by Proposition 2.5. Let B~ € B be a basis of M
corresponding to such a 1-path so that, among all such bases, |B< N [*| is minimal. Since B is
lexicographically smaller than B, the choice of B implies I* ¢ E'\ B, that is, BxNI* # . By
(B2), for some z € B, NI* C B. \ B, there exists y € B\ B such that (B< \ {z}) U{y} € B.
Since y ¢ I* C E'\ B, we have |((B< \ {z}) U{y}) N I*| = |B< N I*| — 1. Moreover, x # e since
e ¢ I*. Hence the minimality of |B5 N I*| is contradicted.

By the above argument, P traverses no non-terminal nodes with label e in Z(B, (E, <)) for all
e € E\(BUI*). Similar to earlier observations, the 1-path in B(Z’) corresponding to the updated
P represents the set family that contains I*. Therefore, there is a 1-path in B(Z') representing
I*, and we have 7* C 7'. O

Theorems 3.3-3.6 collectively establish Theorem 1.3. Figure 1.2 focuses on the relations of
the sizes among the eight different representations.

4 Widths of BDDs and ZDDs

Let E be a set {ej,...,en}, M be a matroid on E, and < be a total order on E such that
e; < -+ < ep. Recall from Section 1 that, for i € {0,...,n — 1}, the ith width of a BDD/ZDD
for a subset family of E with respect to (E, <) is defined as the number of non-terminal nodes
labeled with e;41, and the width of the BDD/ZDD is defined as the maximum width among all
levels. Moreover, we denote {e1,...,e;} by E< ;. This section analyzes the widths of BDDs/ZDDs
representing matroids.

Before the analysis, we focus on the structure of the ZDD Z(Z(M), (E, <)) for the collection
Z(M) of independent sets. If the label of the root is ej, then the O-child of Z(Z(M), (E, <))
represents

{IeIM):e1¢ 1} ={ICE\{e1}:I€I(M)} =Z(M\ {e1}).
Similarly, the 1-child represents

{I\{er} i er € 1€ T(M)} = {I C E\{ex}: 1U{er} € Z(M)} = Z(M / {ex})

since {e1} is a basis of M|{e;} by Proposition 2.5. Thus, for i € {0,...,n — 1}, the sub-ZDD
of Z(Z(M),(E, <)) rooted by some non-terminal node with label e;;1 represents the collection
of independent sets of some minor of M on E \ E<;. Moreover, the sub-ZDDs rooted by
different non-terminal nodes with label e;; represent different collections of independent sets on
E\ E< ;. Therefore, the ith width of Z(Z(M), (E, <)) is bounded by the number of minors of M
on E\ E< ;. Similarly, for Z(B(M), (E, <)), B(Z(M), (E, <)), and B(B(M), (E, <)), the ith width

11



is also bounded by the number of minors on E'\ E< ;. Note that, as mentioned in Section 4.1.1,
this interpretation generalizes the discussion by Sekine et al. [26] to general matroids.

The width can vary depending on the total order < on E. For several classes of matroids,
Section 4.1 provides upper bounds on widths with respect to any total order, and Section 4.2
provides for orders that make the width small. Moreover, Section 4.3 shows how to implement
a rank oracle using the ZDD structure described above.

4.1 Upper bounds on widths depending only on connectivity functions

A trivial upper bound for the number of minors on E'\ E< ; is 2t In this section, we provide more
precise upper bounds in terms of connectivity functions of matroids by proving Theorem 1.4.
Recall from Section 1 that the connectivity function A\ps: 2¥ — N of a matroid M is defined by
A(X) = ry(X) +ryu(E\ X) —r(M) for X C E. We write A\ps as A if M is clear from the
context. This section finds upper bounds on the number of minors that depends only on A(E< ;).

