arXiv:2408.12784v1 [math.CO] 23 Aug 2024

Solvable and Nilpotent Matroids: Realizability and Irreducible Decomposition of Their Associated Varieties

Emiliano Liwski and Fatemeh Mohammadi

Abstract

We introduce the families of solvable and nilpotent matroids, and study their realization spaces and their closures. Specifically, we analyze their associated varieties and their irreducible decompositions. Additionally, we study a subfamily of nilpotent matroids, called weak nilpotent matroids, and compute a finite set of defining equations of their associated matroid varieties.

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Preliminaries 4 2.1 Realization spaces of matroids and matroid varieties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 2.2 Point-line configurations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 2.3 Paving matroids and their submatroids . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 2.4 Grassmann-Cayley algebra . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

3 Realization space defined over C^{rk(M)} 8

4 Nilpotent matroids 9 4.1 Definition and basic properties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 4.2 Realizability and irreducibility of nilpotent matroid varieties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 4.3 Defining equations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 4.3.1 Nilpotent paving matroids without points of degree greater than two . . . . . . 13 4.3.2 Forest-like configurations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 4.3.3 Weak-nilpotent matroids . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 4.3.4 Strong-nilpotent matroids . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

5 Solvable matroids 23 5.1 Definition and basic properties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 5.2 Realizability of solvable matroids . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 5.3 An irreducible component of solvable matroid varieties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

1 Introduction

Matroid realization spaces have long been a central research focus in algebraic combinatorics and algebraic topology, providing an extensive source of singular spaces in algebraic geometry. In [18, 13], the Mnëv-Sturmfels Universality Theorem demonstrates that matroid realization spaces adhere to the “Murphy’s Law in Algebraic Geometry,” meaning that for each singularity type, there exists a matroid of rank 3 whose realization space exhibits that singularity. The study of matroid realization spaces is also crucial in the context of hyperplane arrangements; each collection of vectors realizing a matroid M corresponds to a realization of a hyperplane arrangement in the dual vector space, whose combinatorics equals M, [1, 26]. Hence, the matroid realization space can be viewed as a parameter space of hyperplane arrangements with fixed combinatorics. Moreover, hyperplane arrangements within the same connected component of the realization space have diffeomorphic complements, [24]. A natural question is whether the combinatorics determines the irreducible component of the arrangement in the realization space. However, in [27], Rybnikov provides a counterexample involving two arrangements with identical combinatorics, yet whose complements possess non-isomorphic fundamental groups.

Our primary focus regarding matroid realization spaces is centered on the challenge of determining their irreducible decomposition. As noted in [12], this represents a difficult task in general, and the existing literature offers limited insights. The most meaningful result in this direction was given in [20], where the irreducibility of realization spaces associated with inductively connected line arrangements was demonstrated. Recently, this result was extended in [10], proving that, for these cases, the moduli space of the line arrangement is isomorphic to a Zariski open subset of a complex space of known dimension. Moreover, an explicit parametrization of the moduli space was provided. In this paper, we introduce the families of solvable and nilpotent matroids, assess their realizability, and study the irreducible decomposition of their realization spaces. The family of solvable matroids is quite broad, including almost all the examples treated in the literature, and they serve as a natural generalization of the family of inductively connected line arrangements to higher dimensions. On the other hand, nilpotent matroids are defined as a natural extension of the family of forest configurations, introduced in [4], to higher dimensions.

Matroid varieties were first introduced in [9] and have since been widely studied; see e.g. [4, 28, 5]. These varieties naturally extend the notion of matroid realization spaces, by defining them as their Zariski closure. These varieties play a fundamental role in the study of determinantal varieties in commutative algebra, [2, 7, 4, 11, 22], and have profound implications in conditional independence (CI) models in algebraic statistics, [4, 7, 6, 3, 19, 8]. The central challenge regarding matroid varieties is to compute their defining equations, or equivalently, the ideals of the matroid varieties, I_M , and to provide a combinatorial interpretation of these polynomials. The classical method for attaining this goal is provided in [28], where the authors computed some polynomials within this ideal via the Grassmann-Cayley algebra, offering a combinatorial approach. Recently, in [14], a new method for constructing such polynomials was given, relying on the liftability technique. Moreover, a complete set of defining equations for paving matroids without points of degree greater than two was given.

However, determining a generating set for I_M remains to be a challenging task. Existing algorithms for computing these generators are characterized by high complexity, thus restricting their applicability to small matroids. This difficulty emerges from the saturation step involved in the process, see e.g. [34, 32, 31, 29]. Additionally, Gröbner basis techniques also become extremely difficult when the matroid does not belong to a particularly well-behaved family. Due to the difficulty involved in calculating a generating set for I_M , considerable effort has been focused on producing specific polynomials within this ideal, even if a complete generating set is not achieved, especially for certain classes of matroids, see e.g. [28, 34, 32, 31, 29]. In this work, we compute a finite set of defining equations for matroid varieties associated with forest point-line configurations and construct polynomials in the ideal of matroid varieties for specific families called weak nilpotent matroids.

Our contributions. We now summarize the main results of this paper. In Section 3, we show that addressing the main questions of realizability, analyzing irreducibility, and finding the defining equations of I_{M,d} (for a matroid M and d ≥ rk(M), as in Definition 2.1) can be effectively reduced to the case where d = rk(M). In Section 4, we define nilpotent matroids, which generalize the concept of forest point-line configurations to higher dimensions, see Definition 2.8.

Definition 1.1 (Definitions 4.1 and 4.2). Let M be a matroid with set of points P. We denote the set of points {p ∈ P : |L_p| > 1} as S_M . Consider the following chain of subsets of P:

M_0 = M, M_1 = S_M , and for every j ≥ 1, M_{j+1} = S_{Mj} , where we are considering each M_j as a submatroid. We say that M is nilpotent if M_j = ∅ for some j. We prove that nilpotent matroids are realizable and that their matroid varieties are irreducible. Theorem 1.2 (Theorems 4.11). Let M be a nilpotent matroid. Then M is realizable and V_M is irreducible.

A notable subfamily consists of nilpotent paving matroids without points of degree greater than two. For this subfamily, the circuit variety and the matroid variety coincide.

Theorem 1.3 (Theorem 4.14). Let M be a nilpotent paving matroid without points of degree greater than two. Then V_M = V_{C(M)}.

We find the defining equations of matroid varieties associated with forest configurations.

Theorem 1.4 (Theorem 4.22). Let M be a forest-like configuration, then I_M = √ I_{C(M)} + G_M , where G_M is the ideal generated by polynomials derived from the Grassmann-Cayley algebra.

We also introduce the families of weak-nilpotent and strong-nilpotent matroids in Definitions 4.23 and 4.41. In Theorem 4.34, we construct polynomials in the matroid ideals of weak-nilpotent matroids. Additionally, Theorem 4.43 establishes that for strong-nilpotent matroids, their associated matroid and circuit varieties are identical. In Section 5, we introduce solvable matroids. Recall Definition 2.5. Definition 1.5 (Definitions 5.1 and 5.5). Let M be a matroid of rank n. For a point p ∈ P we define

a_p = ∑ l∈L_p rk(l) − n(|L_p| − 1).

We denote the set of all points p ∈ P with a_p ≤ 0 as P_M . Consider the following chain of subsets of P:

M^0 = M, M^1 = P_M , and for every j ≥ 1, M^{j+1} = P_M j ,

where we are considering each M^j as a submatroid. We say that M is solvable if M^j = ∅ for some j. We can interpret P_M as the set of points p ∈ P where, for any realization of M, the intersection of the subspaces associated with the elements of L_p has an expected dimension of a_p. For a precise definition, see Lemma 2.15. Additionally, we define Γ^0_M , the set of stable realizations. Definition 1.6 (Definitions 5.2 and 5.14). A collection of vectors γ ∈ V_{C(M)} is called quasi-stable if dim( ⋂ l∈L_p γ_l) = a_p for every point p /∈ P_M . For M a solvable matroid with sequence M^0 = M ⊃ · · · · · · ⊃ M^k ≠ ∅ ⊃ M^{k+1} = ∅, we define Γ^0_M as the set {γ ∈ Γ_M : γ|_M j is quasi-stable for every j ∈ [k]}, whose elements are called stable realizations. In other words, a collection of vectors is quasi-stable if, at every point p /∈ P_M , the dimension of the intersection of the subspaces associated with the elements of L_p matches the expected dimension, denoted by a_p.

In Definition 5.18, we introduce the family of special solvable matroids. We demonstrate in Lemma 5.20 that being special is a necessary condition for a solvable matroid to satisfy Γ^0_M ≠ ∅. For matroids where P_M = ∅, we further establish that being special is not only a necessary condition for the existence of a stable realization but also a sufficient one.

Theorem 1.7 (Theorem 5.25). Let M be a special matroid with P_M = ∅, then Γ^0_M ≠ ∅. In particular M is realizable.

Moreover, if M is a solvable matroid such that Γ^0_M ≠ ∅, then Γ^0_M is an irreducible component of V_M . This is the case for special matroids with P_M = ∅.

Theorem 1.8 (Theorem 5.36). Let M be a matroid with Γ^0_M ≠ ∅. Then Γ^0_M is an irreducible component of V_M .

Related work. We now comment on some related works. In Definition 4.2, we introduce the notion of nilpotent matroids, which extends the family of forest point-line configurations, introduced in [4], to higher dimensions. Theorem 4.11 proves that nilpotent matroids are realizable, thereby generalizing [4, Proposition 5.7], which established the realizability of forest point-line configurations. Furthermore, [4, Theorem 5.11] established that for forest point-line configurations without points of degree greater than two, the matroid variety and the circuit variety coincide. In Theorem 4.14, we extend this result by proving that for nilpotent paving matroids without points of degree greater than two, the matroid variety and the circuit variety are also identical. Moreover, Theorem 4.22 provides the defining equations of matroid varieties associated with forest point-line configurations, even when points of degree greater than two appear.

In Definition 5.5, we introduce the notion of solvable matroids, which extends the family of inductively connected line arrangements, presented in [20], to higher dimensions. Theorem 5.36 establishes that for a solvable matroid M with Γ^0_M ≠ ∅, the closure Γ^0_M constitutes an irreducible component of V_M . This result generalizes [20, Proposition 3.3], which demonstrated the irreducibility of matroid varieties associated with inductively connected line arrangements. Additionally, Theorem 5.25 proves the realizability of special matroids M with P_M = ∅, generalizing [14, Proposition 4.24], where the realizability of paving matroids without points of degree greater than two was established.

Outline. Section 2 introduces key concepts such as paving matroids, point-line configurations, and matroid varieties. In Section 3, we demonstrate that, for a matroid M, it suffices to examine the principal questions concerning V_M within the space C^{rk(M)}. In Section 4, we introduce the family of nilpotnet matroids, establishing their realizability and the irreducibility of their matroid varieties. Moreover, we study the defining equations of nilpotent paving matroids without points of degree greater than two, forest point-line configurations, and both weak and strong nilpotent matroids. In Section 5, we define solvable matroids and study their realizability and the irreducible decomposition of their matroid varieties.

Acknowledgement. E.L. is supported by the FWO grant G0F5921N. F.M. was partially supported by the grants G0F5921N (Odysseus programme) and G023721N from the Research Foundation - Flanders (FWO), the UiT Aurora project MASCOT and the grant iBOF/23/064 from the KU Leuven.

2 Preliminaries

We work over the complex field C . We denote the set {1, . . . , d} by [d] and the collection of all its n-subsets by (_{[d]} n ) for any d ≥ n. For an n × d matrix X = (x_{i,j} ) of indeterminates, R = K[X] refers to the polynomial ring on the variables x_{i,j} . For a given pair of subsets A ⊆ [n] and B ⊆ [d] with |A| = |B|, [A|B]_X denotes the minor of X with rows indexed by A and columns indexed by B.

2.1 Realization spaces of matroids and matroid varieties

In this section, we quickly recall some basic notions from matroid theory. Our main goal is to fix our notation. A secondary goal is to keep the paper self-contained. Most of the material here is well known and we refer to standard books and papers, e.g. [21, 23, 17, 18, 32], for proofs and more details. We use the notation of [2] for determinantal varieties and [25, 13] for projective geometry. We also recall some necessary notions from [4, 14, 28].

A matroid generalizes the concept of linear dependence in vector spaces. The rank of a matroid M, denoted by rk(M), is the maximum size of an independent set in M. A realization of a matroid M is a set of vectors that exhibits the same dependencies as M. Specifically, for d ≥ rk(M), we denote by Γ_{M,d} the space of realizations of M in C^d , which includes all such vector collections.

Definition 2.1. For d ≥ rk(M) the matroid variety V_{M,d} of M is defined as the Zariski closure in C^d of the realization space Γ_{M,d}. The associated ideal I_{M,d} = I (V_{M,d}) is called the matroid ideal.

Finding the generators of the matroid ideal in general is a challenging task. We now introduce the circuit variety, the circuit ideal and the basis ideal of a matroid.

Definition 2.2. Let M be a matroid over the ground set [n] and let d ≥ rk(M). We denote D(M) as the set of dependencies of M, C(M) as the set of circuits (i.e. minimal dependencies) of M, and B(M) as the set of all bases (i.e. maximal independent sets) of M. Consider the d × n matrix X = (x_{i,j}) of indeterminants. We define the circuit ideal of M as: I_{C(M),d} = {[A|B]_X : B ∈ C(M), A ⊆ [d], and |A| = |B|}. Observe that the polynomials in I_{C(M),d} vanish in any realization of M, which implies that I_{C(M),d} ⊆ I_{M,d}. We define the circuit variety, V_{C(M),d} as V (I_{C(M),d}), which is the set of all collections of vectors whose dependencies include those of M. Moreover, we define the basis ideal of M as: J_{M,d} = ∏ B∈B(M) ⟨[A|B]_X : A ⊂ [d], |A| = |B|⟩.

Observe that a collection of vectors lies in V (J_{M,d}) if and only if it has a dependency that does not belong to D(M). Therefore, Γ_{M,d} ∩ V (J_{M,d}) = ∅. For ease of notation, for a matroid M of rank d we will refer Γ_{M,d} as Γ_M and we will do the same for I_{M,d}, V_{C(M),d}, V_{M,d}.

Given a matroid M of rank d, we will only consider realizations in C^d. In Subsection 3, we will explain why this restriction is sufficient. We now recall Proposition 3.9 from [4], where I : J^∞ = {f ∈ R : fJ^i ⊂ I for some i} denotes the saturation of the ideal I with respect to J.

Proposition 2.3. For any matroid M, we have that I_M = I_{C(M)} : J^∞_M .

2.2 Point-line configurations

Computing the saturation of the circuit ideal and determining whether a matroid variety is irreducible are challenging tasks in algebraic geometry. Focusing on specific families of matroids can offer more tractable solutions. For instance, realizable simple matroids of rank 3, known as point-line configurations, have been extensively studied (see, e.g., [17, 18, 13]).

Example 2.4. The configuration on the left of Figure 1 shows a point-line configuration M with points {p_1, . . . , p_7} and lines L = {p_7p_1p_2, p_7p_3p_4, p_7p_5p_6}. The associated matroid variety is not irreducible.

We now consider the following generalization of point-line configurations to higher rank matroids.

Definition 2.5. Let M be a matroid of rank n. We refer to the elements of M as points and denote their set by P_M . We consider the following equivalence relation on circuits of M of size less than n + 1:

C_1 ∼ C_2 ⇐⇒ C_1 = C_2.

We fix the following notation:

• We say that an equivalence class l is a k-subspace if rk(C) = k for any circuit C ∈ l. In this case, we denote the rank of l by rk(l) = k. We denote by L_M the set of all subspaces of M.

• We say that p ∈ P_M belongs to the subspace l if there exists a circuit C ∈ l such that p ∈ C.

