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SIGNED COUNTING OF PARTITION MATRICES

SHANE CHERN AND SHISHUO FU

ABSTRACT. We prove that the signed counting (with respect to the parity of the
“Iinv” statistic) of partition matrices equals the cardinality of a subclass of inversion
sequences. In the course of establishing this result, we introduce an interesting class of
partition matrices called improper partition matrices. We further show that a subset
of improper partition matrices is equinumerous with the set of Motzkin paths. Such
an equidistribution is established both analytically and bijectively.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background. A Fishburn matrix is an upper-triangular square matrix over non-
negative integers such that each row and column contains at least one nonzero entry.
The weight of such a matrix M, denoted by w(M), is defined as the sum of all its
entries. Also, the dimension of M, denoted by dim(M), is the dimension of a square
matrix in the usual sense (i.e., the number of rows/columns). For example, the following
Fishburn matrix

(1.1)

S = DN
__ O O

has weight 8 and dimension 4. In this work, we denote by FM,, the set of Fishburn
matrices of weight n and write FM := U,,>1 FM,,.

Historically, this concept was first considered by Fishburn [11, 12|, arising naturally
from his earlier study of interval orders in [10]. In recent years, Fishburn matrices have
been connected to other combinatorial objects such as ascent sequences [/], pattern-
avoiding permutations |4, 7], and pattern-avoiding insertion tables [18]. In addition,
their counting function, known as the Fishburn number [20, A022493|, plays a motivat-
ing role in topics including ¢-hypergeometric series [3], quantum modular forms [24],
and Vassiliev invariants |22, 23].

In 2011, Claesson, Dukes, and Kubitzke [3] introduced two matrix analogs for set
partitions; the one we are interested in is the partition matrix.

Let [n] := {1,2,...,n} throughout this paper.
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Definition 1.1. A partition matriz P on [n] is an upper-triangular square matrix over
the power set of [n] such that

e cach row and column contains at least one nonempty subset of [n];
e these nonempty subsets partition [n];

e defining the column index col(k) = colp(k) (resp. row index row(k) = rowp(k)) of
k € [n] as the column (resp. row) in P that contains the subset including &, then for
any two elements 7, j € [n] with ¢ < j, we always have colp(i) < colp(j).

For a partition matrix P on [n], we define its weight w(P) as n and its dimension by
dim(P). As an example, the following matrix
{1} o {4,5} ©
23 {6} o »

g {8}
{7}
is a partition matrix on {1,2,...,8}, and has weight 8 and dimension 4. Throughout,

let PM denote the set of all partition matrices and PM,, the set of partition matrices
on [n].

Notably, partition matrices have a natural connection with Fishburn matrices. To
be precise, given a partition matrix on [n], if we switch its entries from the subsets of
[n] to the cardinalities of these subsets, then the resulting matrix is a Fishburn matrix
of the same weight and dimension, just like the matrix in (1.2) reduces to that in (1.1).
Such a matrix is called the induced Fishburn matriz of our partition matrix.

On the other hand, unlike Fishburn numbers, which have no simple closed expression,*
the number of partition matrices of weight n is the factorial of n. Recall that an
inversion sequence is of the form

e:=(e1,e9,...,e,) with 0 < e; <i—1 for every i with 1 <1i <n;
we call n the length of this inversion sequence, denoted by len(e). Let I, be the set of

inversion sequences of length n. The following elegant result is due to Claesson, Dukes,
and Kubitzke |3, p. 1626, Theorem 3].

Theorem 1.2 (Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke). For every n > 1, there is a bijection I =
I1,, between partition matrices of weight n and inversion sequences of length n. As a
consequence,

|PM,, | = nl.

'However, as shown by Zagier [23, p. 948, Theorem 1], the generating function for Fishburn numbers
can still be simply expressed as
Y IIa-a-v):

n>01:i=1

this is a typical example of quantum modular forms (after replacing 1 — ¢ with ¢).
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The Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke bijection II,, : PM,, — I, is natural because of its
simplicity in terms of construction. Precisely speaking, for a matrix P € PM,, the
corresponding inversion sequence II,,(P) = (ey,...,e,) is such that for each j with
1<j<n,

ej = N,

row(j)—1
d=1

where ng denotes the total cardinality of the sets in the d-th column. Here the empty
summation (i.e., when row(j) = 1) is understood to equal 0 as usual.

Example 1.3. The following examples showcase how the Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke
bijection works between PM3 and I3:

({1,2.3}) = (0,0,0), G”{ﬁDHm¢m

@}gDH@Qm GM}SQH@Q%

{1} o o
{1} {3}

As a concrete illustration, let us choose

P = ({1} g%) € PM;.

We have the row indices row(1l) = 1, row(2) = 2, and row(3) = 1. And the total
cardinality in the two columns is n; = 1 and ny = 2. Now for II3(P) = (e1, €2, €3) € I3,
the Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke bijection gives us e; = e3 = 0 (because of the empty
sum) and ey = n; = 1.

1.2. Main result and motivation. To more closely tie partition matrices and Fish-
burn matrices, as well as the counting of them, we consider the following polynomial in

N[g]:

dim(M)

Sy= S IL Mt ) (1)

MeFM,, j=1 15> 2,55 AR IY q

where the sum runs over all Fishburn matrices M := (m;;); j>1 of weight n. Here the
q-multinomial coefficients are defined by

€ N[q],

ar,y...,aq

[al et ak} | _ [CE;;];!. ‘. ‘. _FGZ]’Z];]'
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with [0],! :== 1 and [a],! == []i, 11%(5 for any positive integer a. Meanwhile, given a

partition matrix P on [n], a pair of numbers (i, j) over [n] is said to be an inversion in
P if

° > 7;

e col(i) = col(j);

o row(i) < row(j).