4.1.1 Related work

Sekine et al. [26] provided an upper bound for cycle matroids. In the BDD for the family of
spanning trees for a simple connected undirected graph G with the edge set E, each node with
label e; corresponds to a certain minor of G on E'\ E< ;. Moreover, limited 2-isomorphic minors
correspond to the same node. Thus the ¢th width of the BDD for all spanning trees of G is equal
to the number of minors of G on E '\ E< ;. This result can be interpreted regarding to BDDs for
the collection of bases of the cycle matroid M (G). Eventually, the number of minors of M (G) on
E\ E<; is bounded by the (V(G[E<;]) N V(G[E \ E<,]))-th Bell number, where G[X] denotes
the induced subgraph of G on X C F.

The class of matroids known as the strongly pigeonhole class is closely related to this study.
For a matroid M and S C F(M), define the equivalence relation ~; g on 2° as follows. For
X1,X2 C 8, the sets X1 and X3 are equivalent, written Xy ~js g X, if and only if the indepen-
dence of X; UY and Xo UY are equivalent in M for all Y C E(M)\ S. A class M of matroids
is called strongly pigeonhole [13, Definition 2.10] if there is a function f: N\ {0} — N\ {0} such
that, for any matroid M € M, positive integer N, and S C E(M) with A\j;(S) < N, the size
of the quotient set by ~ps g is always at most f(\'). Thus, if a class M of matroids is strongly
pigeonhole, then the width of BDDs/ZDDs for a matroid M € M can be bounded by a value
depending only on the connectivity function of M. Funk et al. [14, Proposition 10 and Theorems
18, 22, and 34] showed that several classes of matroids are strongly pigeonhole such as funda-
mental transversal matroids, 3-connected bicircular matroids, and 3-connected H-gain-graphic
matroids for a finite group H.

As a folklore, for a prime power ¢, the number of minors of a GF(q)-representable matroid

M on E\ E<; is at most Z;fo(Ef’i) [)‘M(dEf’i)]q (see [18, Theorem 2] and [14, Theorems 18]).

Here the Gaussian binomial coefficient [Z]q is defined by

m _ @ =D =D (@ )
kg, (=1 =1)(¢" - 1)

for n,k € N with 0 < k <n.

4.1.2 Proof of Theorem 1.4

The following holds for uniform matroids (see Example 2.2):
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Theorem 4.1. Let M be a uniform matroid on the ground set E. The number of minors of M
on E'\ E<; is )\M(Ej,i) + 1.

Proof. For X C E<;, the collection of bases of M|X is the family of subsets B C X of size
min{|X|, 7(M)}. Hence the collection of independent sets of M|X is the family of subsets
I C E\ E<; such that |I| + min{|X|, (M)} < r(M), that is, |I| < max{r(M) —|X]|,0}. The
collection of independent sets on E \ E<; depends on the size of X:

o If |E\ E<;| < r(M) — |X]|, then the collection is 2F\F=.

o If r(M) — |E\ E<,;| <|X| < r(M), then the collection is {1 C E\ E<; : |I| < r(M) — | X]|}.
Note that E'\ E<; is not independent in M \ (E<;\ X) / X since | X| > r(M)—|E\ E< |, and
all subsets of E'\ E<; of size one are independent in M \ (E<; \ X) / X since | X| < r(M).

e If | X| > r(M), then the only independent set in M \ (E<;\ X) / X is 0.

Therefore, the number of minors on E\ E<; is

min{|E< |, (M)} —max{r(M) — |E\ E<;[,0} +1
= win{|Ex ], r(M)} + min{| B\ Bl, r(M)} — (M) +1
:TM(Ejﬂ')—{—T’M(E\Ej,Z‘)—T(M)+1:)\M(Ej,i)—Fl. O

Remark 4.2. This theorem can be derived from Funk et al. [14, Proposition 10]. However, the
proposition focuses on strongly pigeonhole classes and does not directly imply the number of
minors. Theorem 4.1 explicitly evaluates the number of minors of uniform matroids. U

For a free matroid (see Example 2.1) M on the ground set E and all X C E, the value
Ay (X) is zero. Thus we obtain the following since all free matroids are uniform:

Corollary 4.3. Let M be a free matroid on the ground set E. The number of minors of M on
E\ E<; is one.