For p ∈ P_M , let L_p denote the set of all subspaces of M that contain the point p. We then define the degree of p as the size of L_p.

• Let γ be a collection of vectors indexed by P_M . We denote by γ_p the vector in γ corresponding to the point p. For a subspace l ∈ L_M , we denote by γ_l the subspace spanned by {γ_p | p ∈ l}.

• A vector q ∈ C^d is called outside γ if it does not belong to any subspace γ_l for any l ∈ L_M .

For ease of notation, when it is clear, we drop the index M and simply write L and P. Note that γ ∈ V_{C(M)} if and only if dim(γ_l) ≤ rk(l) for every l ∈ L, and if γ ∈ Γ_M , then γ_l is a subspace of dimension rk(l) in C^d .

The following theorem, [4, Theorem 4.5], provides a family of irreducible point-line configurations.

Theorem 2.6. Let M be a point-line configuration and l ∈ L a line. Let S = {p ∈ L : |L_p| ≥ 3} be the set of points of l that are contained in at least two other lines. If |S| ≤ 2 and that Γ_{(M\l)∪S} is irreducible, then Γ_M is also irreducible.

Remark 2.7. As a corollary, if a sequence of lines in the matroid satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.6, then the matroid variety is irreducible. Thus, Theorem 2.6 provides a family of pointline configurations with irreducible matroid varieties. Specifically, it implies that any point-line configuration with no points of degree greater than two is irreducible.

We now recall the definition of forest point-line configuration from [4, Definition 5.1].

Definition 2.8. A point-line configuration M is a forest if there do not exist points x_1, . . . , x_k ∈ P and lines l_1, . . . , l_{k−1} ∈ L such that:

• x_1 = x_k and the points in {x_1, . . . , x_{k−1}} are distinct. • l_j ≠ l_{j+1} for every j ∈ [k − 2] and x_j , x_{j+1} ∈ l_j for every j ∈ [k − 1].

In other words, M is a forest if there are no cycles.

2.3 Paving matroids and their submatroids

In this paper, we restrict our focus to matroids without loops. One particular family of matroids we will study in detail is the family of paving matroids, see e.g. [21] and [33].

Definition 2.9. A matroid M of rank n is called a paving matroid if every circuit of M has size either n or n + 1. In this case, we refer to it as an n-paving matroid. Paving matroids are completely characterized by their circuits of size n. We define a dependent hyperplane as an equivalence class of circuits under the relation described in Definition 2.5. For the special case where n = 3, we simply refer to them as lines. Note that γ ∈ V_{C(M)} if and only if dim(γ_l) ≤ n − 1 for every l ∈ L. Moreover, if γ ∈ Γ_M , then γ_l is a hyperplane in C^n .

In [14], a dependent hyperplane of an n-paving matroid is defined as a maximal subset of points, with size at least n, such that every subset of n elements forms a circuit. For paving matroids, our definition of dependent hyperplanes in Definition 2.9 is equivalent to this one.

The following lemma characterizes paving matroids through their dependent hyperplanes.

Lemma 2.10. Consider two integers d, ℓ such that d ≥ n + 1. Let L be a collection of subsets of [d] such that |l| ≥ n for every l ∈ L. Then the subsets of L determine the dependent hyperplanes of an n-paving matroid M over the ground set [d] if and only if |l_1 ∩ l_2| ≤ n − 2 for every l_1 ≠ l_2 ∈ L.

Proof. The result follows by Lemma 2 and Theorem 1 from [16].

We now recall the definition of submatroids.

Definition 2.11. Let M be a matroid on the ground set E, and let S ⊆ E. We can endow S with a matroid structure where the dependent sets are those of M that are contained in S, and the rank function on S is the restriction of the rank function of M to S. Unless otherwise stated, we always assume that subsets of E have this structure and refer to them as submatroids of M. For an n-paving matroid, all of its submatroids of full rank are also n-paving matroids.

The following lemma on submatroids is useful for computing matroid ideals.

Lemma 2.12. Let M be a matroid of rank n and let N ⊂ M be a submatroid. Then I_{N,n} ⊂ I_M .

Proof. If p ∈ I_{N,n}, then p(Γ_{N,n}) = 0. Since the restriction of Γ_M to N is a subset of Γ_{N,n}, it follows that p(Γ_M ) = 0, which implies p ∈ I_M .

2.4 Grassmann-Cayley algebra

We now review the notion of Grassmann-Cayley algebra from [30]. The Grassmann-Cayley algebra is the exterior algebra ⋀ (C^d ), equipped with two operations: the join and the meet. The join, or extensor, of vectors v_1, . . . , v_k is denoted by v_1 · · · v_k. The meet operation, denoted by ∧, is defined for two extensors v = v_1 · · · v_k and w = w_1 · · · w_j, with lengths k and j respectively, where j + k ≥ d, as: v ∧ w = ∑ σ∈S(k,j,d) [ v_{σ(1)} · · · v_{σ(d−j)}w_1 · · · w_j ] · v_{σ(d−j+1)} · · · v_{σ(k)}

where S(k, j, d) denotes the set of all permutations of [k] that satisfy σ(1) < · · · < σ(d − j) and σ(d − j + 1) < · · · < σ(d). When j + k < d, the meet is defined as 0. There is a correspondence between the extensor v = v_1 · · · v_k and the subspace v = ⟨v_1, . . . , v_k⟩ that they generate. This correspondence satisfies the following properties:

Lemma 2.13. Let v = v_1 · · · v_k and w = w_1 · · · w_j be two extensors with j + k ≥ d. Then we have:

• The extensor v is equal to zero if and only if the vectors v_1, . . . , v_k are linearly dependent. • Any extensor v is uniquely determined by v up to a scalar multiple. • The meet of two extensors is again an extensor.

• We have that v ∧ w ≠ 0 if and only if ⟨v, w⟩ = C^d. In this case, we have v ∩ w = v ∧ w.

Example 2.14. Consider the point-line configuration depicted on the left of Figure 1. Since the lines {12, 34, 56} are concurrent, the point of intersection between 12 and 34 lies on 56. Therefore, the concurrency of the lines {12, 34, 56} is equivalent to the vanishing of the following polynomial:

(34) ∧ (12) ∨ 56 = ([312] 4 − [412] 3) ∨ 56 = [123] [456] − [124] [356] .

Therefore, we know that this polynomial is contained in the ideal of the matroid variety.

By repeatedly applying the last item of Lemma 2.13, we obtain the following result, demonstrating that for given subspaces whose dimensions meet the lemma’s conditions, their Grassmann-Cayley algebra expression is non-vanishing if and only if their intersection has the expected dimension.

Lemma 2.15 (Expected dimension). Let v_1, . . . , v_k be extensors associated to subspaces V_1, . . . , V_k of C^n of dimensions a_1, . . . , a_k respectively. Suppose that ∑_k i=1 a_i − n(k − 1) ≥ 0. Then, we have that:

dim( k⋂ i=1 V_i) = k∑ i=1 a_i − n(k − 1) if and only if k⋀ i=1 v_i ≠ 0.

3 Realization space defined over C^{rk(M)}

In this subsection, we fix M as a matroid of rank n. Note that we define the realization space Γ_{M,d} of M over C^d for any d ≥ n, along with V_{M,d} and I_{M,d}. A key question is the relationship between spaces defined for d ≥ n and for d = n. We will show that realizability, irreducibility, and the defining equations of I_{M,d} are independent of the ambient space, making it sufficient to study the case d = n.

We will first show that realizability is independent of the ambient space.

Proposition 3.1. Let M be a matroid of rank n. For any d ≥ n, Γ_{M,d} ≠ ∅ if and only if Γ_M ≠ ∅.

Proof. If M is realizable over C^n then it is also realizable over C^d by taking the embedding C^n ⊂ C^d. If M is realizable over C^d we know that there exists γ ∈ Γ_{M,d}. As γ is a realization, we know that rk(γ) = rk(M) = n, therefore the vectors of γ lie on a subspace of dimension n of C^d. Consequently, M is also realizable over C^n.

We will need Lemmas 3.3 and reflat 2 to establish that irreducibility of a matroid variety is independent of the dimension of the ambient space. Before stating the lemmas, we recall the notion of an infinitesimal motion, which refers to a motion that can be made arbitrarily small.

Definition 3.2. Consider a collection of vectors γ ∈ C^n . Let X denote a specific property. We say that an infinitesimal motion can be applied to γ to obtain a new collection of vectors satisfying property X if, for any ϵ > 0, it is possible to choose, for each vector v ∈ γ, a vector ~v such that ‖v − ~v‖ < ϵ, ensuring that the new collection of vectors satisfies property X.

When discussing an infinitesimal motion of a k-dimensional subspace S ⊂ C^n , we consider S as an extensor v_1 · · · v_k, and apply an infinitesimal motion to {v_i : i ∈ [k]} to obtain another k-dimensional subspace corresponding to the extensor formed by the new vectors.

Lemma 3.3. For any d > n, the set U = {γ ∈ Γ_{M,d} : span(γ) ∩ ⟨e_{n+1}, . . . , e_d⟩ = {0}} is dense in Γ_{M,d}.

Proof. We will show that any γ ∈ Γ_{M,d} can be infinitesimally perturbed to obtain τ ∈ U. Consider a projective transformation T of C^d that is infinitesimally close to the identity transformation, and T (span(γ)) ∩ ⟨e_{n+1}, . . . , e_d⟩ = ∅. Then the collection of vectors T (γ) is a realization of M that belongs to U and represents an infinitesimal motion of γ. This completes the proof.

Lemma 3.4. Let V ⊂ C^d be a subspace of dimension n < d. Then there exists J ⊂

(_{[d]} d−n ) such that V ∩ ⟨e_j : j ∈ J⟩ = {0}, and the projection p_J c : C^d → C^n to the coordinates in J^c gives an isomorphism between V and C^n.

Proof. Let v_1, . . . , v_n be a collection of vectors spanning the vector space V and let v = v_1 · · · v_n be the extensor in the exterior algebra corresponding to V . We have that v = ∑ K∈(^{[d]}_n ) a_K ∨_{k∈K} e_k,

where a_K denotes the n × n minor of v corresponding to K. Since dim(V ) = n, there exists some K with a_K ≠ 0. Then for the subset J = [d] \ K we obtain that v ∧ ∨_{j∈J} e_j = a_K ≠ 0. Therefore V ∩ ⟨e_j : j ∈ J⟩ = {0}, as desired. To prove the second assertion we have to prove that the projection p_J c is injective in V . Suppose that there exists w ∈ V such that p_J c (w) = 0, then we have w ∈ ⟨e_j : j ∈ J⟩, implying that w = 0 since V ∩ ⟨e_j : j ∈ J⟩ = {0}.

We will now prove that the irreducibility of a matroid variety is independent of the ambient space.

Proposition 3.5. Let d ≥ n. Then Γ_M is irreducible if and only if Γ_{M,d} is irreducible.

Proof. Supposed that Γ_M is irreducible. Consider the space X = Γ_M ×(C^n)^d, where we are identifying (C^n)^d with the linear maps from C^n to C^d. Since X is a product of irreducible sets we obtain that X is also irreducible. We consider the subset X^′ ⊂ X of elements (γ, ϕ) with rk(ϕ) = n. It is clear that X^′ is an open subset of X, implying that X^′ is irreducible. Now consider the map T : X^′ → (C^d)^{|M|} (γ, ϕ) → ϕ(γ). (3.1)

Since T is a continuous map, its image, precisely Γ_{M,d} is irreducible.

For the converse direction, suppose that Γ_{M,d} is irreducible. Consider the subset U from Lemma 3.3. Since U is dense and Γ_{M,d} is irreducible, U must also be irreducible. We define the map p : U → (C^n)^{|M|} that restricts the vectors of any realization to their first n coordinates. By Lemma 3.4, we obtain that im(p) = Γ_M . Since the map p is continuous, it follows that im(p) = Γ_M is irreducible.

In the remainder of this section, we will establish the relations between the defining equations of V_M and those of V_{M,d} for every d ≥ n. For each J ∈ (_{[d]} n ) , we let p_J : (C^d )^{|M|} → (C^n )^{|M|} be the projection map that restricts each vector in (C^d )^{|M|} to the coordinates indexed by J.

Lemma 3.6. Let r ∈ I_M . Then r ∘ p_J ∈ I_{M,d} for any J ∈ (_{[d]} n ) . Proof. Without loss of generality, assume J = [n]. We need to show that Γ_{M,d} ⊂ V (r ∘ p_{[n]}). Consider the dense subset U ⊂ Γ_{M,d} from Lemma 3.3. By Lemma 3.4, we know that p_{[n]}(U) ⊂ Γ_M . Hence, U ⊂ V (r ∘ p_{[n]}). Since U is dense in Γ_{M,d}, it follows that Γ_{M,d} ⊂ V (r ∘ p_{[n]}), as desired.

Proposition 3.7. Suppose that V_M = V (I) for some ideal I. Let I^′ be the ideal generated by the set of polynomials {r ∘ p_J : r ∈ I, J ∈ (_{[d]} n ) }. Then V (I^′) = V_{M,d}.

Proof. Let γ ∈ V (I^′). Consider the polynomials r that appear in the expression of I^′. If we take these polynomials r and interpret them as elements of I_{C(M)}, we obtain the ideal I_{C(M),d}. This implies that I_{C(M),d} ⊆ I^′. Consequently, it follows that γ ∈ V_{C(M),d}. Therefore, the vectors of γ lie in a subspace S of C^d with dimension n. By applying Lemma 3.4, there exists a subset J ⊂

(_{[d]} d−n ) such that S ∩ ⟨e_j : j ∈ J⟩ = {0}. Without loss of generality, we can assume J = [d] \ [n]. By the same lemma, the projection p : C^d → C^n induces an isomorphism between S and C^n . Since γ ∈ V (I^′), the projection p_{[n]}(γ) lies in V (I), and thus p_{[n]}(γ) ∈ V_M . Given that p is an isomorphism, the projection of the intersection Γ_{M,d} ∩ S^{|M|} onto C^n is precisely Γ_M . Therefore,

p_{[n]}(Γ_{M,d} ∩ S^{|M|}) = V_M .

Since p_{[n]}(γ) ∈ V_M and p is a bijection we obtain that γ ∈ Γ_{M,d} = V_{M,d}. Hence, V (I^′) ⊆ V_{M,d}. The reverse inclusion also holds, as by Lemma 3.6, we have I^′ ⊆ I_{M,d}, which implies V (I^′) ⊇ V_{M,d}.

The above proposition implies that if we can determine the defining equations of V_M , we can also obtain the defining equations of V_{M,d} for every d ≥ n.

4 Nilpotent matroids

In this section, in Definition 4.2, we introduce a new family of matroids called nilpotent. We will prove, in Theorem 4.11, that the matroid varieties of nilpotent matroids are realizable and irreducible. Additionally, we will study the defining equations of the matroid varieties for some subfamilies of nilpotent matroids, which we call weak-nilpotent and strong-nilpotent matroids. Furthermore, in Theorem 4.22, we will provide a complete set of defining equations for forest point-line configurations.

4.1 Definition and basic properties

We will now define nilpotent matroids and examine their basic properties. Recall the invariants of point-line configurations from Definition 2.5, particularly P and L, which represent the set of points and the set of lines, respectively.

Notation 4.1. Let M be a matroid. We denote the set of points {p ∈ P | |L_p| > 1} by S_M . For each l ∈ L, we denote S_M ∩ l by S_l. (Note that, S_N ⊂ S_M for every submatroid N ⊂ M.)

Definition 4.2 (Nilpotent matroid). Let M be a matroid. We define the nilpotent chain of M as the following chain of submatroids of M:

M_0 = M, M_1 = S_M , and M_{j+1} = S_{Mj} for every j ≥ 1.