We denote by inv(P) the number of inversions in P. According to a standard result on
g-multinomial coefficients |2, p. 41, Theorem 3.6], it is true that

Sulg) = > ™" (1.4)

PePM,,

Taking ¢ = 0 in (1.3) and ¢ = 1 in (1.4), respectively, while for the former noting
further that [“1+"'+“’“]0 = 1, we have the relations:

ai,...,ak
S,.(0) = | FM,, | = Fis,,, (1.5)
So(1) = | PM, | = nl. (1.6)

Here, Fis,, is the n-th Fishburn number. It is then natural to ask for an explicit
expression of S,(q), at least at some typical values of ¢ other than zero and one.

The above discussion motivates us to consider the following signed enumeration of
partition matrices:

Su(=1) = > (=1)™"), (1.7)

PePM,

The initial values of this counting function are
1,2,4,10,28,88,304, 1144, . ...

After searching it in the On-Line Encyclopedia of Integer Sequences (OEIS, [20]), we
find that this sequence coincides with [20, A229046]. This observation leads us to
discover one of the main results in the present work.

Theorem 1.4. For every n > 1, the number S, (—1) equals the number of inversion
sequences in I,(—, —, =), that is, inversion sequences (e, ..., e,) of length n such that
there is no triple i < j < k with e; = ey,.

Remark 1.5. The numbers |I,(—, —,=)| give one of the combinatorial explanations
of the sequence |20, A229046]; Martinez and Savage proposed this relation as an open
problem in [19, Section 2.13|. In the same work, Martinez and Savage also considered the
“dist” statistic for sequences in I, (—, —, =) counting distinct elements in a given inver-
sion sequence, and obtained a recurrence for the corresponding bi-parametric counting
function. Later on, Cao, Jin, and Lin [0, p. 96, Proposition 7.2]* confirmed Martinez

’In [6], the “dist” statistic only counts distinct positive elements, and hence it is one less than that
of Martinez and Savage because 0 always appears in an inversion sequence. Throughout this work, we
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and Savage’s hunch by establishing the following relation:
n+1

Z Zdlst(e) _ Z(] . 1)'{n +] j}zn-‘—l—‘], (].8)

e€ln(——=) J=1

where {:l} are the Stirling numbers of the second kind. Alternatively, as claimed by
Heinz [20, A229046] and confirmed by Cao, Jin, and Lin [0, p. 96, Theorem 7.1|, the
number |I,,(—, —,=)| also equals the number of set partitions of [n + 1] such that the
absolute difference between the smallest elements of consecutive blocks is always greater
than 1.

1.3. Outline. We will take two steps to establish Theorem 1.4:
(1) Find a subset of PM,, such that its cardinality is given by S,(—1);
(2) Show that this subset is equinumerous with I,(—, —, =).

In Section 2, we construct a subclass of partition matrices called improper partition
matrices in Definition 2.1 to fulfill our objective in Step (1). Then in Section 3, a
bivariate generating function is established for our improper partition matrices. As
shown in Theorem 3.3, this generating function is identical to a bivariate generating
function for the desired inversion sequences in I,,(—, —, =), thereby completing Step (2).

It is notable that improper partition matrices themselves are of independent research
interest. Therefore, Section 4 is devoted to a further subset of improper partition
matrices. This subset, surprisingly, is equinumerous with the set of Motzkin paths. In
particular, such an equidistribution can be strengthened by accommodating two extra
statistics on both sides; this subtle relation is presented in Theorem 4.7. Moreover,
two proofs are provided, with one analytic and the other bijective. Both proofs build
upon a combinatorial mechanism involving weighted Motzkin paths to be introduced
in Section 4.3.

We close this paper with some questions for future research in Section 5.

1.4. List of notation. To facilitate the understanding of the paper, we list the neces-
sary notation as follows. Here only typical notation is presented, and in particular, we
omit subscripts indicating weight, length, etc. For example, we list FM instead of FM,,
for the set of Fishburn matrices.

Matrices

& Sets

FM set of Fishburn matrices (Section 1.1)

PM set of partition matrices (Definition 1.1)

IPPM set of improper partition matrices (Definition 2.1)
NDPM set of nondecreasing partition matrices (Definition 4.1)

adopt the convention of Martinez and Savage and therefore modify (1.8) from its original form in [6]
accordingly.
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NDIPPM

¢ Statistics
w

dim

row, col

inv

v

blk

odd
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set of nondecreasing improper partition matrices (Section 4.2)

weight of a Fishburn or partition matrix (Section 1.1)

dimension of a Fishburn or partition matrix (Section 1.1)

row/column index of a number in a partition matrix (Definition 1.1)
number of inversions in a partition matrix (Section 1.2)

semi-weight of a partition matrix (Definition 3.1)

number of irreducible diagonal blocks in a nondecreasing partition ma-
trix (Section 4.1)

number of nonempty entries of an odd cardinality in a nondecreasing
partition matrix (Section 4.2)

Inversion sequences

& Sets

¢ Statistics
len
dist

Lattice paths

& Sets
D

M

wrt

M)