Now the following holds regarding the direct sum of matroids:

Lemma 4.4. Let My and Ms be matroids with E(My) N E(My) = (). For X, C E(My) (resp.
X9 C E(Ms3)), let my (resp. mg) be the number of minors of My (resp. Ms) on E(Mi) \ X1
(resp. E(Ms)\ X2). Then the number of minors of My & Ma on (E(M;) U E(M>)) \ (X1 U X2)
15 M1Mo.

Proof. The number of minors on (E(M;)U E(Ms)) \ (X1 U X3) is

’{Z(Ml @ M>y \ ((Xl UXQ) \ (Y1 U YQ)) / YU YQ) : Y] C X7 and X9 C XQ}’

LUI, C (E(Ml) U E(MQ)) \ (X1 U XQ)

= : M;|Y7 has a basis By such that Iy UBy € Z(M;p) and » : Y7 C X7 and Y5 C X
M>|Y> has a basis By such that I, U By € Z(Ms)

{{I1 C E(My)\ X; : M1]|Y; has a basis By such that [y UBy; € Z(M;)} : Y1 C X3}

= X

{{Io € E(M3) \ X2 : M5|Y5 has a basis By such that Iy U By € Z(M3)} : Yo C Xo}

= mi1msas. O

By this lemma, we can show the result for partition matroids (see Example 2.2):

Theorem 4.5. Let M be a partition matroid on the ground set EE. The number of minors of M
on E\ E<; is at most A (Ex.i) |
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Proof. There exist uniform matroids U, n,,...,Up, n, such that M =U, ., @ - - ® Uy, p,. Let
G be the ground set of size n; of Uy, n; for j € {1,...,k}. By Theorem 4.1 and Lemma 4.4, the
number m of minors on E \ E<; satisfies that

k
logym =Y logy (Au, .. (E=<i N Gj) +1)
j=1
k
= log, (min{|E<; N G,|,r} + min{n; — |E<; N Gjl,r;} —rj + 1)
j_

e

<) (min{|E<; NG|, 7} +min{n; — |E<; NG|, 5} —75)

<
Il
-

ru(B<i) + (BN E<i) = r(M) = Au(E<).
Here we use the fact that every n € N satisfies n + 1 < 2™. O

Now we introduce the Gale order. For a set E and k € {0,...,|E|}, the Gale order < on
a family of k-element subsets of E with respect to a total order < on F is defined as follows.
For k-element subset X C FE| let S(X) be the sequence of elements in X arranged in ascending
order with respect to < and S(X); be the jth element of S(X). Then, for k-element subsets
X1, X5 C F, define < such that X7 =g X5 if and only if S(Xl)j =< S(Xz)j forall j € {1,... k}.
For a matroid M and a total order < on F(M), it is known that there uniquely exists a maximal
basis gb(M, <) € B(M) with respect to <g [15, Theorem 3], and hence B <¢ gb(M, <) for all
bases B € B(M). This is called the Gale basis. In this paper, we denote by gb(M, <) the Gale
basis of a matroid M with respect to a total order <.

For a nested matroid (see Example 2.3) M, there exists a total order < on E(M) such that,
for all B C E(M) with |B| = r(M), the set B is a basis of M if and only if B Jg gb(M, <)
(see [4, Section 2.2]). In this paper, we call such an order < a left-justified order of M. Any
left-justified order preserves its properties in the minors of M. Here, for a totally ordered set
(E,=<) and X C E, we denote by (X, <) the totally ordered set induced from (FE, <).

Lemma 4.6. Let M be a nested matroid and < be a left-justified order of M. Then, for all
disjoint X, Y C E(M) and all BC E(M)\ (X UY) with |Bl|=r(M\X /YY), the set B is a
basis of M\ X /Y if and only if B <g gb(M \ X /Y, ).

Proof. Since every minor of nested matroids is nested [24, Lemma 6 and 9], it suffices to show
that both (i) M / {e} and (ii) M \ {e} satisfy the condition for any e € E(M). Note that we
only need to show the necessity since the sufficiency is achieved directly by the properties of the
Gale basis.