We call M nilpotent if M_j = ∅ for some j. In this case, we denote the length of the chain by l_n(M).

Example 4.3. The two point-line configurations on the right in Figure 1 are not nilpotent because all their points have a degree greater than one. In contrast, the configuration on the left is nilpotent, with a nilpotent chain of length two.

13 6547 2

1 23456

1 897 6 5 4 3 2

Figure 1: (Left) Three concurrent lines; (Center) Quadrilateral set; (Right) Pascal configuration.

Lemma 4.4. Let M be a matroid. Then the following hold:

(i) M is not nilpotent if and only if there exists a submatroid ∅ ⊊ N ⊂ M with S_N = N. (ii) Assume that M is an n-paving matroid. Then M is nilpotent if and only if every submatroid N of full rank, with at least one dependent hyperplane, has a dependent hyperplane l with |S_l| ≤ n − 1.

Proof. (i) Suppose that there exists such a submatroid N. We will prove by induction that N ⊂ M_j for every j. The base case is clear as N ⊂ M = M_0. For the inductive step suppose that N ⊂ M_j . Then N = S_N ⊂ S_{Mj} = M_{j+1}. This proves that M is not nilpotent. Now suppose that M is not nilpotent. Then the sequence “M_0 ⊃ M_1 ⊃ M_2 ⊃ · · · ” stabilizes. Let M_k be the subset at which this sequence stabilizes. Then S_{Mk} = M_k. Taking N = M_k, the claim follows.

(ii) Suppose that M is not nilpotent. By (i), there exists a submatroid N ≠ ∅ such that N = S_N , which implies that it has full rank. For this submatroid, there is no dependent hyperplane as described in the statement, because |S_l| = |l| ≥ n for every dependent hyperplane l of N.

Now, suppose there exists a submatroid N of full rank in which there is no such dependent hyperplane. Then, |S_l| ≥ n for every dependent hyperplane l of N. Therefore, N and S_N have the same dependent hyperplanes. Consequently, we have S_{SN} = S_N , hence M is not nilpotent by (i).

Notation 4.5. For an n-paving matroid M and a dependent hyperplane l ∈ L with |S_l| ≤ n − 1, we denote by M \ l the submatroid with points (P \ l) ∪ S_l. We refer to M \ l as the submatroid obtained by deleting the dependent hyperplane l. Note that l is not a dependent hyperplane of M \ l.

For dependent hyperplanes l_1, . . . , l_k, we denote by M \ {l_1, . . . , l_k} the submatroid obtained by deleting these dependent hyperplanes in sequence. Here, l_j is a dependent hyperplane of M \ {l_1, . . . , l_{j−1}} for each j ∈ [k].

Corollary 4.6. Let M be an n-paving matroid. Then M is nilpotent if and only if there is a sequence of dependent hyperplanes l_1, . . . , l_k such that:

• M \ {l_1, . . . , l_k} does not contain any dependent hyperplane, and • |l_j ∩ S_{M\{l1,...,lj−1}}| ≤ n − 1 for every j ∈ [k]. Proof. Suppose that M is nilpotent. By Lemma 4.4(ii), there exists a dependent hyperplane l_1 with |S_{l1} | ≤ n−1. If the submatroid M \l_1 contains at least two dependent hyperplanes, then it has full rank. Applying the same lemma, there exists a dependent hyperplane l_2 of M \ l_1 with |S_{M\l1∩l2} | ≤ n − 1. Repeating the same process, we can find a sequence of dependent hyperplanes l_1, . . . , l_k such that M \ {l_1, . . . , l_{k−1}} has at most one dependent hyperplane, and for each j ∈ [k − 1], we have |l_j ∩ S_{M\{l1,...,lj−1}}| ≤ n − 1. Since M \ {l_1, . . . , l_{k−1}} has at most one dependent hyperplane, we have S_{M\{l1,...,lj−1}} = ∅. If this submatroid has no dependent hyperplanes, then the sequence l_1, . . . , l_{k−1} satisfies the condition. If it does have a dependent hyperplane l_k, then the sequence l_1, . . . , l_k works as well.

Assume that a sequence of dependent hyperplanes l_1, . . . , l_k exists, and we need to prove that M is nilpotent. We will use induction on the number of dependent hyperplanes. As the base case, note that if M has no dependent hyperplanes, it is trivially nilpotent. Now, assume the statement is true for any n-paving matroid with at most m − 1 dependent hyperplanes. We need to prove it for an n-paving matroid M with m dependent hyperplanes. By the assumption, the matroid M \ l_1 has at most m − 1 dependent hyperplanes. By the inductive hypothesis, M \ l_1 is nilpotent. Since S_M ⊂ M \ l_1, it follows that S_M is nilpotent, implying that M is nilpotent, as desired.

Proposition 4.7. A point-line configuration M is a forest if and only if there exists a sequence of lines l_1, . . . , l_k such that:

• M \ {l_1, . . . , l_k} contains no lines, and • |l_j ∩ S_{M\{l1,...,lj−1}}| ≤ 1 for every j ∈ [k]. Proof. If M is a forest point-line configuration, then by [4, Lemma 5.3], there exists a line l ∈ L with |S_l| ≤ 1. Consequently, for any forest, there exists a sequence of lines with the desired properties.

We will now prove the converse, by induction on the number of lines. Suppose the statement holds for any point-line configuration with at most m−1 lines. We will show that it also holds for a point-line configuration M with m lines. Removing a line l_1 from M results in a configuration M \ l_1 that has at most m − 1 lines. By the inductive hypothesis, M \ l_1 is a forest. Now, assume by contradiction that M is not a forest. Then, there exists a cycle C in M as described in Definition 2.8. Since all points of C are in S_M , C is also a cycle in M \ l_1, which contradicts the fact that M \ l_1 is a forest. This concludes the inductive step.

By Corollary 4.6 and Proposition 4.7 we have that:

Corollary 4.8. Every forest point-line configuration is nilpotent.

4.2 Realizability and irreducibility of nilpotent matroid varieties

Our main goal in this subsection is to prove that nilpotent matroids are realizable and that their matroid varieties are irreducible; see Theorem 4.11.

To prove realizability, we will show that freely adding a point to a flat or a coloop to a realizable matroid results in another realizable matroid. These results, detailed in Lemma 4.10, are well known and have been proven in [4] for forest-like configurations. We include them here for completeness.

Definition 4.9. Let F be a flat of a matroid M. We say that M^′ is the matroid obtained from M by freely adding an element e to the flat F if the flats of M^′ are the following:

• flats G of M such that F ⊄ G, • sets G ∪ e where G is a flat such that F ⊂ G, and • sets G ∪ e where G is a flat such that F ⊄ G, and there is no flat G^′ of rank rk(G) + 1 with G ∪ F ⊂ G^′. Lemma 4.10. Let M be a matroid. Then the following hold:

(i) Let M^′ be the matroid obtained by freely adding an element to a flat F of M. Then M^′ is realizable if and only if M is realizable.

(ii) Let M^′ be the matroid obtained by adding a coloop to M. If M is realizable, then M^′ is realizable. (iii) Let p /∈ S_M . If the submatroid on the points P\{p} is realizable, then M is realizable.

Proof. (i) If M^′ is realizable, then by taking the restriction of a realization of M^′, we obtain a realization of M, making M also realizable. Now suppose that M is realizable. The flat F corresponds to a subspace of C^{rk(M)} of dimension rk(F ). We can find a realization of M^′ by adding a vector q to a realization of M. This vector q ∈ C^{rk(M)} should lie in the subspace associated with F but not in any subspace associated with a flat G where F ⊄ G. Note that such a vector q always exists because for any such flat G, we have rk(G ∩ F ) < rk(F ), which completes the proof.

(ii) Consider a realization γ in Γ_{M,rk(M)}. We embed γ in C^{rk(M)+1} to obtain τ ∈ Γ_{M,rk(M)+1} by defining τ_p = (0, γ_p). Then, by adding the canonical vector e_1 to τ, we obtain a realization of M^′.

(iii) Let N be the submatroid corresponding to the points P\{p}. We have the following cases. If |L_p| = 0 and rk(M) = rk(N), then M is obtained from N by freely adding a point to the unique flat of rank rk(M). Therefore, M is realizable by (i). Similarly, if |L_p| = {l} then M is obtained from N by freely adding a point to the flat l, making M realizable. If |L_p| = 0 and rk(M) > rk(N) then M is obtained from N by adding a coloop, hence M is realizable by (ii).

Theorem 4.11. Let M be a nilpotent matroid. Then M is realizable and V_M is irreducible.

Proof. To prove that M is realizable, we use induction on |M|. The base case is |M| = 1, where the result holds. Now suppose that it is true for nilpotent matroid with |M| ≤ m and let M be a matroid with |M| = m + 1. Since M is nilpotent we know by definition that S_M ⊊ M, so we can take a point p /∈ S_M . By the inductive hypothesis, we know that the submatroid with points P\{p} is realizable, then applying Lemma 4.10(iii) we conclude that M is also realizable.

To show that V_M is irreducible, we will prove that for a nilpotent matroid N, if S_N = ∅ or Γ_{SN} is irreducible, then Γ_N is also irreducible. By establishing this, we can use induction on l_n(M), the length of the nilpotent chain of M, to achieve the desired result.

Let N be a matroid with the given property and let n = rk(N). For each l ∈ L, let b_l denote rk(S_l), and let q_{l,1}, . . . , q_{l,bl} be a basis of S_l. If S_N ≠ ∅ we define the space X ⊂ Γ_{SN ,n} × ∏ l∈L (C^n)^{rk(l)} × ∏ p /∈S_N C^{ap} ,

consisting of the tuples (γ, h_l, λ_p : l ∈ L, p /∈ S_N ) that satisfy (h_l)_i = γ_{ql,i} for every l ∈ L and i ∈ [b_l]. In particular, by definition, we have that X ∼= Γ_{SN ,n} × ∏ l∈L (C^n)^{rk(l)−bl} × ∏ p /∈S_N C^{ap} .

If S_N = ∅ we define X as ∏ l∈L (C^n)^{rk(l)} × ∏ p /∈S_N C^{ap} .

Applying Proposition 3.5, we know that Γ_{SN ,n} is irreducible. Thus, in both cases, X is irreducible, as it is a product of irreducible sets.

For any q /∈ S_N , we denote l_q for the unique subspace of N containing q, and we define the map:

ψ : X → (C^n)^{|N|} such that ψ (γ, h_l, λ_p : l ∈ L, p /∈ S_N )_q = γ_q if q ∈ S_N rk(l_q )∑

i=1 (λ_q)_i(h_{lq} )_i if q /∈ S_N .

We will prove that im(ψ) ⊂ V_{C(N)}. To see this, we will prove that ψ(Y ) ∈ V_{C(N)}, where Y = (γ, h_l, λ_p : l ∈ L, p /∈ S_N ) is an arbitrary element of X. We have to prove that rk{ψ(Y )_q : q ∈ l} ≤ rk(l) for every l ∈ L. We will prove this by seeing that {ψ(Y )_q : q ∈ l} ⊂ h_l, where h_l denotes the subspace associated to h_l. We consider the following cases: • Suppose q ∈ S_l, then q ∈ {q_{l,1}, . . . , q_{l,bl} }, implying that γ_q ∈ span{γ_{ql,1} , . . . , γ_{ql,bl} }. Since γ_{ql,i} ∈ h_l for every i ∈ [b_l] we obtain that γ_q ∈ h_l.

• If q /∈ S_l then l = l_q and we have that ψ(Y )_q ∈ h_l since (h_l)_i ∈ h_l for every i ∈ [rk(l)].

We now prove that Γ_N ⊂ im(ϕ). The idea is that every realization of Γ_N can be obtained from a realization of Γ_{SN ,n} by adding the points of N \ S_N . More precisely, let γ ∈ Γ_N . For each l ∈ L, take h_l to be an extensor associated with γ_l. For each q /∈ S_N , consider the vector λ_q ∈ C^{rk(lq )} as the coordinates of γ_q in the basis of γ_{lq} determined by the extensor h_{lq} . In particular, we have that: γ = ψ ( γ|_{SN} , h_l, λ_q : l ∈ L, q /∈ S_N ) , which implies that Γ_N ⊂ im(ϕ). Since the coordinates of the vectors in the image are polynomials in the vectors of γ, ψ is a polynomial map and hence continuous. Consequently, im(ψ) is irreducible because X is irreducible. We have also shown that im(ψ) ⊂ V_{C(N)} and that Γ_N ⊂ im(ϕ). Thus, Γ_N ⊂ im(ϕ) ⊂ V_{C(N)}, which implies that Γ_N is open in im(ϕ) since it is open in V_{C(N)}. Therefore, Γ_N is irreducible, which completes the proof.

4.3 Defining equations

In this subsection, we compute the defining equations for the matroid varieties of specific nilpotent matroid families. Theorem 4.14 shows that for nilpotent paving matroids with no points of degree greater than two, the circuit and matroid varieties coincide. Theorem 4.22 provides the defining equations for forest-like configurations. We also introduce weak-nilpotent and strong-nilpotent matroids. Additionally, Theorem 4.43 proves that for strong-nilpotent matroids, the matroid and circuit varieties are the same, generalizing [4, Theorem 5.11] for forest point-line configurations.

4.3.1 Nilpotent paving matroids without points of degree greater than two

In this subsection, we show that nilpotent matroids are liftable. Consequently, we will show that for nilpotent paving matroids with no points of degree greater than two, the circuit variety and the matroid variety are identical. This result is established using the following proposition. We first recall the notion of a liftable matroid from [14, Definition 3.3].

Definition 4.12. An n-paving matroid M is liftable, if for any collection of vectors γ = {γ_p : p ∈ P} in C^n with rank n − 1 contained in a hyperplane H, there exists a non-degenerate lift of γ to vectors in V_{C(M)} from any vector q /∈ H.

In this definition, a non-degenerate lifting is a lifting in which the lifted vectors do not all lie inside the same hyperplane. Now we can state the proposition.

Proposition 4.13. For a nilpotent n-paving matroid M, all of its full-rank submatroids are liftable.

Proof. We will first prove that M is liftable. Let γ = γ_p : p ∈ P ⊂ C^n be a collection of vectors with rank n − 1 in a hyperplane H, and let q /∈ H. We need to show that these vectors can be lifted in a non-degenerate manner from the point q to vectors in V_{C(M)}. We will use induction on |M|, the number of elements in the ground set of M, with n fixed. The base case is the uniform matroid of rank n over the ground set [n], for which the result is trivial. For the inductive step, assume the result holds for all nilpotent n-paving matroids N with |N| < |M|. We will show it holds for M. Let L ⊂ L be the subset of hyperplanes {l ∈ L : rk(γ_l) = n − 1}. We will consider cases based on this subset.

Case 1. Suppose L = ∅. Since rk(γ) = n − 1, we can select points {p_1, . . . , p_{n−1}} ⊂ P such that {γ_{p1} , . . . , γ_{pn−1} } form a basis for H. Consider a point p /∈ {p_1, . . . , p_{n−1}} and lift γ_p to a vector τ_p not in H. For all p^′ ≠ p, set τ_p′ = γ_p′ , and let τ be the resulting lifting. Since τ consists of vectors spanning C^n , it is clearly non-degenerate. For each l ∈ L, we have τ_l ⊂ ⟨γ_l, q⟩, which implies dim(τ_l) ≤ n − 1 because dim(γ_l) ≤ n − 2 (as L = ∅). Thus, τ ∈ V_{C(M)}, verifying that this lifting is valid.