¢ Statistics
semilen
ret

len
level
level®
comp

-

odd
Mappings
I

set of inversion sequences (Section 1.1)

set of inversion sequences e such that there is no triple ¢ < j < k with
e; = ex (Theorem 1.4)

length of an inversion sequence (Section 1.1)
number of distinct elements in an inversion sequence (Remark 1.5)

set of Dyck paths (Section 4.1)

set of Motzkin paths (Definition 4.6)

set of Motzkin paths with no level steps on the x-axis (Section 4.5)
set of restricted weighted Motzkin paths (Definition 4.15)

semilength of a Dyck path (Section 4.1)

number of times a Dyck path returns to the xz-axis (Section 4.1)
length of a Motzkin path (Section 4.2)

number of level steps on a Motzkin path (Section 4.2)

number of level steps on a Motzkin path lying on the z-axis (Section 4.2)

number of (down and level) steps on a Motzkin path ending on the
z-axis (Section 4.2)

weight of a weighted Motzkin path (Definition 4.10)
number of odd weights in a weighted Motzkin path (Definition 4.10)

the Claesson—-Dukes—Kubitzke bijection from PM to I (Theorem 1.2)
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O weight-preserving involution on PM that fixes IPPM (Definition 2.2 and
Theorem 2.3)

bijection from nondecreasing partition matrices to weighted Motzkin
paths (Theorem 4.11)
bijection from [M>¢|, to M, (Theorem 4.20)

bijection from [M;O]n to [M>¢]n—2 (Lemma 4.21)

(1]

o B
303

2. IMPROPER PARTITION MATRICES

As we have promised, in this section, we are going to determine a subset of partition
matrices, the cardinality of which is counted by S,(—1). To begin with, we introduce
further statistics on partition matrices. Then such a subset is precisely the set of fixed
points under an involution © that we are going to construct.

Given a partition matrix P on [n], the element ¢ with 1 < i < n is called a descent
(resp. an ascent) in P if the pair (7,7 + 1) satisfies that

e col(i) = col(i + 1);

e row(i) > row(i + 1) (resp. row(i) < row(i + 1)).

And (4,7 + 1) is said to form a descent pair (resp. an ascent pair) in P.

Definition 2.1. Given a partition matrix P € PM, a descent or an ascent ¢ of P is said
to be proper if i = j (mod 2), where j is the minimal element in the col(7)-th column of
P. Otherwise, it is said to be improper. Let IPPM denote the subset of PM consisting
of all improper partition matrices,® which are partition matrices with every descent and

ascent (if any) improper; we also denote by IPPM,, the subset of matrices in IPPM of
weight n.

For instance, in the earlier example, the matrix in (1.2) has an improper ascent at
5 and a proper descent at 7. As another example, among the six matrices in PM3 in
Example 1.3, only the following four are improper:

{1} ¢ o
({123}), ({1’2}{2}), <{1}{2?3}>’ ( {2}{3})'

Definition 2.2. For every n > 1, let © be a mapping from PM to itself, with the image
O(P) constructed for any P € PM as follows:
e if P € IPPM, then simply set O(P) := P,

e if P € PM\ IPPM, find the smallest proper ascent or descent, say i, in P, and switch
i and i + 1 to obtain ©(P).

The following theorem indicates that IPPM is our desired subset for Step (1) in
Section 1.3.
3This acronymic format of nomenclature, which is adopted throughout this work, is widely used

in enumerative combinatorics. See, for example, the works of Andrews [1] and Stanley [21] for plane
partitions, and the Annals paper of Kuperberg [17] for alternating sign matrices.
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Theorem 2.3. The mapping © : PM — PM 1is a weight-preserving involution that fixes
IPPM, and for any P € PM \ IPPM, we have

|inv(P) — inv(O(P))| = 1. (2.1)
Moreover, for every P € IPPM,
inv(P) =0 (mod 2). (2.2)
Consequently, we see that for everyn > 1,
| TIPPM,, | = Sn(—1). (2.3)

Proof. 1t is trivial that for P € IPPM, the mapping © is a weight-preserving involution
because O(P) is P itself. Meanwhile, we note that for any P € PM \ IPPM, the smallest
proper descent (resp. ascent) in P becomes the smallest proper ascent (resp. descent)
in ©(P). It should then be clear from the construction of © that

w(P) = w(O(P))
and
©(O(P)) = P.
As such, O preserves weight and is an involution in both cases.

Now we examine the pair (P,O(P)) for P € PM\IPPM. According to the def-
inition of ©, the only difference between P and O(P) is that there exists a unique
pair (i,7 + 1) so that their positions in the matrices are switched going from P to
O(P). We first suppose that i is a proper ascent in P; then it becomes a proper
descent in ©(P). Moreover, for any third element j with j < ¢ in the colp(i)-
th column such that rowp(j) < rowp(i) and rowp(j) < rowp(i + 1), we also have
rowe(p)y(j) < rowe(p)(i) and rowegp)(j) < rowg(p)(i+ 1) because rowg(py(j) = rowp(j)
while rowg(py(i) = rowp(i + 1) and rowegpy(i + 1) = rowp(i) by our construction.
Hence, neither of the pairs (i, 7) and (i + 1, j) form an inversion in P and ©(P). Other
possibilities of elements j & {i,7 + 1} in the colp(i)-th column and possibilities of the
row index rowp(j) can be individually checked in the same way. We conclude that
inv(P)+1 = inv(O(P)) in this scenario. The case of (7,74 1) being a proper descent in
P can be argued in a similar fashion, and the relation inv(P) — 1 = inv(©(P)) follows.
We have proven (2.1).