(i) Ifeis aloop of M, then we have B(M / {e}) = B(M). If not, then gh(M / {e}, <) U{e}
is a basis of M since {e} is a basis of M|{e}. Thus, for all B C E(M) \ {e} with B dg
gb(M / {e}, <), we have BU {e} <Jg gb(M / {e}, <) U{e} <g gh(M, <), implying that
B U {e} is a basis of M.

(ii) If e is a coloop of M, then M \ {e} = M / {e} (see [23, Corollary 3.1.24]). Hence the
necessity can be shown by (i). If not, then the rank of M \ {e} is the same as that of
M. Since the collection of bases of M \ {e} is the family of all maximal elements of
{B\ {e} : B € B(M)}, we have B(M \ {e}) = {B € B(M) : e ¢ B}. Thus, for all
B C E(M)\ {e} with B dg gb(M \ {e}, <), we have B dg gb(M \ {e}, J) <Ja gb(M, =),
implying that B is a basis of M. U
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This lemma allows us to test the equivalence of minors solely with respect to their Gale bases.
We can show the same upper bound for nested matroids as for partition matroids:

Theorem 4.7. Let M be a nested matroid on the ground set E. The number of minors of M
on E\ E<; is at most 2*m(F=.i).

Proof. Let < be a left-justified order of M. By Lemma 4.6, the number of minors of M on
E\ E<; coincides with the size of {gh(M \ (E<;\ X) / X,<): X C E<;}.

Now we show that gb(M / {e},<) C gb(M \ {e},<) for all e € E. If e is either a loop or
coloop of M, then we have M \ {e} = M / {e}. Hence assume that e is neither a loop nor a
coloop. Let gb(M, <) = {g1,...,gr(ar)} such that g; < --- < gp(ar). Since e is not a loop, we
can define £ € {1,...,r(M)} as min{j : e < g;}. We find the Gale bases of (i) M / {e} and
(ii) M \ {e} with ¢. Note that (M) = r(M \ {e}) = r(M / {e}) + 1. Here, for X C E, we
denote by S(X) the sequence of elements in X arranged in ascending order with respect to <
and by S(X); the jth element of S(X).

(i)  Since e < gy, we have (gb(M, <)\{g¢})U{e} < gb(M, <). Hence gb(M, <)\{g,} is a basis
of M / {e}. Assume that B is a basis of M / {e}. We can show that BU{e} <g gb(M, <),
and there exists exactly one j € {1,...,r(M)} such that S(BU{e}); =e. If j </, then
e 4 g; contradicts the choice of £. If j = ¢, then considering the sequences S(B U {e})
and S(gb(M, <)) without the jth element, we have B <Jg gh(M, <)\ {g/}. If j > ¢,
then S(B), < -+ < 8(B);_y <ed g <-- < g; implies that (S(B),,...,S5(B); 1) Ja
(Ge41,---,95). Thus gb(M, <)\ {g¢} is the Gale basis of M / {e}.

(ii)) Since B(M \ {e}) = {B € B(M) : e ¢ B}, if e < gy, then gb(M, <) is the Gale basis of

M\ {e}. Assume that e = gy below.
Let E be aset {ej,...,e,} such that ey < --- < e, and m € {{,...,n} be a positive integer
such that e,, = go. If m = £, then gb(M, <) = {e1,...,em,ges1,---,9r(ar)} implies that
every basis of M contains e,,, which contradicts that e = e,, is not a coloop. Hence we have
m > {. Now let k == min{j € {1,...,0} : gj = €;,_4—j}. Then, for j € {1,...,7(M)}, we
can define h; by

- Cm—(L—7)—1 if je{k,... 0},
’ g; otherwise.

By the definition of k, we have hy <0 --- < hyap). Let H == {h1,..., .}, and then we
show that H is the Gale basis of M \ {e}. Note that e =e,, ¢ H.