Case 2. Suppose |L| = 1 with L = {l}. Choose a point p ∈ P\{l} and lift the vector γ_p to any vector τ_p not in H. For all p^′ ≠ p, set τ_p′ = γ_p′ and let τ be the resulting lifting. Since τ is formed by adding τ_p to the vectors γ_p′ for p^′ ≠ p, and τ_p /∈ H while τ_l = γ_l, τ is non-degenerate. For each l^′ ≠ l ∈ L, we have τ_l′ ⊂ ⟨γ_l′ , q⟩, which implies dim(τ_l′ ) ≤ n − 1 since dim(γ_l′ ) ≤ n − 2 (because l^′ /∈ L). Additionally, τ_l = γ_l, implying that τ ∈ V_{C(M)}. Thus, this lifting is valid.

Case 3. Suppose |L| ≥ 2. Since M is nilpotent, S_M ⊊ M, so there exists a point p ∈ P such that |L_p| ≤ 1. Given that M has at least two dependent hyperplanes, the submatroid with points P \ {p} has full rank and is also nilpotent; denote this submatroid by N. By induction, there exists a non-degenerate lifting of the vectors {γ_p′ : p^′ ∈ N} to a collection of vectors {τ_p′ : p^′ ∈ N} with τ ∈ V_{C(N)}. We now separate into cases based on the remaining hyperplanes in L.

Case 3.1. Suppose |L_p| = 0. In this case, we can extend τ by defining τ_p = γ_p. The lifting τ remains valid as it includes all necessary vectors.

Case 3.2. Suppose |L_p| = 1 with L_p = {l}. If dim(τ_l) ≤ n − 2, we extend τ by setting τ_p = γ_p. This lifting τ is valid since dim(τ_l) ≤ n − 1. If dim(τ_l) = n − 1, we extend τ by defining τ_p as the intersection of the line joining q and γ_p with the hyperplane τ_l. This lifting is valid because the point p only belongs to the dependent hyperplane l.

Finally, since every full-rank submatroid of M is a nilpotent n-paving matroid, it is liftable.

Theorem 4.14. Let M be a nilpotent n-paving matroid without points of degree greater than two. Then V_M = V_{C(M)}, that is the circuit variety and the matroid variety are identical.

Proof. By Proposition 4.13, every full-rank submatroid of M is liftable. Consequently, [14, Proposition 4.27] implies that V_M = V_{C(M)} in this case.

Example 4.15. Let M be the point-line configuration over the ground set [9] with dependent hyperplanes L = {{1, 2, 7}, {3, 4, 8}, {5, 6, 9}, {1, 3, 5}, {2, 4, 6}}. We have S_M = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}. Additionally, in the nilpotent chain of M, we have that M_2 = ∅, hence M is nilpotent. Given that all points have degree at most two, Theorem 4.14 implies that V_M = V_{C(M)}.

4.3.2 Forest-like configurations

In Theorem 4.22, we provide a complete set of defining equations for forest-like configurations. In [28], the Grassmann-Cayley algebra was used to create polynomials in the ideals I_M of matroid varieties. A key question is how to define the ideal generated by all polynomials formed through this algebra. We will precisely define this ideal, denoted G_M ⊂ I_M , as it has not been formally established in the literature. This definition is motivated by the following remark.

Remark 4.16. Let M be a point-line configuration and let x ∈ P. Consider distinct lines l_1 ≠ l_2 ∈ L_x and points p_1, p_2 ∈ l_1, p_3, p_4 ∈ l_2. Let P ∈ I_M . Since x = l_1 ∩ l_2, for any realization γ ∈ Γ_M , we have:

γ_x = [γ_{p1} , γ_{p2} , γ_{p3} ] γ_{p4} − [γ_{p1} , γ_{p2} , γ_{p4} ] γ_{p3} .

Consequently, the polynomial P obtained from P by replacing the variable x with:

[p_1, p_2, p_3] p_4 − [p_1, p_2, p_4] p_3

is also in I_M .

We will now construct an ideal for any point-line configuration, using Grassmann-Cayley algebra.

Definition 4.17. Given a point-line configuration M, the ideal G_M is constructed as follows:

• Define the set X_0 as the polynomials generating the ideal I_{C(M)}, i.e., the brackets corresponding to the 3-circuits of M. For j ≥ 1, recursively define the set X_j as the polynomials obtained from those in X_{j−1} by modifying some of their variables according to the procedure described in Remark 4.16. Note that X_0 ⊂ X_1 ⊂ . . ..

• For j ≥ 0, define the ideal I_j as the ideal generated by the polynomials in X_j . Note that I_0 ⊂ I_1 ⊂ . . .. Since the polynomial ring is Noetherian, this chain of ideals stabilizes. We denote the stabilized ideal by G_M .

Remark 4.18. If P is a polynomial in G_M , then any polynomial obtained from P by modifying some of its variables according to the procedure outlined in Remark 4.16 remains in G_M .

The following proposition shows that the ideal G_M is included in the ideal of the matroid variety.

Proposition 4.19. For any point-line configuration M we have that G_M ⊂ I_M .

Proof. We will prove by induction that I_j ⊂ I_M . The base case is I_0 = I_{C(M)} ⊂ I_M . For the inductive hypothesis suppose that I_j ⊂ I_M , then I_{j+1} ⊂ I_M by Remark 4.16.

The ideal G_M is the ideal generated by all polynomials coming from the Grassmann-Cayley algebra.

Remark 4.20. Consider l_s(M) from Definition 4.2. If l_s(M) = 1, then P_M = ∅, implying G_M = I_{C(M)}.

Consider forest point-line configurations as defined in Definition 2.8. It is shown in [4, Theorem 5.11] that for forest-like configurations without points of degree at most two, the matroid variety and the circuit variety coincide. We now extend this analysis to configurations with points of higher degree. Here, the ideal G_M , generated by polynomials from the Grassmann-Cayley algebra, is contained in I_M . In Theorem 4.22, we will demonstrate that G_M and the circuit variety together define I_M . Proving this requires establishing the following lemma.

Lemma 4.21. Let M be a forest point-line configuration. Then the following hold:

(i) For any X ⊂ P_M , there exists a point x ∈ X such that |{l ∈ L_x : l ∩ (X \ {x}) ≠ ∅}| ≤ 1. (ii) If γ ∈ V_{C(M)} such that γ_p ≠ 0 for every p, then we can perturb γ infinitesimally to obtain τ ∈ Γ_M . (iii) If γ ∈ V_{C(M)} ∩ V (G_M ), then there exists τ ∈ V_{C(M)} such that:

– For any point p /∈ P_M where γ_p = 0, we have τ_p = γ_p. – For every point p ∈ P_M , we have τ_p ≠ 0.

In particular, τ can be chosen as an infinitesimal perturbation of γ.

Proof. (i) Suppose the contrary. Take an arbitrary point x_1 ∈ X. By the hypothesis, there exists a line l_1 ∈ L_{x1} that contains a point x_2 ≠ x_1 ∈ X. Applying the hypothesis again, there exists a line l_2 ≠ l_1 ∈ L_{x1} containing a point x_3 ≠ x_2 ∈ l_2. Repeating this process, we obtain a sequence of points x_1, x_2, . . . and a sequence of lines l_1, l_2, . . . such that x_k ≠ x_{k+1}, l_k ≠ l_{k+1}, and x_k, x_{k+1} ∈ l_k. Since there are only a finite number of points, this process must eventually form a cycle, which contradicts the fact that M is a forest.

(ii) We will prove this by induction on the number of lines in M. For the base case with no lines, it is clear that we can infinitesimally adjust the points to avoid dependencies. For the inductive step, assume the statement holds for all forest-like configurations with at most m lines. Consider a forest M with m + 1 lines. Since M is a forest, there exists a line l with |S_l| ≤ 1. Let p ∈ S_l. If S_l = ∅, choose p to be any point on l. If γ_p = 0, we have two cases: if p ∈ P_M , the hypothesis ensures γ_p ≠ 0. If |L_p| ≤ 2 and γ_p = 0, we can infinitesimally move p to the intersection of the two lines containing it.

By the inductive hypothesis for M \ l, we can infinitesimally perturb the vectors γ_q for q ∈ M \ l to obtain a new collection of vectors τ_q in the realization space of M \ l. Since the points γ_q for q ∈ l were on the same line and γ_p was non-zero, we can infinitesimally adjust the vectors γ_q for q ∈ l \ p to align them with τ_p on the same line and ensure they do not lie on any other line of the configuration (as these points only belong to l). This yields a collection of vectors τ in Γ_M .

(iii) For each point x ∈ P we denote by R_x the set {l ∈ L_x : dim(γ_l) = 2} and consider two cases:

Case 1. Suppose there exists x ∈ P_M with γ_x = 0 and lines l_1, l_2 ∈ R_x such that γ_{l1} ≠ γ_{l2} . In this case, we extend γ by defining τ_x = γ_{l1} ∩ γ_{l2} ≠ 0. Since γ ∈ V (G_M ), all lines {γ_l : l ∈ R_x} will contain the point τ_x. Thus, the new collection of points is still in V_{C(M)} and satisfies τ_x ≠ 0. We now need to show that τ ∈ V (G_M ). To prove this, consider a polynomial r ∈ G_M . We need to show that r(τ) = 0. Choose points p_1, p_2 ∈ l_1 and p_3, p_4 ∈ l_2 such that

τ_x = γ_{l1} ∧ γ_{l2} = [γ_{p1} , γ_{p2} , γ_{p3} ] γ_{p4} − [γ_{p1} , γ_{p2} , γ_{p4} ] γ_{p3} . (4.1)

Let r be the polynomial obtained from r by replacing the variable x with:

[p_1, p_2, p_3] p_4 − [p_1, p_2, p_4] p_3

By Remark 4.18, r ∈ G_M . Since γ ∈ V (G_M ), we have r(γ) = 0. Using the expression for τ_x, it follows that r(τ) = r(γ) = 0. By repeating this procedure, we will obtain a collection where no such x exists.

Case 2. Suppose there does not exist x ∈ P_M with γ_x = 0 and lines l_1, l_2 ∈ R_x such that γ_{l1} ≠ γ_{l2} . Let X ⊂ P_M be the set of points where γ_x = 0. We will prove by induction on |X| that we can redefine the vectors γ to non-zero vectors, resulting in a collection in V_{C(M)}.

If |X| = 0, then γ_p ≠ 0 for every p ∈ P_M , so the result holds trivially.

For the inductive hypothesis, assume the statement holds for |X| ≤ m and let X with |X| = m+1. By applying (i), select an element x ∈ X such that there is at most one line in L_x that contains points from X \ {x}, and let l_1 be this line. According to the hypothesis, all lines {γ_l : l ∈ R_x} coincide on a common line of P^2, which we denote as s. By the inductive hypothesis on the submatroid P \ {x}, we can redefine the vectors {γ_p : p ∈ X \ {x}} to obtain non-zero vectors {τ_p : p ∈ X \ {x}} such that τ ∈ V_{C(P\{x})} and τ_p = γ_p for p /∈ X. We then define τ_x as the non-zero vector in the intersection of the lines s and τ_{l1} . To prove that τ ∈ V_{C(M)}, we need to verify that for each line l, dim(τ_l) ≤ 2. We will verify this by considering the following cases:

• If l /∈ L_x we have dim(τ_l) ≤ 2 since τ|_{P\{x}} ∈ V_{C(P\{x})}.

• If l ∈ R_x we have dim(τ_l) ≤ 2 since τ_x ∈ s. • If l = l_1 we have dim(τ_l) ≤ 2 since τ_x ∈ τ_{l1} .

• If l ∈ L_x \ (R_x ∪ l_1), then by the definition of R_x, we have dim(γ_l) ≤ 1. Since x is the only point on l from X, it follows that dim(τ_l) ≤ 2 in this case.

The resulting collection has no loops at the points of P_M , thus completing the proof.

Now we proceed to the state and prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 4.22. Let M be a forest-like configuration. Then I_M = √ I_{C(M)} + G_M .

Proof. Let I denote the ideal on the right. By Proposition 4.19, I ⊆ I_M . To prove the reverse inclusion, we show V (I) ⊆ V_M = Γ_M . Let γ be a collection of vectors in V_{C(M)} ∩ V (G_M ). By Lemma 4.21(iii), we can adjust the points {γ_x : x ∈ P_M and γ_x = 0} to obtain a collection τ ∈ V_{C(M)} that is an infinitesimal motion of γ with τ_x ≠ 0 for all x ∈ P_M . By Lemma 4.21(ii), we can further perturb τ infinitesimally to obtain κ ∈ Γ_M . Thus, γ is in the Euclidean closure of Γ_M , implying γ ∈ V_M .

4.3.3 Weak-nilpotent matroids

In this subsection, we introduce weak-nilpotent matroids. In Proposition 4.32, we will show that for a weak-nilpotent matroid M, the dimension of liftings of a realization to a collection in V_{C(M)} is constant, independent of the realization or the point of lifting. We will use this result to construct polynomials in the ideal of matroid varieties in Theorem 4.34.

Definition 4.23. A matroid M is called weak-nilpotent if its nilpotent chain

M_0 ⊃ M_1 ⊃ . . .

contains a submatroid with rank less than rk(M).

It is clear from the above definition that nilpotent matroids are indeed weak-nilpotent. Next, we will show that for paving matroids, these two families coincide.

Lemma 4.24. Let M be an n-paving matroid. Then M is weak nilpotent if and only if it is nilpotent.

Proof. One implication is straightforward. To establish the other direction, suppose M is weaknilpotent. Then, there exists a k such that rk(M_k) < n. Since M_k cannot have circuits of size less than or equal to its rank (because the circuits of M are of size n or n + 1), it follows that M_k has no dependent hyperplanes. Hence, S_{Mk} = ∅, which implies that M is nilpotent.

The following lemma gives a characterization of weak-nilpotent matroids.

Lemma 4.25. A matroid M is not weak-nilpotent if and only if there exists a submatroid N of full rank such that S_N = N.

Proof. If such a submatroid N exists, then, as shown in Lemma 4.4, we have N ⊆ M_j for all j ≥ 0. Since N has full rank, this implies that M is not weak-nilpotent. Conversely, if M is not weak-nilpotent (and in particular, not nilpotent), let N be the submatroid where the nilpotent chain of M stabilizes. For this N, we have S_N = N and N has full rank, thereby completing the proof.

We now extend the concept of the liftability matrix to all matroids, whereas it was previously defined only for paving matroids in [14].

Definition 4.26 (Liftability matrix). Let M be a matroid of rank n, and let q ∈ C^n . We define the liftability matrix M_q(M) of M and q, as the matrix with columns indexed by the points P_M and rows indexed by pairs (c, K), where c is a circuit of M of size k ≤ n and K ⊂ (_{[n]} k ) . The entries of this matrix are defined as follows: for each circuit c = {c_1, c_2, . . . , c_k} of size k ≤ n and K ∈ (_{[n]} k ) , the c^{th}_i coordinate of the corresponding row is given by the polynomial (−1)^{i−1}[c_1, c_2, . . . , c_{i−1}, ĉ_i, c_{i+1}, . . . , c_k, q]_K , where the subindex K denotes the submatrix with rows corresponding to K. The other entries of the row are set to 0. Note that the entries of the matrix are polynomials, not numbers. For a collection of vectors γ = {γ_p : p ∈ P} of C^n, we denote M^γ_q (M) as the matrix obtained by evaluating the entries of M_q(M) at the vectors of γ.

We have the following relation between the liftability matrix and the liftings of certain vectors, motivating the choice of its name.

Lemma 4.27. Let γ ∈ V_{C(M)} be a collection of vectors in C^{rk(M)}. For a vector q ∈ C^{rk(M)}, a vector (z_p)_{p∈PM} ∈ C^{|P|} belongs to the kernel of M^γ_q (M) if and only if the lifted vectors

δ = {δ_p = γ_p + z_p · q : p ∈ P_M }

are in V_{C(M)}.