Next, take any improper matrix P. If inv(P) = 0, then (2.2) trivially holds true.
Otherwise, suppose (i,7) is an inversion in the c-th column of P so that i > j and
rowp(i) < rowp(j). Let S be the subset that contains j. We further assume that

(]_a7aj_17]7j+177]+5)
is the maximal sequence of consecutive integers containing j inside S for certain «, 5 >
0. On one hand, j — o must have the same parity as the smallest element, say cuin,
in the c-th column; otherwise, ; — o — 1, which shares the same parity with cp;,, also
lies in the c-th column and becomes a proper ascent or descent, thereby resulting in a
contradiction. On the other hand, j 4+ § is not the largest element in the c-th column;
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otherwise, we cannot find the element 7 to create our inversion (7, ). Thus, j + 5+ 1
is also in the c-th column, and in particular, rowp(j + 8) # rowp(j + 5 + 1), implying
that 7 4+ 8 is either an ascent or a descent. Now since P is improper, j + 8 must be
improper, thereby having a different parity to ¢y, and hence to 7 — a. We are then
led to the fact that

|{.]_Oé77j77.]+ﬁ}|50 (m0d2)
Consequently, each of (i, j—«),...,(¢,7),...,(i,j+ ) is an inversion pair, contributing
collectively an even count to inv(P), so we obtain (2.2) accordingly.

Finally, we note that due to (2.1), each pair (P, ©(P)) jointly contributes zero in the
signed counting S,(—1) provided that P € PM \ IPPM, while (2.2) tells us that every
improper matrix in IPPM contributes one in the calculation of S,,(—1). These two facts
imply (2.3) and the proof is now completed. OJ

Remark 2.4. It is clear from (2.3) that Theorem 1.4 is equivalent to
| IPPM,, | = |[L.(—, —, =) (2.4)

Recall that the Claesson-Dukes—Kubitzke bijection II maps partition matrices to in-
version sequences. Therefore, a natural question is how this mapping behaves when it
is restricted to improper partition matrices. Unfortunately, we have

[I(IPPM,,) # L,(—, —,=).
As an instance, in Example 1.3, we have shown
II ({1, 2, 3}) = (O, 0, 0) = (61, €2, 63),

while the latter is not in I3(—, —, =) because e; = e3. This observation indicates that
even if there exists a bijection between IPPM,, and I,,(—, —, =), it cannot be as simple
as the one of Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke. In addition, by checking the objects in IPPM,,
and I,(—,—,=) for some slightly larger n, we believe that this provisional bijection
should be much more involved.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.4

As we have discussed in Remark 2.4, a bijective treatment of (2.4) is out of reach.
For the moment, we turn to an analytic strategy to establish (2.4). Our proof builds
upon a bivariate generating function for improper partition matrices, in which we also
include the semi-weight statistic to be introduced below.

Definition 3.1. The semi-weight of a partition matrix P € PM is defined as

opr= 3]

d=1

where D is the dimension of P, and each ng denotes the total cardinality of the sets in
the d-th column.
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Lemma 3.2. We have

Z Z’U(Q tw(Q Z S tZw 1+ tfl)dim(P). (31>

QeIPPM PePM

To prepare for the proof of this lemma, we define the reduction of partition matrices
P € PM in the following way. First, it is clear from Deﬁnition 1.1 that the d-th column
gives a set partition for integers in the interval [Z lni 4 1,5 s + ng). Now we

create a new square matrix by subtracting Z¢:1 n; from every element in the d-th
column for every d with 1 < d < D; by doing so, the d-th column simply becomes a set
partition of [ng4]. Such a new matrix, denoted by P, is called the reduced matriz of P.
For example, the matrix in (1.2) is reduced to

{1} o {1,2} o
1,2 3
{1}

Clearly, there is a one-to-one correspondence between partition matrices and their re-
ductions.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Tt has been indicated in the proof of Theorem 2.3 that given any
@ € IPPM C PM, in every column of the reduced matrix ()~, all even elements 2¢ must
be placed in the same row as 2¢ — 1.

Now we map every P € PM to 24™(”) matrices in IPPM as follows. First, in every
column of the reduction P~, we replace each number k by two numbers 2k — 1 and 2k.
For example, the reduced matrix in (3.2) becomes

{1,2} %) {1,2,3,4} o
{1,2,3,4} {5,6} &

@ {3,4}

{1,2}

after this procedure. It is notable that in the new matrix, there are an even number
of elements in each column. Next, in each column, we may either preserve the largest
element or remove it; in total, there are 24™®) ways to do so. More importantly, every
matrix derived in this way is the reduction of a matrix in IPPM. Also, the reduction
of every matrix in IPPM can be uniquely created as above.

After recovering the corresponding 29™(”) matrices in IPPM, it is clear that their
semi-weights are all equal to the weight of P. Therefore,

dim(P)

(@ (@) _ w(P) 2w (P) dim(P)) i
ZMQ_Zthwz( e

QeIPPM PePM i=0

which implies the desired relation. O
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It has been shown by Claesson, Dukes, and Kubitzke |3, p. 1627, Corollary 5| that
the “dim” statistic on PM,, is Eulerian.? In other words,

Z gdim(P) (P ZxE (3.3)

PePM n>1

where F,(z) is the n-th Eulerian polynomial. In addition, according to an identity of
Frobenius [15] (see also |14, p. 1, eq. (3)]), we have

Z]{ }x—l (3.4)

Therefore,
3 e ZZ]{ } e, (35)
PePM n>1 j=1

Toward a proof of Theorem 1.4, we need the following equidistribution between
IPPM,, and I,(—, —,=).