Since hj < g; for all j € {1,...,r(M)}, the set H is a basis of M \ {e}. Now suppose that
there exists a basis B € B(M \ {e}) such that H < B. Since B is also a basis of M,
every j € {1,...,r(M)} satisfies that S(B); < g;. Hence there exists z € {k,..., £ — 1}
such that h, = e,_(—z)—1 < S(B), = gx = €m—(t—z)- By the definition of H, we can
show that h; < S(B); = g; for all j € {z,....¢ —1}. In particular, for j = £ —1, we
deduce that S(B),_; = em—1. However, since e,, ¢ B, there is no element S(B), such
that S(B),_; = em—1 < S(B), 9 g¢ = em; a contradiction. Thus H is the Gale basis of
M \ {e}. Note that H can be expressed as (gb(M, <)\ {g¢}) U {em—(r—r)—1}-

In summary, gh(M, <)\ {g¢} is the Gale basis of M / {e}, and gb(M, <) or (gb(M, <)\ {g,})U
{€m—(s—k)—1} is the Gale basis of M\ {e}. This implies that gh(M / {e}, <) C gb(M \{e}, ) for
all e € E. Then it follows that gb(M / E<;,<) Cgb(M \ (E<;\ X) / X,<) Cgbh(M \ E<,;, <)
for all X C E< ;. Therefore, the number of minors on E \ E<; is at most

9lgb(M\E< ;,)\gb(M/E< ;,9)| _ 9lgb(M\E< ;,d)|—|gh(M/E< ;,9)|

— orm(B\E<)—(r(M)=rnm(E<;)) _ 9 m(E<i) N
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So far, we have discussed classes of matroids where the width can be bounded by a value
depending only on A(E<;). However, some classes can not be bounded. Before showing such
classes, we can show the following:

Lemma 4.8. The ith width of the ZDD Z(Z(M),(E, X)) is equal to the number of minors of M
on E\ E<; for which e; is not a loop.

Proof. As mentioned above, the sub-ZDDs of Z(Z(M),(E, <)) rooted by a non-terminal node
with label e; represent the collections of independent sets of some minors of M on E \ E<;.
Conversely, there is a sub-ZDD representing the collection of independent sets for every minor
on B\ E<;. If ¢; is not a loop, that is, {e;} is independent in a certain minor, then the
corresponding sub-ZDD contains non-terminal nodes with label e;, implying that the root label
of this sub-ZDD is e;. On the other hand, if e; is a loop, then the label e; does not appear in
non-terminal nodes of the sub-ZDD. O

We also show that the ith width of the BDD/ZDD for a transversal (see Example 2.3) or
laminar (see Example 2.4) matroid cannot be bounded by a value depending only on A\(E< ;).

Theorem 4.9. There does not exist a function f: N — N such that, for any transversal matroid
M on the ground set E, total order < on E, and i € {0,...,|E| — 1}, the ith width of the ZDD
Z(Z(M),(E,=)) is at most f(Am(E<4)).

Proof. Since the class of transversal matroids is not strongly pigeonhole [14, Proposition 20], there
exists a positive integer p such that, for all positive integers g(u) depending only on pu, there are a
transversal matroid M’ and S C F(M') with Ay (S) < p satisfying that the size of the quotient
set by ~ap g is greater than g(p). Suppose that f(u) is an upper bound on the width. There exist
a transversal matroid M’ on the ground set (1) and S € EM with Ay (S) < u such that the size
of the quotient set by ~p g is at least f(u)+2. Let d := p— App(S). Then, since the direct sum
MoU,® Ug,2q of the matroid M', a free matroid U; ; on the ground set E(Q), and a uniform
matroid Uy 24 on the ground set E®) U EW i transversal (see [23, Proposition 4.2.11]), it suffices
to show that the (m+d)-th width of the ZDD Z(Z(M'®U; 1 ©Ug24), (EVUERUEB UEW <))
is greater than f(u). Here let S = {s1,...,8,}, EO\ S = {51,...,50-m}, E® = {ea:},
EG) = {es1,...,e34}, EW = {e4,1,..., €44}, and =< be a total order on EOUEAUEG UE®W
such that s; X+ <5, Zeg1 = Xegg=e21 X512 XS Reg1 X ey