Proof. Let n = rk(M). The collection δ belongs to V_{C(M)} if and only if the vectors {γ_{ci} + z_{ci} · q} are dependent for every circuit c = {c_1, . . . , c_k} ∈ C(M) with k ≤ n. This is equivalent to all the determinants of the k × k submatrices of the matrix formed by these vectors being zero. Consider the k × k submatrix corresponding to a subset K ∈ (_n k ) . The determinant of this submatrix is:

det(γ_{c1} + z_1 · q, . . . , γ_{ck} + z_k · q)_K =

det(γ_{c1} , . . . , γ_{ck} )_K + k∑ i=1 z_i(−1)^{k−i} det(γ_{c1} , . . . , γ̂_{ci} , . . . , γ_{ck} , q)_K = k∑ i=1 z_i(−1)^{k−i} det(γ_{c1} , . . . , γ̂_{ci} , . . . , γ_{ck} , q)_K = 0. The second equality holds because γ ∈ V_{C(M)}. The coefficients multiplying z_{ci} in this expression are exactly the non-zero entries of the row corresponding to (c, K) in the matrix M^γ (M) (after multiplying them by (−1)^{k−1}). Hence, the collection of vectors δ is in V_{C(M)} if and only if the vector z = {z_p : p ∈ P} is in the kernel of the matrix M^γ (M).

Definition 4.28. For a collection of vectors γ ∈ V_{C(M)} in C^n with n ≥ rk(M) and a vector q ∈ C^n we will denote by dim_q (γ) the dimension of the liftings of the vectors of γ to a collection in V_{C(M)} from the point q. Using Lemma 4.27 we know that in the case of n = rk(M) this number coincides with the dimension of the kernel of the matrix M^γ_q (M).

We now show that Lemma 4.27 holds specifically when the ambient space is C^{rk(M)}.

Lemma 4.29. Let M be a matroid of rank d, d < n, γ ∈ Γ_{M,n} and q ∈ C^n \⟨γ_p : p ∈ P⟩. Then dim_q(γ) = d.

Proof. Let V = ⟨γ_p : p ∈ P⟩ and suppose that γ_{q1} , . . . , γ_{qd} is a basis of V . Consider a lifting {τ_p = γ_p + z_p · q : p ∈ P} of γ. For any choice of the numbers {z_{q1} , . . . , z_{qd} }, consider H as the subspace of dimension d generated by the vectors {τ_{qi} : i ∈ [d]}.

Note that q /∈ H, and H is a hyperplane in the subspace V + ⟨q⟩. For τ to be in V_{C(M)}, each vector τ_p must be the projection of γ_p onto H from the vector q. Conversely, any such lifting belongs to V_{C(M)} because the vectors in τ are derived by projecting the vectors in γ onto the hyperplane H in the subspace V + ⟨q⟩. Therefore, since the coefficients z_{q1} , . . . , z_{qd} were chosen arbitrarily, we conclude that the dimension of the kernel is exactly d, as required.

Notation 4.30. Let M be a matroid. We will denote by M(0) the set of points {p ∈ P_M : L_p = ∅}. Lemma 4.31. Let γ ∈ Γ_M be a collection in C^{rk(M)} and q be a vector in C^{rk(M)} outside γ. Then

dim_q(γ) = dim_q(γ|_{SM} ) + ∑ l∈L rk(l) − rk(S_l) + |M(0)| .

Proof. For each subspace l ∈ L denote by b_l the number rk(S_l) and let p_{l1} , . . . , p_{lbl} be a basis of S_l. Consider any lifting δ ∈ V_{C(SM )} of the vectors γ|_{SM} . For each l ∈ L consider points r_{l1} , . . . , r_{lrk(l)−bl} of l \ S_l. It is clear that the points p_{l1} , . . . , p_{lbl} , r_{l1} , . . . , r_{lrk(l)−bl} form a basis of l. We extend δ to the points r_{li} by considering an arbitrary lifting of the vectors γ_{rli} . For ease of notation, we will denote the lifted vectors by δ. Observe that for every l ∈ L, the vectors γ_{pl1} , . . . , γ_{plbl} , γ_{rl1} , . . . , γ_{rlrk(l)−bl} are independent. Therefore, the vectors δ_{pl1} , . . . , δ_{plbl} , δ_{rl1} , . . . , δ_{rlrk(l)−bl} are also independent, since they are obtained from a lifting of the vectors of γ from the point q outside γ. Hence, to extend the lifting δ to the remaining points of M we know that for each of the remaining points p ∈ l, the vector γ_p has to be lifted to the vector ⟨γ_p, q⟩ ∩ ⟨δ_{pl1} , . . . , δ_{plbl} , δ_{rl1} , . . . , δ_{rlrk(l)−bl} ⟩ Since all these vectors lie in the rk(l)+1 dimensional space ⟨γ_l, q⟩ and ⟨δ_{pl1} , . . . , δ_{plbl} , δ_{rl1} , . . . , δ_{rlrk(l)−bl} ⟩ forms a hyperplane within this space, the intersection is non-empty. Consequently, any lifting of γ to V_{C(M)} is fully determined by first lifting γ|_{SM} to a collection in V_{C(SM )}, then choosing arbitrary liftings for the rk(l) − b_l points r_{l1} , . . . , r_{lrk(l)−bl} for each l ∈ L, and finally selecting arbitrary liftings for the points corresponding to M(0). This process ensures that the desired equality holds.

Using Lemmas 4.29 and 4.31, we establish the following proposition: for a weak-nilpotent matroid M, the dimension of the liftings of a realization of M to a collection in the circuit variety is constant. This dimension is independent of both the specific realization of M and the point of lifting. Proposition 4.32. Let M be a weak-nilpotent matroid, and let γ ∈ Γ_M be a collection of vectors in C^{rk(M)}. For a point q ∈ C^{rk(M)} not in the span of γ, the dimension dim_q(γ) is independent of both the choice of q and the realization γ. We denote this fixed dimension by dim(M). Proof. Let “M_0 ⊃ M_1 ⊃ · · · ” be the nilpotent chain of M and let M_k be the first subset of the chain not of full rank. Applying Lemma 4.31 we have that

dim_q(γ|_{Mj−1} ) = dim_q(γ|_{Mj} ) + c_j

for every j ∈ [k], where c_j is the constant

c_i = ∑ l∈L_{Mj−1} rk(l) − rk(S_l) + |M_{j−1}(0)| .

Applying Lemma 4.29 we also have that dim_q(γ|_{Mk} ) = rk(M_k). Therefore, we have that

dim_q(γ) = k∑ j=1 c_k + rk(M_k), (4.2)

which is a constant independent of both q and γ. This completes the proof.

Proposition 4.32 provides a recursive formula for computing dim(M) for a weak-nilpotent matroid.

Example 4.33. Let M be matroid on the ground set [11] with dependent hyperplanes L = {{1234}, {1256}, {1357}, {1548}, {2359}, {26 10 11}}. Using Lemma 2.10 we have that M is a 4-paving matroid. We have the following chain of submatroids

M_0 = M, M_1 = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}, M_2 = {1, 2}, M_3 = ∅.

Let c_1, c_2 be the constants of (4.2). Since M_1 has dependent hyperplanes L_{M1} = {{1234}, {1256}} and S_{M1} = {1, 2} we have that c_2 = 2. Similarly, it is straightforward to see that c_1 = 1. We also have that rk(M_2) = 2, and putting all of this together, we get that dim(M) = c_1 + c_2 + rk(M_2) = 5.

Using Proposition 4.32 we have the following theorem for weak-nilpotent matroids.

Theorem 4.34. Let M be a weak-nilpotent matroid of rank n. Then the |M| − dim(M) + 1 minors of the matrix M_q(M) lie in I_M for any q ∈ C^n.

Proof. Let γ ∈ Γ_M . Applying Proposition 4.32, we have that dim(ker(M^γ_q (M))) = dim(M) for any vector q outside γ. Consequently for these vectors q, we have rk(M^γ_q (M)) = |M| − dim(M), implying that the |M|−dim(M)+1 minors of the matrix M_q(M) vanish at γ. This holds for any vector q outside γ and since the set of vectors q outside γ is a dense subset of C^n, we get that the the |M|−dim(M)+1 minors of the matrix M_q(M) vanish at γ for every q ∈ C^n. Since γ is an arbitrary realization of M we get the desired result.

Example 4.35. For the nilpotent matroid of Example 4.33 we have that dim(M) = 5 and |M| = 11. Then, using Theorem 4.34 we get that the 7-minors of the matrix M_q(M) lie in I_M for any q ∈ C^4.

The following proposition gives a family of polynomials lying in the ideal of the matroid variety, based on the idea of projecting realizations of the matroid to a hyperplane. This proposition is a generalization of [14, Proposition 3.5], where the same idea was applied to paving matroids.

Proposition 4.36. Let M be a matroid of rank n. Then the (|M| − n + 1)-minors of the matrix M_q(M) lie in I_M for any q ∈ C^n.

Proof. Let γ ∈ Γ_M and let q be any vector outside of γ. We take a hyperplane H of C^n that does not contain the vector q and we consider the collection of vectors δ obtained by projecting the vectors of γ to the hyperplane H from the point q. We call N the matroid corresponding to δ. Since rk(γ) = n we have that rk(δ) = n − 1, then applying Lemma 4.29 we obtain that dim_q(δ) = n − 1, where we are considering this dimension with respect to the matroid N. Therefore we know that the dimension of the liftings of δ from the vector q to a collection in V_{C(N)} is exactly n − 1. But we also have the non-trivial lifting of δ to the vectors of γ, and since γ /∈ V_{C(N)} we obtain that the dimension of the liftings of δ to a collection in V_{C(M)} is at least n, in other words we have dim(M^δ_q(M)) ≥ n, implying that the (|M| − n + 1)-minors of M^δ_q(M) vanish. However, considering that [γ_{p1} , γ_{p2} , q] = [δ_{p1} , δ_{p2} , q] for every p_1, p_2 ∈ P, we recognize that these minors are identical to those of the matrix M^γ_q (M). This argument holds for any vector outside of γ, to extend the result to the remaining vectors we use the same argument as in the end of the proof of Theorem 4.34. Hence, we have shown that the (|M| − n + 1)-minors of M_q(M) vanish at every element of Γ_M , hence they are polynomials in I_M .

In the following theorem, we apply Proposition 4.36 to any submatroid of full rank of M to obtain more polynomials in the ideal of the matroid variety. This theorem generalizes [14, Theorem 3.9], where an equivalent result was obtained for paving matroids.

Theorem 4.37. Let M be a matroid of rank m and let N be a submatroid of rank n. Then, for any q ∈ C^n , and any J ⊂ (_{[m]} n ) the composition of any (|N| − n + 1)-minors of M_q(N) with the polynomial p_J from Lemma 3.6 is a polynomial in I_M .

Proof. By Proposition 4.36, we deduce that the (|N|−n+1)-minors of M_q(N) are in I_N . By Lemma 3.6, the composition of any (|N| − n + 1)-minor of M_q(N) with any polynomial p_J is a polynomial in I_{N,m}. Applying Lemma 2.12, we have I_{N,m} ⊂ I_M , so the conclusion follows.

4.3.4 Strong-nilpotent matroids

We now introduce a new class of nilpotent paving matroids, called strong-nilpotent matroids. In Theorem 4.43, we will demonstrate that for strong-nilpotent matroids, the matroid variety and the circuit variety coincide. To establish this, we need Proposition 4.40. We first recall the notion of choice property from [14].

Definition 4.38. We say that the subspaces V_1, . . . , V_k ⊂ C^n have the choice property if it is possible to select vectors v_i ∈ V_i for each i ∈ [k], such that the vectors {v_1, . . . , v_k} are linearly independent. Applying Hall-Rado Theorem, the subspaces have the choice property if and only if for every S ⊂ [k],

dim( ∑ s∈S V_s) ≥ |S| . We also recall a lemma from [14] that shows a key feature of subspace sets with the choice property.

Lemma 4.39. Let V_1, . . . , V_k ⊂ C^n be subspaces that have the choice property and let {v_1, . . . , v_k} ⊂ C^n be a set of vectors with v_i ∈ V_i for every i. Then it is possible to apply an infinitesimal motion to the vectors {v_1, . . . , v_k} to obtain linearly independent vectors { ~v_1, . . . , ~v_k} with ~v_i ∈ V_i for every i.

Proposition 4.40. Let M be an n-paving matroid. Let l ∈ L be a hyperplane such that for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 2, l contains at most k points of degree greater than or equal to n − k. Suppose also that Γ_N = V_{C(N)}, where N is the submatroid obtained by removing l from M. (This closure is Euclidean). Then we have Γ_M = V_{C(M)}, with the closure also being Euclidean. In particular, V_M = V_{C(M)}.

Proof. Let γ ∈ V_{C(M)}, we will prove that we can perturb γ infinitesimally to obtain τ ∈ Γ_M . The proof consists of three steps.

First step: Begin by infinitesimally perturbing γ to obtain κ ∈ V_{C(M)} such that the vectors {κ_p : p ∈ S_l} are independent. Since γ ∈ V_{C(M)}, we can select a hyperplane H_l′ ⊂ C^n for each l^′ ∈ L such that γ_l′ ⊂ H_l′ . For each p ∈ P, let H_p be the subspace ∩_l′_{∈Lp} H_l′ . Observe that

dim(H_p) = dim(∩_l′_{∈Lp} H_l′ ) ≥ ∑ l^′∈L_p dim(Hl^′ ) − n(|Lp| − 1) = n − |Lp| . By hypothesis, we know that |S_l| ≤ n − 2. We will show that the subspaces {H_p | p ∈ S_l} have the choice property. Let J be a subset of S_l. Then we have that

dim( ∑ p∈J H_p) ≥ max{dim(H_p) : p ∈ J} ≥ max{n − |L_p| : p ∈ J} ≥ |J| , where the last inequality holds by the hypothesis of the proposition.

Then, by using the Hall-Rado Theorem (see also Definition 4.38), we conclude that the subspaces {H_p | p ∈ S_l} have the choice property. Applying Lemma 4.39, we can infinitesimally perturb the vectors {γ_p | p ∈ S_l} to obtain linearly independent vectors {κ_p | p ∈ S_l}, where κ_p ∈ H_p. By extending κ such that κ_p = γ_p for p /∈ S_l, we deduce that κ ∈ V_{C(M)} because κ_l′ ⊂ H_l′ for every l^′ ∈ L. Thus, κ satisfies the desired properties. Since the vectors {κ_p | p ∈ S_l} are independent, we can select a subset B ⊂ S_l such that the vectors {κ_p | p ∈ B} form a basis for the subspace κ_l.

Second step: We know that κ|_N ∈ V_{C(N)}. By hypothesis, we can perturb κ|_N infinitesimally to obtain τ ∈ Γ_N . For each p ∈ l, we have an expression of the form

κ_p = ∑ b∈B a_{p,b}κ_b. For p /∈ S_l, we extend τ by defining

τ_p = ∑ b∈B\S_l a_{p,b}κ_b + ∑ b∈S_l a_{p,b}τ_b. The collection of vectors τ is an infinitesimal motion of κ and belongs to V_{C(M)}, as the vectors {τ_p | p ∈ B} still form a basis for τ_l.

Third step: Since dim(τ_l) ≤ n − 1, we can choose a hyperplane K such that τ_l ⊂ K. Given that |S_l| ≤ n − 2, we can infinitesimally perturb the vectors {τ_p | p ∈ l \ S_l} to ensure that this hyperplane K is distinct from any γ_l′ for l^′ ≠ l. Next, we adjust the vectors {τ_p | p ∈ l \ S_l} within the hyperplane K so that they do not lie in any subspace γ_l′ for l^′ ≠ l. We ensure that, in the set of vectors {τ_p | p ∈ l}, any n − 1 vectors are independent. Since τ|_N ∈ Γ_N , this adjustment results in a collection of vectors in Γ_M that is an infinitesimal motion of γ, thus completing the proof.