Theorem 3.3. For everyn > 1,

Z Zv(Q) _ Z Zdist(e). (36)

QEIPPM,, e€ly,(—,—,=)
Proof. It follows from (3.1) and (3.5) that

T @) ZZJ{} (1+ ey, (3.7)

QEIPPM n>1 j=1
Hence, by isolating the coefficient of ¢ on the right-hand side of (3.7), we have

S a0 ¥ R S

QEIPPM y

In view of (1.8), it suffices to show that for every N > 1,

N+1 .
RUEEII R S

=1 J
N-1 N
j{ }NJ+ZJ{N+1 ]}zN+1j.
7j=1 7j=1 J

4Note that dim(P) for P € PM,, is supported on [1,7] instead of [0,n — 1]. This explains the extra
factor « on the right-hand side of (3.3).
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Recall the following recurrence for the Stirling numbers of the second kind [5, p. 625,

eq. (26.8.22)]:
S TR e TS Bt

Thus,

N . .
1 . JN+1— N+1—j Nl
= NI —1)! o
{N+1}+Z(] ><‘7{ j }+{ j—1 }>Z
N . N .
- Zj!{N+,1_j}zN+1‘j+Z(j - 1>!{N+ ! ‘J}ZNH—J'
j=1

Jg—1

N ‘ N-1 .

_ Zﬂ{N + 1 _]}ZN+1—j n Zﬂ{N - ]}ZN—]"
X J
7j=1

J

where we have used the vanishing of {:1} when m = 0 or m > n. Our proof is therefore
completed. O

Now we need one last push for Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. In (3.6), we take z = 1 to get |IPPM,, | = |I,(—, —,=)|. Then
Theorem 1.4 is a direct consequence of (2.3). O

4. NONDECREASING IMPROPER PARTITION MATRICES

This section is devoted to an interesting subset of improper partition matrices. To
begin with, we define partition matrices that are nondecreasing, the concept of which
was introduced by Claesson, Dukes, and Kubitzke in |3, p. 1628, Section 2.2].

Definition 4.1. Given a partition matrix P on [n|, we say it is nondecreasing if for
any two elements i, j € [n] with i < j, we always have rowp(i) < rowp(j) and colp(i) <
colp (7).
Now we count the number of nondecreasing improper partition matrices of a fixed
weight, and the enumerations read:
1,2,4,9,21,51,127,323, ...

It is notable that these values appear in the sequence of Motzkin numbers, given in the
OEIS entry [20, A001006]. This observation leads us to a simplified version of the main
result in the present section.

Theorem 4.2. For every n > 1, the number of nondecreasing improper partition ma-
trices of weight n equals the n-th Motzkin number.
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4.1. The Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke bijection revisited. In [3, p. 1628, Theo-
rem 8|, the mapping Il of Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke is applied to nondecreasing par-
tition matrices, resulting in a bijective correspondence to nondecreasing inversion se-
quences.

Recall that a Dyck path 9 of semilength n is a lattice path starting from (0, 0), ending
at (2n,0), and never falling below the x-axis such that only up () steps (1,1) and
down () steps (1, —1) are used; we write semilen(%) := n. Such paths are enumerated
by the n-th Catalan number Cat, = —- ("), listed in the OEIS entry [20, A000108].

n+i\n
Let I, denote the set of Dyck paths of semilength n and write D := U,,>1D,.

A bijection between nondecreasing inversion sequences of length n and Dyck paths
of semilength n is further provided in [, p. 1628, Proposition 9]. To be specific, given a
Dyck path 9 € D, the corresponding nondecreasing inversion sequence e = (e, ..., ;)
is such that e; equals the number of down steps before the i-th up step for every i € [n].

Let NDPM,, denote the set of nondecreasing partition matrices of weight n, and
write NDPM := U,,~; NDPM,,. In Table 1, we list the five matrices in NDPMj and
their corresponding Dyck paths.

TABLE 1. The correspondence between NDPMj3 and D

partition matrix inversion sequence Dyck path

(020)) (0,0,0) N
{1} {2}

( {3}) (0,0,1) VAN
{12} o

(" &) (0,0,2) NA

1

(") (0,1,1) VAN
{1} 9 @

(M) (0.1,2) AAA
3

As such, the following enumerative relation is offered in |3, p. 1628, Proposition 9|.

Theorem 4.3 (Claesson-Dukes-Kubitzke). For every n > 1, the number of nonde-
creasing partition matrices of weight n equals the n-th Catalan number.

Remark 4.4. It is a classical result |9, p. 296, Item (M6)| that the n-th Motzkin
number counts Dyck paths of semilength n in which no three consecutive up steps are
allowed. However, as we have seen in Table 1, the nondecreasing improper partition ma-
trix ({1.2,3}) is mapped to a Dyck path with three consecutive up steps under the above
bijective construction. Another standard way [20, A001006]| to interpret Motzkin num-
bers with restricted Dyck paths is by requiring that all valleys have even z-coordinate.
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However, with the Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke bijection, we have

{1} {2} o -
@{?’4}} — (0,0,1,1,2) :
5

here the nondecreasing partition matrix is improper, while the first valley of the Dyck
path has odd z-coordinate 3 (recall that the Dyck path starts with z-coordinate 0). Due
to the difficulty of characterizing improperness, it is less likely that the Claesson—Dukes—
Kubitzke bijection provides a correct combinatorial mechanism toward Theorem 4.2.

Now we note that a closer examination of the above bijective correspondence reveals
more information about the equinumerous property in Theorem 4.3.

To begin with, we define blk(A) as the number of irreducible diagonal blocks in a
given A € NDPM. For example, the five nondecreasing matrices in Table 1 consist of
1, 1, 2, 2, 3 irreducible diagonal block(s), respectively.

It turns out that the Claesson-Dukes—Kubitzke bijection II preserves blk(A) as the
number of elements e; with e; = ¢ — 1 in II(A) = (ey,...,e,). This statistic is further
preserved as the number of times the resulting Dyck path % returns to the x-axis,
denoted by ret(%). Therefore, the following strengthening of Theorem 4.3 is apparent.

Theorem 4.5 (Strengthening of Theorem 4.3). For every n > 1, the statistic blk on
NDPM,, s equidistributed with the statistic ret on D,,.