By Theorem 4.1 and Lemma 4.4, the number of minors of M’ @ Uy 1 @ Uy on (EMW \ S) U
E®@ UEW is the product of the number of minors of M’ on EM) \'S, of U1 on E® and of Ua,24
on E®. Moreover, E®? is independent in all minors of M’ @U; 1 ©U 24 on (EW\S)UERUE®.
Thus, by Lemma 4.8, the (m+d)-th width of Z(Z(M' @ Uy 1 ©Uqgzq), (EVUE@UECUEW <))
is at least (f(u)+1)-1- ()\Ud’Qd(E(?’)) +1)=(f(n) +1)(d+1). However, we have

MA@t 18U 20 (S U E®) = (rar(8) + d) + (rag (BED\ 8) + 14 d) = (r(M') + 1+ d)
— () +d = i
a contradiction. O

Theorem 4.10. There does not exist a function f: N — N such that, for any laminar matroid
M on the ground set E, total order < on E, and i € {0,...,|E| — 1}, the ith width of the ZDD
Z(Z(M),(E,R)) is at most f(Av(E<;))-

Proof. Suppose that there exists a constant upper bound f(2). Let E be aset {e1,...,ez¢2)12) },
= be a total order on E such that e; < e3 < -+ < eyp)43 < €2 < €4 < -+ < €y(f(2)42), and M
be a laminar matroid on F whose collection of independent sets is

{I CE:|INn{eyj_1,e2;}| <1and |l N{er,... ez} <2forall je{l,...,f(2)+2}}.
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Then, for j € {1,3,...,2f(2)+3}, the collection Z(M\(E<;\{e;}) / {ej}) equals {0, {ea},{ea},. ..,
{ear@)+2) 1} \ {ej+1}. Thus, by Lemma 4.8, the (f(2) + 2)-th width of Z(Z(M), (E, X)) is at
least f(2) + 1. On the other hands, we have A\y/(E<;) =2+ 2 — 2 = 2; a contradiction. O

Theorems 4.1, 4.5, and 4.7 and Corollary 4.3 collectively establish Theorem 1.4. These re-
sults, along with Theorems 4.9 and 4.10, are illustrated as in Figure 1.3. Note that the relations
between the classes of matroids can be structured with reference to the following three examples.

Example 4.11 (Transversal matroid that is not laminar). For r € N\ {0,1,2}, let E, =
{61, e ,627»_1} and

L, ={ICE:|I|<r, I#{e,...,e;}, and I # {e,,...,e2—1}}.

Then Y, is a transversal matroid, where Y, = (F,,Z.). Indeed, Y, has the presentation

{{e1,...,er—1},{e2,...,ery1},{e3,. .., erpa} ..., {€r-1,...,€20—2},{€rt1,...,€2—1}}. Ontheother
hands, Y, is not laminar [12, Theorem 1.2]. O

Example 4.12 (Laminar matroid that is not transversal). For the undirected graph G in
Figure 1.1, the cycle matroid M(G) of G is not transversal (see [23, Example 1.6.3]). On the
other hand, the collection of independent sets of M (G) can be represented as

[IN{er,ea}| <1, [IN{es,eq}| <1, [IN{es,e6}| <1,
C : .
{I—{el’ €6} and IIn{er,... es}| <2

Thus M(G) is laminar. O

Example 4.13 (Matroid that is not nested but both transversal and laminar). Let E =
{e1,...,es} and

I ={ICE:|INn{e,eaes} <2, [IN{eq,e5,e} <2, and [INE| <3}

Then N3 is a laminar matroid, where N := (E,Z). Moreover, N? is transversal because it has
the presentation ({e1,es,e3},{e4,e5,e6}, E). On the other hands, N? is not nested [24, Theorem
13). O

4.2 Upper bounds on widths in good orders

In the previous section, we considered any total order < on E. However, certain orders may
result in smaller widths of BDDs/ZDDs. For instance, as discussed in Section 4.1.1, there exists a
total order <* on FE such that the width of the BDD/ZDD for the cycle matroid of an undirected
graph G with respect to (E, <*) is at most the lw(G)-th Bell number, where lw(G) is the linear-
width [29, F9] of G.