We now introduce the family of strong-nilpotent matroids.

Definition 4.41. We say that an n-paving matroid is strong-nilpotent if there exists a sequence of dependent hyperplanes l_1, . . . , l_k such that M \ {l_1, . . . , l_k} contains no dependent hyperplanes, and each hyperplane l_j satisfies the hypothesis of Proposition 4.40 in M \ {l_1, . . . , l_{j−1}}.

Remark 4.42. If M is strong-nilpotent, then the sequence of hyperplanes {l_1, . . . , l_k} in its definition also satisfies the conditions of Corollary 4.6. Therefore, M is nilpotent.

The following theorem shows that for strong-nilpotent matroids, the matroid variety and the circuit variety are identical.

Theorem 4.43. Let M be a strong-nilpotent matroid with a sequence of dependent hyperplanes l_1, . . . , l_k as in Definition 4.41. Then Γ_M = V_{C(M)}, with the Euclidean closure. In particular, V_M = V_{C(M)}.

Proof. We will prove the statement by induction on the number of dependent hyperplanes of M. If M has no dependent hyperplanes, then we know that we can perturb infinitesimally the vectors of any collection avoiding all dependencies, hence the equality holds. Now suppose that the statement is true for any strong-nilpotent matroid with at most m − 1 dependent hyperplanes, and we will prove it is also true for a strong-nilpotent matroid M with m dependent hyperplanes. We have that M \ l_1 has at most m−1 dependent hyperplanes, therefore by inductive hypothesis, we know that Γ_{M\l1} = V_{C(M\l1)}. Applying Proposition 4.40 we obtain that Γ_M = V_{C(M)}, as desired.

Example 4.44. Let M be the matroid on the ground set [10] with dependent hyperplanes L = {{1234}, {1256}, {1378}, {359 10}}. Using Lemma 2.10 we deduce that M is a 4-paving matroid. Moreover, the sequence

{l_1, l_2, l_3, l_4} = {{359 10}, {1378}, {1256}, {1234}}

of dependent hyperplanes satisfies the conditions of Definition 4.41, and by Theorem 4.43, V_M = V_{C(M)}.

Remark 4.45. For a point-line configuration M, a line l satisfies the condition of Proposition 4.40 if and only if |S_l| ≤ 1 and P_l = ∅. Consequently, in rank 3, the family of strong-nilpotent matroids consists of forest-type configurations with no points of degree greater than two. Thus, Theorem 4.43 generalizes [4, Theorem 5.11], which demonstrated that the circuit variety and the matroid variety coincide for this specific family of point-line configurations.

5 Solvable matroids

In this section, we introduce a new class of matroids, which we refer to as solvable matroids. We will establish the necessary and sufficient conditions for the realizability of these matroids. Additionally, in Theorem 5.36, we will identify an irreducible component of their matroid varieties. This result generalizes [4, Theorem 4.5], which previously established a similar result for point-line configurations.

5.1 Definition and basic properties

We will first fix our notation throughout this subsection. Let M be a matroid of rank n.

Notation 5.1. • For a point p ∈ P_M we define

a_p = ∑ l∈L_p rk(l) − n(|L_p| − 1). (5.1)

We define P_M = {p ∈ P_M : a_p ≤ 0} and P_l = P_M ∩ l for any line l ∈ L_M . • For any γ ∈ V_{C(M)}, we denote the subspace ⋂ l∈L_p γl by Vγ,p. The motivation behind defining a_p in (5.1) is that P_M contains all the points p ∈ P_M for which, given any realization of M, we can expect the intersection of the subspaces associated with the elements of L_p to have a specific dimension. This expected dimension is denoted by a_p.

Definition 5.2. A collection of vectors γ ∈ V_{C(M)} is stable at a point p /∈ P_M if dim (V_{γ,p}) = a_p. A collection γ ∈ V_{C(M)} is quasi-stable if it is stable at every point p /∈ P_M .

Remark 5.3. • If M is an n-paving matroid, then a_p = n − |L_p|. Thus, p ∈ P_M if and only if |L_p| ≥ n. In particular, for a point-line configuration, p ∈ P_M if and only if three lines of L intersect at this point.

• From Definition 5.1, it follows that P_N ⊂ P_M for any submatroid N ⊂ M. Note that when considering P_N for a submatroid N, Equation (5.1) uses the number rk(N) in place of rk(M).

• Using Lemma 2.15, we see that the condition on the dimension of the intersection is equivalent to requiring that dim(γ_l) = rank(l) for every l ∈ L_p. This is also equivalent to the condition that the meet of the subspaces {γ_l | l ∈ L_p}, given by ⋀ l∈L_p γl, is non-zero in the Grassmann-Cayley

algebra. In other words, the collection γ is stable at a point if the intersection of subspaces has the expected dimension.

We show that the property of being stable at a point is invariant under projective transformations.

Lemma 5.4. Let M be a matroid and let γ ∈ V_{C(M)} be stable at a point p /∈ P_M . If T is a projective transformation, then T (γ) is also stable at p.

Proof. We have that T (γ) ∈ V_{C(M)} and that T (γ)_l = T (γ_l) for every l ∈ L. Then

dim( ⋂ l∈L_p T (γ)_l) = dim( ⋂ l∈L_p T (γ_l)) = dim(T ( ⋂ l∈L_p γ_l)) = dim( ⋂ l∈L_p γ_l) = a_p,

which means that T (γ) is stable at p.

We now introduce the family of solvable matroids.

Definition 5.5 (Solvable matroid). Let M be a matroid. We define the solvable chain of M as the following chain of submatroids of M:

M^0 = M, M^1 = P_M , and for every j ≥ 1, M^{j+1} = P_M j .

We call M solvable if M^j = ∅ for some j. In this case, we denote the length of the chain by l_s(M).

We also obtain a characterization of solvable matroids using the same argument as in Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 5.6. Let M be a matroid. Then the following hold:

(i) M is not solvable if and only if there exists a submatroid ∅ ⊊ N ⊂ M with P_N = N. (ii) Assume that M is an n-paving matroid. Then M is solvable if and only if every submatroid N of full rank, with at least one dependent hyperplane, has a dependent hyperplane l with |P_l| ≤ n − 1.

Example 5.7. For an n-paving matroid M, P_M is the submatroid formed by the points of degree at least n, and M is solvable if and only if the sequence obtained by recursively taking the submatroid formed by points of degree at least n eventually terminates in the empty set. By Lemma 5.6, M is solvable if and only if there is no submatroid N such that all its points have degree at least n.

Example 5.8. The three point-line configurations depicted in Figure 1 are solvable. The configuration in the center has a solvability chain of length 1, while the other two configurations each have a solvability chain of length 2. An example of a non-solvable point-line configuration is the Fano plane, a configuration on [7] with circuits {{1, 6, 3}, {2, 3, 5}, {1, 4, 2}, {4, 5, 6}, {2, 6, 7}, {1, 7, 5}, {3, 4, 7}}. The Fano plane is not solvable because all of its points have degree 3.

Remark 5.9. Example 5.7 illustrates that the class of solvable matroids is notably broad. It is conjectured in [15] that asymptotically, almost all matroids are paving. For paving matroids, the solvable ones are those that do not contain a full-rank submatroid where every point has a degree at least equal to the rank of the matroid. For example, in point-line configurations, nearly all instances studied in the literature are solvable configurations.

Notation 5.10. For an n-paving matroid M and a dependent hyperplane l ∈ L with |P_l| ≤ n − 1 we will denote by M \ l the submatroid with points (P_M \l) ∪ (P_l) and we will say that M \ l is the submatroid obtained by deleting the dependent hyperplane l. We denote by M \ {l_1, . . . , l_k} the submatroid obtained by deleting the dependent hyperplanes l_1, . . . , l_k in that order, where l_j is a dependent hyperplane of M \ {l_1, . . . , l_{j−1}} for each j ∈ [k].

Note that in Notation 5.10, we reuse the notation from 4.5, which was previously used for nilpotent matroids. However, the context will make it clear, as we will now exclusively consider solvable matroids. Using Lemma 5.6(ii), we obtain the following corollary, whose proof is similar to that of Corollary 4.6.

Corollary 5.11. Let M be an n-paving matroid. Then M is solvable if and only if there exists a sequence of dependent hyperplanes l_1, . . . , l_k such that:

• M \ {l_1, . . . , l_k} does not contain any dependent hyperplane, and • |l_j ∩ P_{M\{l1,...,lj−1}}| ≤ n − 1 for every j ∈ [k]. Applying Corollary 5.11, we have that:

Corollary 5.12. A point-line configuration M is solvable if and only if there is a sequence of lines l_1, . . . , l_k such that:

• M \ {l_1, . . . , l_k} contains no line, and

• |l_j ∩ P_{M\{l1,...,lj−1}}| ≤ 2 for every j ∈ [k]. Note that the family of point-line configurations described above is the same as in Remark 2.7.

Consequently, by applying [4, Theorem 4.5], as detailed in Theorem 2.6, we know that the matroid variety associated with any solvable point-line configuration is irreducible. Additionally, Corollary 5.11 allows us to more easily determine the existence of this sequence of lines; we only need to verify whether the solvability chain reaches the empty set. Now we will see that every nilpotent matroid is solvable. Lemma 5.13. If M is a nilpotent matroid, then M is also solvable.

Proof. We use induction to prove that M^j ⊆ M_j for every j ≥ 0. For j = 0, we have M^0 = M and M_0 = M. Thus, M^0 ⊆ M_0 holds. For the inductive hypothesis suppose that M^j ⊂ M_j, then M^{j+1} = P_M j ⊂ P_{Mj} ⊂ S_{Mj} = M_{j+1}.

Since M is nilpotent, there exists an index k such that M_k = ∅, and so M^k = ∅, hence M is solvable.

Now we will define the notion of stable realizations. Definition 5.14. Let M be a solvable matroid with sequence M^0 = M ⊃ · · · · · · ⊃ M^k ≠ ∅ ⊃ M^{k+1} = ∅. We define Γ^0_M as the set {γ ∈ Γ_M : γ|_M j is quasi-stable for every j ∈ [k]}.

The elements of Γ^0_M are referred to as stable realizations. The set Γ^0_M is open in Γ_M because the condition on the dimension of the intersection is equivalent to the requirement that the meet of the extensors corresponding to the subspaces is non-zero in the Grassmann-Cayley algebra. Example 5.15. We present some matroids that satisfy Γ^0_M = Γ_M .

(i) If M is a solvable point line configuration it is clear that Γ^0_M = Γ_M .

(ii) Let M be a matroid such that |L_p| ≤ 2 for every p ∈ P and such that for every p ∈ P of degree 2 with L_p = {l_1, l_2} we have that rk(l_1 ∪ l_2) = rk(M). In particular, we have P_M = ∅. Take any γ ∈ Γ_M and let p be any point of degree two with L_p = {l_1, l_2} , then we have that ⟨γ_{l1} , γ_{l2} ⟩ = C^n, which means that γ is stable at p. Therefore, we have that Γ^0_M = Γ_M . A particular case of this situation are the n-paving matroids without points of degree greater than two.

In the following lemma, we will see that the set of stable realizations is projectively invariant. Lemma 5.16. If M is a solvable matroid, then Γ^0_M is invariant under projective transformations. Proof. Let γ ∈ Γ^0_M and let T be a projective transformation. We need to show that T (γ) ∈ Γ^0_M . Since γ ∈ Γ_M , it follows that T (γ) ∈ Γ_M as well. Now, consider any point p ∈ M^j \ M^{j+1}. Since γ|_M j is stable at p, by Lemma 5.4, the restriction of T (γ) to M^j, given by T (γ)|_M j , is also stable at p. Thus, T (γ) satisfies the condition for being in Γ^0_M , and hence T (γ) ∈ Γ^0_M . 5.2 Realizability of solvable matroids Here, we provide a necessary and sufficient condition for having Γ^0_M ≠ ∅ for solvable matroids where l_s(M) = 1, i.e., P_M = ∅; see Theorem 5.25.

Notation 5.17. • Let S = {a_1, . . . , a_k} be a multiset of numbers from [n], and L ⊂ [k]. We define S^n_L = ∑ l∈L a_l − n(|L| − 1). For simplicity, when the context is clear, we will omit the index n and write S_L instead.

• Let V_1, . . . , V_K be subspaces of C^n . For any L ⊂ [k], we denote V_L = ⋂ i∈L V_i. Sometimes we will use the letter W instead of V , but the notation will remain consistent.

• Let M be a matroid of rank n and let L ⊂ L be a subset of subspaces. We define the number a_L = ∑ l∈L rk(l) − n(|L| − 1). Note that for p ∈ L, we have a_p = a_{Lp} .

We now introduce the family of special solvable matroids.

Definition 5.18. A solvable matroid M is called special if for every j ≥ 0, every q ∈ M^j \M^{j+1} and every subset of subspaces L ⊂ L_q of M^j , the following inequality holds: rk(∩_{l∈L}l) ≤ a_L, where in this expression, a_L is computed using rk(M^j ).

Example 5.19. The solvable matroids of Example 5.15 are special. (See Proposition 5.26). Lemma 5.20. Let M be a solvable matroid. If Γ^0_M ≠ ∅, then M is special.

Proof. Suppose that M is not special. Then there exists a point q ∈ M^j\M^{j+1} and a subset of subspaces L ⊂ L_q of M^j such that rk(∩_{l∈L}l) > a_L. For any realization γ ∈ Γ_M we have that dim(∩_{l∈L}(γ|_M j )_l) ≥ rk{γ_p : p ∈ ∩_{l∈L}l} = rk(∩_{l∈L}l) > a_L, which implies that dim(V_{γ|Mj ,q}) > a_q, where a_q is defined with respect to M^j and not M. Thus, γ /∈ Γ^0_M since γ|_M j is not stable at q. Since γ is an arbitrary realization, it follows that Γ^0_M = ∅. This completes the proof.

In Lemma 5.20, we saw that being special is a necessary condition for a solvable matroid to have a stable realization. The objective of the following lemmas and propositions is to prove that the condition is in fact sufficient for the family of matroids M with P_M = ∅. We will prove this in Theorem 5.25. Lemma 5.21. Let S = {a_1, . . . , a_k} be a multiset of numbers of [n]. Assume S_{[k]} = S^n_{[k]} > 0. Let V_1, . . . V_k be subspaces of C^n such that for every L ⊂ [k] we have dim(V_L) ≤ S_L. Then, there exists subspaces W_1, . . . , W_k such that for every i, dim(W_i) = a_i, V_i ⊂ W_i, and dim(W_{[k]}) = S_{[k]}.

Proof. If dim(V_i) = a_i for every i ∈ [k], then the claim holds. However, suppose there exists i ∈ [k] such that dim(V_i) < a_i. Without loss of generality, assume i = 1. We will show that there exists a subspace Z_1 ⊂ C^n with V_1 ⊂ Z_1, dim(Z_1) = dim(V_1) + 1, and such that the subspaces Z_1, V_2, . . . , V_k still satisfy the conditions of the lemma. If we can prove this, then we can find the desired subspaces W_1, . . . , W_k by repeatedly applying this procedure. Hence, we proceed to prove this. We define the set X = {L ⊂ [k] : 1 ∈ L, and dim(V_L) = S_L}.

Take any L ∈ X. By hypothesis, we have that dim(V_{L\{1}}) ≤ S_{L\{1}} = S_L + n − a_1. Then we have

dim(V_{L\{1}} ∪ V_1) = dim(V_{L\{1}}) + dim(V_1) − dim(V_L) = dim(V_{L\{1}}) + dim(V_1) − S_L < a_1 + (S_L + n − a_1) − S_L = n.