4.2. Strengthening of Theorem 4.2. Let NDIPPM,, denote the set of nondecreasing
improper partition matrices of weight n, and write NDIPPM := U,,~; NDIPPM,,. The
consideration of the “blk” statistic for nondecreasing partition matrices casts light on
the possibility of elaborating on Theorem 4.2. In addition, we denote by odd(A) the
number of nonempty entries of an odd cardinality in a nondecreasing partition matrix
A. Since NDIPPM C NDPM, both statistics blk(B) and odd(B) are also defined for
every B € NDIPPM.

Instead of the restricted Dyck paths as in Remark 4.4, a better description of the
Motzkin numbers comes from Motzkin paths.

Definition 4.6. A Motzkin path A is a lattice path starting from (0, 0), ending on the
right half of the z-axis (i.e., a certain (n,0) with n > 1), and never falling below the
x-axis such that only up () steps (1,1), down () steps (1, —1), and level (—) steps
(1,0) are used.

Let M denote the set of Motzkin paths. Furthermore, the xz-coordinate of the ending
point (i.e., the number n) in the above definition is called the length of this Motzkin path
M, denoted by len( ). Accordingly, we use M, to denote the set of Motzkin paths of
length n. On certain occasions, we also need the empty path @ for our analysis, while we
assume len(@) := 0. As such, we denote My := {@}, and further write M5 := MUM.

For the moment, let us use #,4 ("), #.4(\), and # 4(—) to count the number of
up, down, and level steps on M € M, respectively. In addition, we write

level(M) := #.4(—)
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as a statistic. It is clear that

len(M) = #.u (") +H#u(O\) +#u(—).

Finally, we denote by comp() the number of steps on  that end on the z-axis.
Note that a level step lying on the z-axis is also viewed as “ending on the z-axis.” Also,
we denote by #%, (N\,) and #%, (—) the number of down and level steps ending on the
x-axis, respectively. And as before, we introduce the statistic

level* (M) := #75 (—).
It is again obvious from its definition that
comp(M) = #7 (o) + #u (=)
Theorem 4.2 can be refined as follows.

Theorem 4.7 (Strengthening of Theorem 4.2). For every n > 1, the pair of statistics
(blk,odd) on NDIPPM,, is equidistributed with the pair of statistics (comp,level) on
M,,.

To prove this equidistribution, we introduce weighted Motzkin paths in Section 4.3.
Then both analytic and combinatorial treatments will be provided, as presented in
Sections 4.4 and 4.5, respectively.

4.3. Weighted Motzkin paths. We have pointed out in Remark 4.4 that the
Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke bijection may not be a suitable tool for nondecreasing im-
proper partition matrices. As such, we turn to a different combinatorial strategy con-
ceptualized in terms of weighted Motzkin paths.

We start by assigning a total order to indices in [D]? for a certain D > 1:

(1,1) < (L,2) < --- < (1,D)
< (2,1) < (2,2) < -+ < (2,D) (A1)
< e
< (D,1) < (D,2) < --- < (D,D)

Now let us make some useful observations on nondecreasing partition matrices from
Definitions 1.1 and 4.1.

Fact 4.8. For every nondecreasing partition matriz of weight n and dimension D, the
following statements are true:

(1) The entries at position (1,1) and (D, D) are nonempty;

(2) Letting (r,c) be the row/column index of a nonempty entry, then the next nonempty
entry (according to the total order (4.1)), if existing, must lie in one of the three
positions: (r+1,¢), (r,c+1), or (r+1,c¢+1);

(3) If two consecutive numbers i,i + 1 € [n] belong to different nonempty entries with
row/column indices (r1,c1) and (re, c2), respectively, then (r1,c1) < (r2,ca), and in
addition, there is no nonempty entry such that its row/column index lies between
(r1,c1) and (ra, c2).
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Parts (1) and (2) in Fact 4.8 immediately imply a correspondence between nonde-
creasing partition matrices and certain lattice paths on a lattice such that the vector
(1,0) goes toward south and the vector (0,1) goes toward east;” such a lattice may
easily mimic the grid of indices of a matrix, as illustrated in (4.2) below:

o (0,1) )

(1,0) . (4.2)

xT

Now we construct a path in such a way that for every index in [D]? at which the entry
is nonempty, we add a step from this index to the next index (according to the total
order (4.1)) featuring a nonempty entry. Then we arrive at a path starting at (1, 1),
ending at (D, D), and restricted within the region {(z,y) € Z* : y > x > 1} such that
the south (1) steps (1,0), east (—) steps (0,1), and southeast () steps (1, 1) are used.

It is notable that this process is many-to-one, as evidenced by the following example:

{1} {2,3} {45} @ {1} {2,3} {45} @
g {6 o o {67} o
( o {18} ) and < o {8 ) =

{9,10} {9,10}

However, we recall that the induced Fishburn matrix of the partition matrix in ques-
tion records the cardinality of each nonempty entry. Therefore, for each lattice point
on the path, we may assign a positive weight to keep track of the cardinality of the
corresponding nonempty entry. By doing so, we arrive at a bijective correspondence in
view of Part (3) in Fact 4.8. As an illustration, the previous example becomes

1 2 2
{1} {2,3} {Eﬁ} 2 N 1
z {6} @ \
oz {78} = N 9 (4.3)
{9,10} -+
1 2
{1} {23} {45} @
o {67} o
( 5 (8} > — ) (4.4)
{9,10} 5

Remark 4.9. The lattice path in the above construction is isomorphic to a Motzkin
path whose length equals one less than the number of nonempty entries in the non-
decreasing partition matrix. This can be seen by a counterclockwise rotation of 45
degrees.