In this section, we use the pathwidth of matroids as a parameter of the width and prove
Theorem 1.5. Recall from Section 1 that the pathwidth pw(M) of a matroid M on the n-element
set F is defined by

pw (M) == min{max{Ay(E<;) : i € {1,...,n}}: < is a total order on E}.
Note that we sometimes use the following definition since Az (0) = Ay (E) = 0:
pw(M) = min{max{A\y(E<;) :7 € {0,...,n—1}} : < is a total order on E}.

Recall also from Section 1 that we refer to the four types of BDDs/ZDDs representing either a
collection of the independent sets or bases of a matroid as BDDs/ZDDs for a matroid.
We first provide the upper bound for uniform matroids.
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Theorem 4.14. Let M be a uniform matroid on the ground set E. For all total orders < on E,
the width of the BDDs/ZDDs for M with respect to (E,=) is at most pw(M) + 1.

Proof. The pathwidth of M is max{min{i, (M)} + min{n —i,r(M)} —r(M) : i € {0,...,n —
1}}. By Theorem 4.1, the width of the BDD/ZDD for M with respect to (F,=) is at most
max{A\y(E<;)+1:i€{0,...,n—1}} =pw(M) + 1. O

The pathwidth of a free matroid is clearly zero. Thus we obtain the following since all free
matroids are uniform:

Corollary 4.15. Let M be a free matroid on the ground set E. For all total orders < on E, the
width of the BDDs/ZDDs for M with respect to (E,=) is at most one.

The last theorem and corollary consider any total order on E. The following theorems show
that a certain total order on E can ensure that the width of BDDs/ZDDs is at most pw (M) + 1.

Theorem 4.16. Let M be a partition matroid on the ground set E. There exists a total order <*
on E such that the width of the BDD/ZDD for M with respect to (E, <*) is at most pw(M)+ 1.

Proof. It suffices to consider the case when (M) > 1. There exist uniform matroids Uy, p,, ..., Uy, n,
such that M = Uy, ® -+ @ Uy ., Wwhere £ > 1 and n = Zle nj. For j € {1,...,k}, let
EY) = {ejq,... ;€jn; } as the ground set of U, »; and p = argmax;cry  m{n; —rj, 75}

First, we show the lower bound on the pathwidth of M. For any total order < on F, there
exists i € {1,...,n} such that |E< ;N E®)| = r,. Thus we have pw(M) > r,+min{n, —rp,r,} —
rp = min{n, — rp, rp}.

Next, we can define the total order <* on E such that e;; <* -+ <* e, <* e21 <*
e =M egp, =T <M ep =<F - <% epp,. By Theorem 4.1 and Lemma 4.4, the width of the
BDD/ZDD for M with respect to (E, <*) is at most

max{)\Uijj ({ej1,--.,€5i})+1:i€{0,...,n; —1} and j € {1,...,k}}

= max{min{i,r;} + min{n; —di,r;} —r; +1:9€{0,...,n; —1} and j € {1,...,k}}

= max{min{i — r;,0} + min{n; —i,7;} +1:i€{0,...,n; — 1} and j € {1,...,k}}

= max{min{n; —r;,r;}:j€{1,...,k}} +1 =min{n, —rp,rp} + 1. O

Theorem 4.17. Let M be a nested matroid on the ground set E and < be a left-justified order
of M. Then the width of the BDD/ZDD for M with respect to (E, <) is at most pw(M) + 1.

Proof. Tt suffices to consider the case when (M) > 1. Let E := {ej,...,e,} such thate; < -+ <
en and gb(M, Q) = {g1, ..., gr(m)} such that g1 < --- < g,(ar). Here gh(M, <) is the Gale basis
of M with respect to < (see Section 4.1). Moreover, let p := [{j € {1,...,7(M)} : e,ar) < g5}

First, we show that pw(M) > p. Note that 1 < r(M)—p+1 < r(M)+p <nif p > 1. For any
total order < on E, there exists i € {0,...,n—1} such that |E< ;N {e,r)—p+1s- -5 er(an)4p)| = -
Since e; < g; for j € {1,...,r(M) —p} and ¢; < g;—p, for j € {r(M) +1,...,7(M) + p}, we
have ry(E<;) > [E<iN{e1, ... eqar)—pt| +p. Similarly, we have ry (E\ E<;) > [(E\ E<;) N
{e1, -+, eran—p}| + p. Thus we can show that pw(M) > [{e1,..., e (an—p}| +2p — (M) = p.