Therefore we have V_{L\{1}} ∪ V_1 ⊊ C^n. We denote this subspace by H_L for each L ∈ X. Note that for every x ∈ C^n \ H_L, we have dim(V_{L\{1}} ∩ (V_1 + ⟨x⟩)) = S_L. Let x ∈ C^n \ ⋃ L∈X H_L and define Z_1 = V_1 + ⟨x⟩. We will show that the subspaces Z_1, V_2, . . . , V_k satisfy the conditions of the lemma. To do this, we need to verify that for every subset L ⊂ [k] containing 1, dim(V_{L\{1}} ∩ (V_1 + ⟨x⟩)) ≤ S_L. If L ∈ X, the inequality is satisfied by the construction of x. For L /∈ X, we have:

dim(V_{L\{1}} ∩ (V_1 + ⟨x⟩)) ≤ dim(V_{L\{1}} ∩ V_1) + 1 ≤ (S_L − 1) + 1 = S_L.

Thus, Z_1, V_2, . . . , V_k satisfy the lemma’s conditions, and we reach the desired conclusion. Lemma 5.22. Let S = {a_1, . . . , a_k} be a multiset of numbers of [n]. Let C_1, . . . , C_d be non-empty subsets of [k] with d ≤ n. Suppose that

• For each L ⊂ [k] there are at most S_L numbers of [d] such that L ⊂ C_i. • S_{Ci} = S^n_{Ci} > 0 for every i ∈ [d].

Then, the following hold:

(i) There exist subspaces W_1, . . . , W_k of C^n such that for every i ∈ [k] and j ∈ [d] we have:

(A) dim(W_i) = a_i, dim(W_{Ci} ) = S_{Ci} , and W_{C1} , . . . , W_{Cd} have the choice property. (ii) Any collection V_1, . . . , V_k of subspaces of C^n with dim(V_i) = a_i can be infinitesimally perturbed to obtain subspaces ~V_1, . . . , ~V_k satisfying (A).

Proof. (i) Let E = {e_1, . . . , e_n} be the canonical basis of C^n . For each i ∈ [k], define the subspace V_i as ⟨e_j | i ∈ C_j ⟩. Note that e_j ∈ V_{Cj} , which implies that the subspaces V_{C1} , . . . , V_{Cd} have the choice property. Consider any j ∈ [d]. We will show that the subspaces {V_i | i ∈ C_j} satisfy the conditions of Lemma 5.21. Specifically, for all L ⊂ C_J , we need to prove that

dim(V_L) ≤ S_L. (5.2)

We have e_i ∈ V_L if and only if L ⊂ C_i. By hypothesis, there are at most S_L numbers i ∈ [d] such that L ⊂ C_i. This proves the inequality (5.2), implying that the subspaces {V_i : i ∈ C_j} satisfy the hypothesis of Lemma 5.21 for every j ∈ [d]. Now for each j ∈ [d] we construct the polynomial

p_j : ∏ i∈[k] (C^n)^{ai−dim(Vi)} −→ ⋀ C^n (x_1, . . . , x_k) → ⋀ i∈C_J V_i ∨ x_i (5.3)

where each x_i is considered as an extensor of a_i − dim(V_i) vectors in C^n . Note that p_j(x_1, . . . , x_k) ≠ 0 if and only if dim ⋂ i∈C_j (V_i + x_i)

= S_{Cj} , (5.4) where x_i denotes the subspace associated with x_i. Since the subspaces {V_i : i ∈ C_j } satisfy the conditions of Lemma 5.21 for each j ∈ [d], there exists a tuple (x_1, . . . , x_k) such that p_j (x_1, . . . , x_k) ≠ 0. Hence, p_j is not the zero polynomial for any j ∈ [d].

Consequently, there exists a tuple (y_1, . . . , y_k) such that p_j(y_1, . . . , y_k) ≠ 0 for every j ∈ [d]. We can then define W_i = V_i +⟨y_i⟩ for i ∈ [k], and we will show that these subspaces satisfy all the required conditions. It is clear that dim(W_i) = a_i. Since p_j(y_1, . . . , y_k) ≠ 0 for every j ∈ [d], Equation (5.4) implies that dim(W_{Cj} ) = S_{Cj} . Additionally, since e_j ∈ V_{Cj} (by the definition of the subspaces V_i), it follows that e_j ∈ W_{Cj} for every j ∈ [d]. Thus, the subspaces W_{C1} , . . . , W_{Cd} have the choice property by taking e_j from W_{Cj} for each j ∈ [d]. This completes the proof of (i).

(ii) Let E = e_1, . . . , e_n be the canonical basis of C^n . By the proof of (i), there exist subspaces W_1, . . . , W_k such that e_j ∈ W_{Cj} for every j ∈ [d]. For each j ∈ [d], choose a subspace D_j ⊂ C^n such that W_{Cj} ⊕ D_j = C^n , and define F_j = D_j + ⟨e_j ⟩. For each j ∈ [d], fix f_j as an extensor corresponding to F_j . We now define the following polynomial function:

p : (C^n)^{a1} × · · · × (C^n)^{ak} → ⋀ C^n (x_1, . . . , x_k) → d⋁ j=1 ( ⋀ i∈C_j x_i) ∧ f_j. (5.5)

Take w_1, . . . , w_k extensors associated to W_1, . . . , W_k. Since W_{Cj} ∩F_j = e_j we have ( ⋀ i∈C_j wi)∧fj = ej . This implies that p(w_1, . . . , w_k) = ⋁_d j=1 e_j ≠ 0. Consequently, p is not identically zero. Therefore, D(p) = {x | p(x) ≠ 0} is a non-empty Zariski open subset and, consequently, it is dense.

Let v_1, . . . , v_k be extensors associated with V_1, . . . , V_k. Since D(p) is dense, there exist infinitesimal motions ~v_1, . . . , ~v_k of v_1, . . . , v_k such that p(~v_1, . . . , ~v_k) ≠ 0. Let ~V_1, . . . , ~V_k be the corresponding subspaces. Given that p(~v_1, . . . , ~v_k) ≠ 0, it follows that dim( ~V_{Cj} ) = S_{Cj} for all j. Consider the vector

h_j = ( ⋀ i∈C_j ~v_i) ∧ f_j ∈ ~V_{Cj}

for each j ∈ [d]. Since p(~v_1, . . . , ~v_k) ≠ 0, the vectors h_1, . . . , h_d are linearly independent. Therefore, the subspaces ~V_{C1} , . . . , ~V_{Cd} possess the choice property.

Lemma 5.23. Let V_1, . . . , V_k be subspaces of C^n of dimensions S = {a_1, . . . , a_k}, respectively. Suppose that S_{[k]} = S^n_{[k]} > 0 and dim(V_{[k]}) = S_{[k]}. Let p be a vector in V_{[k]}. Assume that ~V_1, . . . , ~V_k are subspaces obtained by applying an infinitesimal motion to V_1, . . . , V_k, respectively. Then it is possible to select a vector ~p ∈ ~V_{[k]} that is an infinitesimal motion of p.

Proof. Let {v_1, . . . , v_{S[k]} } be a basis of V_{[k]}. Then, p can be written as p = ∑S_{[k]} i=1 α_iv_i for some α_i’s.

Let w_1, . . . , w_{n−S[k]} be vectors that complete a basis with {v_1, . . . , v_{S[k]} }, and define the subspaces S_j = span{v_j , w_1, . . . , w_{n−S[k]} } for j ∈ [S_{[k]}]. For i ∈ [k], we fix bases {h_{i1} , . . . , h_{iai} } of V_i and {~h_{i1} , . . . , ~h_{iai} } of ~V_i, with ~h_{ij} being an infinitesimal motion of h_{ij} for i ∈ [k] and j ∈ [a_i]. For every j ∈ [S_{[k]}], we have that V_{[k]} ∩ S_j = {v_j }, and as a consequence we have that:

v_j = ⋀ i∈[k] h_{i1} · · · h_{iai} ∧ v_jw_1 · · · w_{n−S[k]} ,

and since {v_1, . . . , v_{S[k]} } is a basis of V_{[k]} we have that v_1 ∨ · · · ∨ v_{S[k]} = v_1 · · · v_{S[k]} ≠ 0. As the vectors ~h_{ij} are an infinitesimal motion of the vectors h_{ij} , we have that the vectors ~v_j = ⋀ i∈[k] ~h_{i1} · · · ~h_{iai} ∧ v_jw_1 · · · w_{n−S[k]} are inside ~V_{[k]} and are an infinitesimal motion of the vectors v_j . We also have that ~v_1 · · · ~v_{m[S]} = ⋀ i∈[k] ~h_{i1} · · · ~h_{iai} ∧ v_j w_1 · · · w_{n−S[k]} ≠ 0.

This implies that the vectors {~v_1, . . . , ~v_{S[k]} } form a basis for ~V_{[k]}. Thus, the vector ~p = ∑S_{[k]} j=1 α_j ~v_j is inside ~V_{[k]} and represents an infinitesimal motion of p.

We also need the following proposition to prove Theorem 5.25.

Proposition 5.24. Let M be a special solvable matroid with P_M = ∅. Let γ ∈ V_{C(M)}. Suppose that there exist subspaces {H_l : l ∈ L} such that

dim(H_l) = rk(l), γ_l ⊂ H_l, and dim(∩_{l∈Lp} H_l) = a_p for every p ∈ P.

Then we can infinitesimally perturb γ to obtain a collection of vectors in Γ^0_M . In particular, γ ∈ Γ^0_M .

Proof. Let C = {c_1, . . . , c_n} be a basis of M, and let l_1, . . . , l_k be the subspaces in L that contain some point from C. Identifying the set l_1, . . . , l_k with [k], we can view each L_{ci} as a subset of [k]. Since M is special, the ranks rk(l_1), . . . , rk(l_k) and the subsets L_{c1} , . . . , L_{cn} satisfy the conditions of Lemma 5.22(ii).

Therefore, by applying this lemma, we can infinitesimally perturb the subspaces {H_{li} : i ∈ [k]} to obtain new subspaces { ~H_{li} : i ∈ [k]} such that the subspaces ⋂ l∈L_{c1} ~H_l, . . . . . . , ⋂ l∈L_{cn} ~H_l (5.6)

satisfy the choice property. For convenience, we will also denote ~H_l = H_l even for l /∈ {l_1, . . . , l_k}.

Since for each p ∈ P we have dim(∩_{l∈Lp} H_l) = a_p, by applying Lemma 5.23, we can select for each p ∈ P a vector τ_p ∈ ∩_{l∈Lp} ~H_l that is an infinitesimal motion of γ_p. Since the subspaces in Equation 5.6 have the choice property, we can use Lemma 5.23 to choose linearly independent vectors {κ_p : p ∈ C}, with κ_p ∈ ∩_{l∈Lp} ~H_l being an infinitesimal motion of τ_p for every p ∈ C. For q /∈ C, we set κ_q = τ_q.

Observe that κ_l ⊂ ~H_l for every l ∈ L, and since dim( ~H_l) = rk(l), it follows that κ_p ∈ V_{C(M)}. Since the motions were infinitesimal, we can ensure that dim(∩_{l∈Lp} ~H_l) = a_p for every p ∈ P, and that there is no set of points D ⊂ P for which the vectors {κ_p : p ∈ D} are linearly dependent while the vectors {γ_p : p ∈ D} are linearly independent. In other words, we ensure that κ ≤ γ as matroids. Therefore, κ also satisfies the hypothesis of the proposition. Additionally, the vectors {κ_p : p ∈ C} are linearly independent. Hence, by repeatedly applying this procedure, we eventually obtain a collection of points κ ∈ Γ^0_M , which completes the proof.

In the following theorem, we will show that being special is not only a necessary condition for having a stable realization but also a sufficient one.

Theorem 5.25. Let M be a special solvable matroid with P_M = ∅. Then Γ^0_M ≠ ∅ and M is realizable.

Proof. For each p ∈ P we consider the polynomial map

F_p : ∏ l∈L (C^n)^{rk(l)} → ⋀ C^n (H_l)_{l∈L} → ⋀ l∈L_p H_l. (5.7)

It is clear that F_p is not identically zero since a_p > 0. Therefore, there exist subspaces {H_l : l ∈ L} that are not in the vanishing locus of any F_p. Consequently, for these subspaces, we have dim(H_l) = rk(l) for every l ∈ L, and dim (⋂ l∈L_p Hl ) = a_p for every p ∈ P. If we take γ ∈ V_{C(M)} as the collection of zero vectors along with the subspaces {H_l : l ∈ L}, then they satisfy all the hypotheses of Proposition 5.24. Thus, applying this proposition leads to the desired conclusion.

Using Theorem 5.25, we introduce a family of realizable matroids in the following proposition.

Corollary 5.26. Let M be a matroid as in Example 5.15(ii). Then M is realizable.

Proof. We will show that M is special. Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that there exists a subset L ⊂ L such that rk (⋂ l∈L l ) > a_L. Since every point has a degree of at most two, it follows that |L| ∈ {1, 2}. If |L| = 1, then L = {l} for some l ∈ L. In this case, we have rk (⋂ l∈L l ) = rk(l). Given that a_L = rk(l), this would lead to rk(l) = a_L, which contradicts our assumption.

Assume |L| = 2. Suppose L = {l_1, l_2} for some l_1, l_2 ∈ L. Since L must be of the form L_p for some p ∈ P, we by the submodularity of the rank function:

rk(l_1 ∪ l_2) ≤ rk(l_1) + rk(l_2) − rk(l_1 ∩ l_2) < rk(l_1) + rk(l_2) − a_L = n,

which contradicts the definition of M. Therefore, M must be special. Using Example 5.15, we know that P_M = ∅. Therefore, applying Theorem 5.25, we conclude that M is realizable.

The following proposition presents another family of realizable matroids.

Proposition 5.27. Let M be an n-paving matroid. Suppose that for every subset L ⊂ L with |L| > 1, there are at most max{0, n − |L|} points p ∈ P with L ⊂ L_p. Then M has a stable realization.

Proof. By the hypothesis, we know that M is special since for each L ⊂ L we have

a_L = ∑ l∈L rk(l) − n(|L| − 1) = n − |L| .

By taking L = L_p we also deduce that P_M = ∅, hence the result follows by applying Theorem 5.25.

In fact, it is straightforward to see that the n-paving matroids satisfying the hypothesis of Proposition 5.27 are exactly the ones that are precisely those that are special and satisfy P_M = ∅.

Example 5.28. Let M be the matroid on the ground set [7] with dependent hyperplanes L = {{1234}, {1256}, {3456}, {1357}, {2467}}. The intersection of any two of these subsets contains at most two elements. Applying Lemma 2.10, we conclude that M is a 4-paving matroid. Additionally, each point has degree less than four, and no two points are contained in three dependent hyperplanes simultaneously. Thus, the conditions of Proposition 5.27 are satisfied, and M is realizable and, in fact, has a stable realization.

5.3 An irreducible component of solvable matroid varieties

In this subsection, we will prove that if M is a solvable matroid with a stable realization, then Γ^0_M is irreducible. We will prove this in Theorem 5.34, which generalizes [4, Theorem 4.5], where a similar result was proven for point-line configurations. Furthermore, in Theorem 5.36, we will demonstrate that if M is a solvable matroid such that Γ^0_M ≠ ∅, then Γ^0_M is an irreducible component of V_M . This includes the case of special solvable matroids for which P_M = ∅, as established in Theorem 5.25.

Our goal now is to prove Theorem 5.34, for which we first need to establish the following lemmas.

Lemma 5.29. Let S and T be subspaces of C^n with dimensions k and n − k, respectively, such that S ∩ T = {0}. Let v_1, . . . , v_k be vectors with ⟨v_1, . . . , v_k⟩ + T = C^n. For each i ∈ [k], let t_i be an extensor associated with the subspace T + ⟨v_i⟩. Let s be an extensor associated with S. Then, the vectors {t_i ∧ s : i ∈ [k]} form a basis for S.