Note that this lattice is different from the usual lattice in which the vector (1,0) goes toward east
and the vector (0,1) goes toward north.
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The above discussion motivates us to consider weighted Motzkin paths. As usual,
for s = (s1, $2,...,5;) a finite number sequence, we denote its length by ¢(s) := [ and
its weight by |s| :=s1 + 59+ -+ + 5.

Definition 4.10. A weighted Motzkin path, denoted by A (x), is a Motzkin path A4 €
Mg associated with a weight sequence x of positive integers such that ¢(x) = len( )+
1, while those len(/) + 1 positive integers represent the weights of the len(.#) + 1
lattice points on M, respectively. If len(#) = [, we index the weight sequence by
x := (xg, 1, ..., 1), and for each i, we assign x; to be the weight of the unique lattice
point on J with z-coordinate i.

If a statistic is meaningful for a Motzkin path (, we transplant it to the relevant
weighted Motzkin path  (x). For instance, len( (x)) := len(A) and level(M (x)) :=
level(A). In addition, we denote the weight of M (x) as [ (x)| := |x|, and the statistic
odd (A (x)) as the number of odd weights in x.

Piecing together the arguments gathered so far, we have the following statement.

—_

Theorem 4.11. There is a bijection = from nondecreasing partition matrices to
weighted Motzkin paths such that

{w,blk,odd}(A4) = {] - |,level* +1, 0dd} (Z(A)) (4.5)
for every nondecreasing partition matriz A.

Proof. The bijective correspondence we have described earlier, which maps a nonde-
creasing partition matrix A to a weighted Motzkin path J (x), is exactly the claimed
=. It is clear that w(A) = | (x)| and odd(A) = odd (A (x)). In addition, excluding the
irreducible diagonal block at the left top corner, each new irreducible diagonal block in A
produces a new level step on the z-axis on , and hence blk(A) = level* (M (x))+1. O

Remark 4.12. Recall that each Motzkin path can be uniquely represented as a word
in the following way. First, for each of the three types of steps on a Motzkin path,
we assign a letter: up steps U := (1,1), down steps D := (1,—1), and level steps
L :=(1,0). Then each Motzkin path of length [ can be translated into a word of length
[ consisting of the letters U, D, and L by scanning the steps from left to right; as a
concrete example, the Motzkin path

LU

corresponds to the word (U, U, D, L, D, L, U, D). Using this notation, we write a Motzkin
path A of length [ as

J% = (Ml,Mg,...,Ml)

with each M; € {U,D, L}, and it is further possible to illustrate a weighted Motzkin
path

M(x) := (My, ..., M) (zo, 21, ...,27)



18 S. CHERN AND S. FU

as

1 l
M M, M, (4.6)

X i T tee Ti—1 X
with the first row, which may be omitted, labeling the indices of the steps M;.

Example 4.13. In terms of the mapping =, the correspondence in (4.3) should be more
formally expressed as the following weighted Motzkin path:
{1} {2,3} {45} o _ 2
( @{6}@>i> 9 A 9 U U DUL D
1 2

z {78} -~ 12 2 12 2°
{9,10}
Now since our goal revolves around nondecreasing improper partition matrices, we
make the following observation from Definition 2.1.

Fact 4.14. For every nondecreasing improper partition matrix, in each column, only
the last nonempty entry (i.e., the nonempty entry with the largest row index) may have
an odd cardinality, while all other nonempty entries must have even cardinalities.

For example, in Table 1, only the second nondecreasing partition matrix is not im-
proper. As another instance, the matrix in (4.3) is improper, while the one in (4.4) is
not.

Translating Fact 4.14 into the setting of weighted Motzkin paths J (x) according to
our bijective correspondence =, we must have an even weight x; whenever the (i +1)-th
step is a down step, namely, M;,; = D. Thus, we focus on the following collections of
weighted Motzkin paths.

Definition 4.15. For M’ a subset of M, we denote by [M] the collection of restricted
weighted Motzkin paths:

[M'] := {(x) : M € M’ and =; is even when M, ; = D},

where we write M := (M1, My, ..., M;) and x := (xq, z1,...,2;) as before. We further
denote by [M'],, the subset of [M'] such that the weight |4 (x)| = n.

The following bijective correspondence plays a central role in our mechanism.

Theorem 4.16. For every n > 1, there is a bijection =, : NDIPPM,, — [Mx¢], such
that

{blk, odd} (B) = {level* +1, odd} (En(B)) (4.7)
for all B € NDIPPM,,.

Proof. Restricting the mapping = in Theorem 4.11 to NDIPPM,, gives the desired
= OJ
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4.4. Analytic proof of Theorem 4.7. Our first proof of Theorem 4.7 relies on a
multivariate generating function for Motzkin paths. Let
(s pg, piz, v,w) =1+ Z ;ﬂf’“(/)uf““(\)uf““(%)u#m(\)w#%H). (4.8)
M EM
Lemma 4.17. We have
2
2(1 — psw) — v(1— pz — /(1 — p13)? — dpapta)

Proof. In view of a result of Flajolet |13, p. 129, Theorem 1| (see also |10, p. 527,
Theorem A1), the generating function F'(1, us, u3, v, w) can be expressed as a continued
fraction:

F(Mlaﬂ?au&yaw) = (49)

1
F(].,,LLQ,,Mg,]/,(A)) =
MoV
1 — psw —
M2
L= ps —
2
L= pg —
L —pg —
In particular,
1

F(1 L1) =
(7“2)#37 ’ ) 1_M3—M2F(1,[1/27N3a171)7

from which we solve that

1-— — 1— 2 4
F(1, po, ps, 1,1) = Hs3 \/(2'u2 13) P2

Here we have discarded the other solution

1 — gz + /(1 — p3)? — 4p
2,11,2 ’
because F(1, pg, i13, 1, 1) should be a power series in Z[[us9, 13]] according to the defini-

tion (4.8), while for the above discarded solution with a plus sign, there is a singularity
at (M27M3> = (070) ThllS,