Next, we find the upper bound on the width of the BDD/ZDD for M with respect to (F, ).
By Lemma 4.6, the size of {gh(M \ (E<;\X) / X, <) : X C Eq;} bounds the ith width. Now we
show that the Gale basis of M\ (E4;\X) / X equals {g’I‘(M)—’I‘(M\(ESu\X)/X)-i-l’ -+ s Gr(ary ) for all
X C Eq;. It suffices to show that the Gale basis of (i) M / {e1} s {gr(ar)—r(nm/{er}) 415 - - Ir(aa) }
and of (ii) M \ {e1} is {gr(ar)—r(d\fer}) 415 Ir(an) }-

(i)  Since e; < g1, we have r(M / {e1}) = r(M) — 1. The same arguments as in (i) of the
proof of Theorem 4.7 can be applied.
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Algorithm 4.1 Algorithm for a rank oracle

Input: A ZDD Z(Z) for a collection Z of independent sets of a matroid M with respect to a
totally ordered set (E(M), =) and a set X C E(M)
Output: The rank rj;(X) of X
1: function RANK(Z(Z), X)

if root(Z(Z)) =T or X = () then return 0

e := label(root(Z(Z))) > The element e exists since root(Z(Z)) is not terminal.
if e < min X then return RANK(childy(Z(Z)), X) > Calculate 7yp gy (X).
else if e > min X then return RANK(Z(Z), X \ {min X'}) > min X is a loop of M.
else return RANK(childy(Z(Z)), X \ {e}) + 1 > Calculate rpz/(1 (X \ {e}) + 1.

(ii) If eg is a coloop, then it follows from (i) since M \ {e1} = M / {e1}. If €1 is neither a loop
nor a coloop, then we have e; <* g1. The set gb(M, <) is the Gale basis of M \ {e1} by
the same arguments as in (ii) of the proof of Theorem 4.7.

Therefore, the ith width is at most

r(M\ Eq;)—r(M/ Eqi)+1=[{je{l,....,r(M)} : eips D gj}| = (r(M) — min{i, r(M)}) + 1
=[{je{l,....r(M)} : eis1 < gj}| + min{i — r(M),0} + 1,

which reaches its maximum value p + 1 when ¢ = min{r(M),n — 1}. O

Theorems 4.16 and 4.17 establish Theorem 1.5.

4.3 Application: implementation of a rank oracle

Matroids are often represented as oracles in algorithms on matroids (see [17, 25]). This section
shows how to implement matroid oracles, such as a rank oracle, for a matroid M by using the
property that the O-child (resp. 1-child) of the ZDD Z(Z(M)) which has the root with label
e € E(M) represents the collection of independent sets of M \ {e} (resp. M / {e}).

One of the matroid oracles is an independence oracle. The independence oracle for M de-
termines whether a given set I C E(M) is independent in M. Since membership queries to a
ZDD can be answered in time proportional to the size of its ground set, the ZDD Z(Z(M)) can
simulate this oracle in O(|E(M)|) time. This is one of the reasons why we use BDDs/ZDDs as
data structures for representing matroids.

Another oracle is a rank oracle. The rank oracle for M provides the rank r3;(X) of a given
set X C E(M). Simulating this oracle in a computer usually requires O(]|X|) probes of the
independence oracle for M (see [25, Proposition 1(3)] and [17, Proposition 2.1]) or an O(2/FADI)
space preprocessing. However, the ZDD Z(Z(M)) can simulate the rank oracle in O(|E(M)])
time as shown in Algorithm 4.1. This algorithm is based on the following (see [23, Proposition
3.1.6)):

X ife ¢ X
rar(X) = § ) ited X,
rajey(X \{e}) + ru({e}) ifee X,
for all e € (M), which allows us to reduce the calculation to a case with a smaller ground set.

Other basic oracles for M can be simulated in O(|E(M)|) or O(|E(M)|?) time by using this
rank oracle.
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