Proof. Since dim(T + ⟨v_i⟩) + dim(S) = n + 1 and T + S = C^n , we know that t_i ∧ s is a non-zero vector, which we denote as s_i. This vector s_i belongs to T + ⟨v_i⟩ ∩ S, so we can write s_i = w_i + λ_iv_i with w_i ∈ T . Note that λ_i ≠ 0 because S ∩ T = {0}. Furthermore, since ⟨v_1, . . . , v_k⟩ ∩ T = {0}, the vectors {s_i : i ∈ [k]} are linearly independent. Thus, they form a basis for S.

Lemma 5.30. Let M be a solvable matroid, and consider γ ∈ Γ^0_M and p /∈ P_M . Suppose V is a subspace of dimension n − a_p. Then, we can infinitesimally perturb γ to obtain τ ∈ Γ^0_M with V_{τ,p} ∩ V = {0}.

Proof. Since γ is stable at p, dim(V_{γ,p}) = a_p. Let T be a projective transformation infinitesimally close to Id with T (V_{γ,p}) ∩ V = {0}. Then, T (γ) represents an infinitesimal motion of γ, and V_{T (γ),p} ∩ V = T (V_{γ,p}) ∩ V = {0}. By Lemma 5.16, it follows that T (γ) ∈ Γ^0_M . Hence, choosing τ = T (γ) is a valid solution.

Definition 5.31. For a point p /∈ P_M , denote the subspace ⟨e_{ap +1}, . . . , e_n⟩ by E_p. For each i ∈ [a_p], denote the subspace E_p + ⟨e_i⟩ by E_{p,i}. We say that γ ∈ Γ^0_M is normal if V_{γ,p} ∩ E_p = {0} for every point p /∈ P_M . We denote by Γ^1_M the subset of Γ^0_M consisting of these normal collections.

Note that Γ^1_M is open in Γ_M . Since Γ_M = V_{C(M)}\V (J_M ), it follows that Γ^1_M is also open in V_{C(M)}. Applying Lemma 5.30, we obtain the following corollary, which is crucial for proving Theorem 5.34.

Corollary 5.32. Let M be a solvable matroid and let γ ∈ Γ^0_M . Then we can apply an infinitesimal motion to γ to obtain a normal κ ∈ Γ^1_M . In particular, we have that Γ^1_M is dense in Γ^0_M .

Proof. If γ is normal, then the assertion holds. Otherwise, assume there is a point p /∈ P_M such that V_{γ,p} ∩ E_p ≠ {0}. By applying Lemma 5.30, we can infinitesimally perturb γ to obtain τ ∈ Γ^0_M such that V_{τ,p} ∩ E_p = {0}. Since the perturbation is infinitesimal, we can also ensure that V_{τ,q} ∩ E_q = {0} for every q /∈ P_M where V_{γ,q} ∩ E_q = {0}. Repeating this process, we will eventually obtain a normal κ ∈ Γ^1_M after a finite number of steps.

We will also present the following lemma, whose proof is similar to Lemma 3.5. Let Γ^0_{M,d} denote the set of stable realizations of M in C^d .

Lemma 5.33. Let M be a solvable matroid of rank n. If Γ^0_M is irreducible, then Γ^0_{M,d} is also irreducible for all d ≥ n.

We now prove that the space of stable realizations of a solvable matroid is either irreducible or empty.

Theorem 5.34. Let M be a solvable matroid, then Γ^0_M is irreducible or empty.

Proof. We will prove that for a solvable matroid N, if either P_N = ∅ or Γ^0_{PN} is irreducible, then Γ^0_N must be either irreducible or empty. Establishing this will allow us to apply induction on l_s(M) to obtain the desired result. Let N be a matroid with this property, and let n = rk(N). For each l ∈ L, let b_l denote the number rk(P_l), and let q_{l,1}, . . . , q_{l,bl} be a basis of P_l. If P_N ≠ ∅, we define the space X ⊂ Γ^0_{PN ,n} × ∏ l∈L (C^n )^{rk(l)} × ∏ p /∈P_N C^{ap} , consisting of tuples (γ, h_l, λ_p : l ∈ L, p /∈ P_N ) that satisfy (h_l)_i = γ_{ql,i} for every l ∈ L and i ∈ [b_l]. It is straightforward to verify from this definition that X ∼= Γ^0_{PN ,n} × ∏ l∈L (C^n )^{rk(l)−bl} × ∏ p /∈P_N C^{ap} .

If P_N = ∅, we define X as ∏ l∈L (C^n )^{rk(l)} × ∏ p /∈P_N C^{ap} .

By Lemma 5.33, Γ^0_{PN ,n} is irreducible. Therefore, in both cases, X is irreducible since it is a product of irreducible sets. For each tuple (γ, h_l, λ_p : l ∈ L, p /∈ P_N ) ∈ X and each q /∈ P_N , we have that ∑ l∈L_q rk(l) − n(|L_q| − 1) = a_q,

and consequently, ⋀ l∈L_q hl ∧ Eq,i is a vector for every i ∈ [aq]. We denote this vector by kq,i. Note that

k_{q,i} ∈ h_l for every l ∈ L_q, where h_l denotes the subspace associated with the extensor h_l.

Now we define the map ψ : X → (C^n)^{|N|} as follows:

ψ (γ, h_l, λ_p : l ∈ L, p /∈ P_N )_q = γ_q if q ∈ P_N a_q∑

i=1 λ_{qi}k_{q,i} if q /∈ P_N We will show that im(ψ) ⊂ V_{C(N)}. To establish this, we prove that ψ(Y ) ∈ V_{C(N)}, where Y = (γ, h_l, λ_p : l ∈ L, p /∈ P_N ) is an arbitrary element of X. Specifically, we prove that rk{ψ(Y )_q : q ∈ l} ≤ rk(l) for every l ∈ L. We will do this by showing that {ψ(Y )_q : q ∈ l} ⊂ h_l. We will proceed by considering the following cases:

• Suppose q ∈ P_l. Then q ∈ {q_{l,1}, . . . , q_{l,bl} }, which implies that γ_q ∈ span{γ_{ql,1} , . . . , γ_{ql,bl} }. Since γ_{ql,i} ∈ h_l for every i ∈ [b_l], it follows that γ_q ∈ h_l.

• If q /∈ P_l, then ψ(Y )_q ∈ h_l, because k_{q,i} ∈ h_l for every i ∈ [a_q].

We will now prove that Γ^1_N ⊂ im(ϕ). The key idea is that each realization of Γ^1_N can be derived from a realization of Γ^0_{PN ,n} by adding the points from N \ P_N , which we will detail below. Let γ ∈ Γ^1_N . For each q /∈ P_N , we have V_{γ,q} ∩ E_q = {0}. By Lemma 5.29, we deduce that the vectors { ⋀ l∈L_q h_l ∧ E_{q,i} : i ∈ [a_q]} form a basis of V_{γ,q}, where h_l denotes an extensor associated with γ_l. Since γ_q ∈ V_{γ,q}, we can represent γ_q by the vector λ_q ∈ C^{aq} in this basis. It follows that γ = ψ(γ|_{PN} , h_l, λ_q : l ∈ L, q /∈ P_N ). This completes the proof that Γ^1_N ⊂ im(ϕ).

Since the coordinates of the vectors k_{qi} are polynomials in the vectors of γ, the map ψ is a polynomial map and hence continuous. Consequently, im(ψ) is irreducible because X is irreducible. We have also established that im(ψ) ⊂ V_{C(N)} and that Γ^1_N ⊂ im(ϕ). Therefore, we obtain Γ^1_N ⊂ im(ϕ) ⊂ V_{C(N)}, which implies that Γ^1_N is open in im(ϕ), as Γ^1_N is open in V_{C(N)}. Hence, Γ^1_N is either irreducible or empty. By Corollary 5.32, this implies that Γ^0_N is also irreducible or empty.

Example 5.35. Applying Theorem 5.34, we find that V_M is either irreducible or empty for the matroids discussed in Example 5.15, as in these cases we have Γ^0_M = Γ_M . Moreover, by combining Theorem 5.34 with Lemma 5.6, we can conclude that if M is an n-paving matroid that does not contain any submatroid where every point has degree at least n, then Γ^0_M is either irreducible or empty.

We now proceed to prove the main result of this subsection: if the space of stable realizations of a solvable matroid is non-empty, then its closure is an irreducible component of the matroid variety.

Theorem 5.36. Let M be a matroid for which Γ^0_M ≠ ∅. Then Γ^0_M is an irreducible component of V_M .

Proof. Since Γ^0_M is open in V_M , being open in V_{C(M)}, its closure Γ^0_M is a union of irreducible components of V_M . By applying Theorem 5.34, we conclude that Γ^0_M is indeed an irreducible component of V_M .

As a corollary, for the family of special solvable matroids with P_M = ∅, the closure of the space of stable realizations, Γ^0_M , is an irreducible component of V_M .

Theorem 5.37. Let M be a special solvable matroid with P_M = ∅. Then Γ^0_M is an irreducible component of V_M .

Proof. This result follows from applying Theorem 5.36 and Theorem 5.25.

Example 5.38. The 4-paving matroid from Example 5.28 is special and has P_M = ∅. Consequently, by applying Theorem 5.37, we conclude that Γ^0_M is an irreducible component of its matroid variety.

References

[1] Jürgen Bokowski and Bernd Sturmfels. “Computational synthetic geometry”. In: Lecture Notes in Mathematics 1355 (1989), pp. 1–166.

[2] Winfried Bruns and Aldo Conca. “Gröbner Bases and Determinantal Ideals”. In: Commutative Algebra, Singularities and Computer Algebra. Springer Netherlands, 2003, pp. 9–66.

[3] Peter Caines, Fatemeh Mohammadi, Eduardo Sáenz-de-Cabezón, and Henry Wynn. “Lattice conditional independence models and Hibi ideals”. In: Transactions of the London Mathematical Society 9.1 (2022), pp. 1–19.

[4] Oliver Clarke, Kevin Grace, Fatemeh Mohammadi, and Harshit Motwani. “Matroid stratifications of hypergraph varieties, their realization spaces, and discrete conditional independence models”. In: International Mathematics Research Notices (2022), rnac268.

[5] Oliver Clarke, Giacomo Masiero, and Fatemeh Mohammadi. “Liftable point-line configurations:

defining equations and irreducibility of associated matroid and circuit varieties”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.07737 (2024).

[6] Oliver Clarke, Fatemeh Mohammadi, and Harshit Motwani. “Conditional probabilities via line arrangements and point configurations”. In: Linear and Multilinear Algebra 70.20 (2022), pp. 5268–5300.

[7] Oliver Clarke, Fatemeh Mohammadi, and Johannes Rauh. “Conditional independence ideals with hidden variables”. In: Advances in Applied Mathematics 117 (2020), p. 102029.

[8] Viviana Ene, Jürgen Herzog, Takayuki Hibi, and Fatemeh Mohammadi. “Determinantal facet ideals”. In: Michigan Mathematical Journal 62.1 (2013), pp. 39–57.

[9] Israel Gelfand, Mark Goresky, Robert MacPherson, and Vera Serganova. “Combinatorial geometries, convex polyhedra, and Schubert cells”. In: Advances in Mathematics 63.3 (1987), pp. 301–316.

[10] Benoit Guerville-Balle and Juan Viu-Sos. “Connectivity and combinatorial interplay in the moduli space of line arrangements”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.00322 (2023).

[11] Jürgen Herzog, Takayuki Hibi, Freyja Hreinsdóttir, Thomas Kahle, and Johannes Rauh.

“Binomial edge ideals and conditional independence statements”. In: Advances in Applied Mathematics 3.45 (2010), pp. 317–333.

[12] Allen Knutson, Thomas Lam, and David E Speyer. “Positroid varieties: juggling and geometry”.

In: Compositio Mathematica 149.10 (2013), pp. 1710–1752.

[13] Seok Hyeong Lee and Ravi Vakil. “Mnëv-Sturmfels universality for schemes”. In: A celebration of algebraic geometry 18 (2013), pp. 457–468.

[14] Emiliano Liwski and Fatemeh Mohammadi. “Paving Matroids: Defining Equations and Associated Varieties”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.13718 (2024).

[15] Dillon Mayhew, Mike Newman, Dominic Welsh, and Geoff Whittle. “On the asymptotic proportion of connected matroids”. In: European Journal of Combinatorics 32.6 (2011), pp. 882– 890.

[16] Boris Mederos, I Pérez-Cabrera, M Takane, G Tapia Sánchez, and B Zavala. “A method to construct all the paving matroids over a finite set”. In: Boletín de la Sociedad Matemática Mexicana 28.2 (2022), p. 50.

[17] Nikolai E. Mnëv. “On manifolds of combinatorial types of projective configurations and convex polyhedra”. In: Soviet Math. Doklady. Vol. 32. 1985, pp. 335–337.

[18] Nikolai E. Mnëv. “The universality theorems on the classification problem of configuration varieties and convex polytopes varieties”. In: Topology and geometry—Rohlin seminar. Springer. 1988, pp. 527–543.

[19] Fatemeh Mohammadi and Johannes Rauh. “Prime splittings of determinantal ideals”. In:

Communications in Algebra 46.5 (2018), pp. 2278–2296.

[20] Shaheen Nazir and Masahiko Yoshinaga. “On the connectivity of the realization spaces of line arrangements”. In: Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa-Classe di Scienze 11.4 (2012), pp. 921–937.

[21] James Oxley. Matroid Theory. Second edition, Oxford University Press, 2011. [22] Gerhard Pfister and Andreas Steenpass. “On the primary decomposition of some determinantal hyperedge ideal”. In: Journal of Symbolic Computation 103 (2019), pp. 14–21.

[23] Mike J. Piff and Dominic J.A. Welsh. “On the vector representation of matroids”. In: Journal of the London Mathematical Society 2.2 (1970), pp. 284–288.

[24] Richard Randell. “Lattice-isotopic arrangements are topologically isomorphic”. In: Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society (1989), pp. 555–559.

[25] Jürgen Richter-Gebert. Perspectives on Projective Geometry: A Guided Tour Through Real and Complex Geometry. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2011.

[26] Jürgen Richter-Gebert. “The Universality theorems for oriented matroids and polytopes”. In:

Contemporary Mathematics 223 (1999), pp. 269–292.

[27] Grigori L. Rybnikov. “On the fundamental group of the complement of a complex hyperplane arrangement”. In: Functional Analysis and Its Applications 45.2 (2011), pp. 137–148.

[28] Jessica Sidman, Will Traves, and Ashley Wheeler. “Geometric equations for matroid varieties”.

In: Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series A 178 (2021), p. 105360.

[29] Meera Sitharam, Audrey St. John, and Jessica Sidman. Handbook of Geometric Constraint Systems Principles (1st edition). Boca Raton: Chapman and Hall/CRC, 2017.

[30] Bernd Sturmfels. Algorithms in invariant theory. Texts and Monographs in Symbolic Computation, Springer-Verlag, Vienna, 1993.

[31] Bernd Sturmfels. “Computational algebraic geometry of projective configurations”. In: Journal of symbolic computation 11.5-6 (1991), pp. 595–618.

[32] Bernd Sturmfels. “On the matroid stratification of Grassmann varieties, specialization of coordinates, and a problem of N. White”. In: Advances in Mathematics 75.2 (1989), pp. 202–211.

[33] Dominic JA Welsh. Matroid theory. Courier Corporation, 2010.

[34] N. L. White. “Geometric applications of the Grassmann-Cayley algebra”. In: Handbook of discrete and computational geometry. Chapman and Hall/CRC, 2017, pp. 1581–1592.