1
1 — pzw — povF(1, pig, p3, 1,1)
2
2(1 — paw) = v(1 — iy — /(1 — p13)% — 4dpso)
We then note that on a Motzkin path, up steps are always equinumerous with down

steps. Hence, F'(u1, po, 3, v,w) = F(1, pypa, ps, v,w), which gives the desired expres-
sion. 0]

F(17M27M37V?w) =

Now we are in a position to complete the proof of Theorem 4.7.
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Theorem 4.18. We have

Z VKB L0dd(B) pu(B) _ y +yzt — 2%zt — 272 — yn/ (1 — 2t)? — 4t
2 — 2y — 2yzt + 2y%2t + 2y%t?

(4.10)
BeNDIPPM

In particular, Theorem 4.7 is true.

Proof. In light of Theorem 4.16,
Z yblk(B)Zodd(B)tw(B) _ Z ylevel"(./% (x))+1zodd(./% (x))t|./% (x)] '
BeNDIPPM M (x)E€[M>0]

For the latter, we assume A (x) is of length {, and note that there is no parity restriction
on z; if M;;; = U or L for 0 < ¢ <[ — 1; in addition, there is no parity restriction on
x;. Hence, the total contribution to the weight from such z; is

Y

? 3¢t #u () +H g (—)+1 ot + 2\ P Ha (=)
(st+ 24288 +t4+ .. ) « i

1—1t2

where we have incorporated the “odd” statistic. Meanwhile, x; must be even if M;;; = D
for 0 <1¢ <[ —1, thereby giving the contribution

Finally, we recall that level™ (. (x)) = #%,(—). Thus,
Z ylevelx(/&l (X))-i—lzodd(J% (x))t|J% (x)]

M (x)€[M>0]

B Z 5 ()41 2t + 12 #u () +H# o (—)+1 2 #a ()
Y 1— ¢ 1— ¢
J%EMEO

2t + 12 zt+t2 2 2t + P
=\Y  —= F ) ) 71a )
1—1¢2 1—271—-¢2"1—1¢2

yielding (4.10) by invoking (4.9). Now to conclude Theorem 4.7, we notice that

Z ycomp(ﬁ)zlevel(ﬂ)tlen(/%) _ F(t, t, zt,y, y) —1.
JMeM

A direct simplification reveals that it is also identical to the right-hand side of (4.10),
and hence confirms the desired equidistribution in Theorem 4.7. O

Remark 4.19. To demonstrate the power of our mechanism involving weighted

Motzkin paths, we provide an alternative proof of Theorem 4.5. First, by virtue of
Theorem 4.11,

2 2 2 2
Z yPIK(A) Hodd(A) pu(4) _ y‘zt+t I3 zt+t’zt+t7zt+t’17y ’

1—1t2 1—t2" 11—t 1—-1¢2
AeNDPM
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yielding the explicit generating function identity

Z PI(4) 10dd(4) puo(4)
AENDPM

oyt st — 2972 — 2977 — y /(1 + 2t) (1 — 32t — 41?)

N 2 — 2y + 2zt — 2yt + 222t + 222 '
On the other hand, Dyck paths of semilength n are Motzkin paths of length 2n with
no level steps. Hence,

(4.11)

y — 2%t — y/1 — 4t

2 — 2y +2y%t

Z yret(@)tsemilen(@) _ F(t1/2, t1/2, 0,v, O) 1=
PDeD
which equals (4.11) with z = 1. Theorem 4.5 therefore follows.

4.5. Bijective proof of Theorem 4.7. In view of the key correspondence in Theo-
rem 4.16, we only need to establish the following result to fulfill the desired bijective
treatment of Theorem 4.7.

Theorem 4.20. For every n > 1, there is a bijection ®,, : [Mxq|, — M, such that
{level 41, odd} (M (x)) = {comp, level} (P, (M (x))) (4.12)
for all M (x) € [Mxq]n.
We construct the bijection ®,, inductively on n.
For n = 1, there is only one weighted Motzkin path @ (1) in [M>o];, namely, 4 (x)

with M = @ and x = (1). Now the corresponding Motzkin path in M is ®,(2(1)) :
(L), the path of only one level step. It is clear that

{level* +1,0dd} (2(1)) = {comp,level} ((L)) = {1,1},
and hence the construction of ®; is completed.

For n = 2, there are two weighted Motzkin path in [Msgls, namely, @(2) and
(L)(1,1). Now the corresponding Motzkin paths in My are ®o(2(2)) := (U,D) and
®o((L)(1,1)) := (L,L). It is clear that

{level* +1,0dd} (@(2)) = {comp, level} ((U,D)) = {1, 0},
and
{level* +1,0dd}((L)(1,1)) = {comp, level} ((L,L)) = {2,2}.
Therefore, @, is as desired.

Now let us assume that the bijections ®q,...,®,_; are known for a certain n > 3,
and we are about to construct ®,,.

Define the following subset of Mx:
ML, = {l € Mx : level* () = 0}.

A key in our construction is the following bijective mapping.
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Lemma 4.21. For every n > 3, there is a bijection $Q,, : [M;O]n — [M>o]n—2 with the
statistic odd preserved.

Proof. Let i (x) € [ML,], and write the resulting weighted Motzkin path €, (. (x)) €
M) o as M'(X'). If M = @ so that x = (n), we define M'(x') by M’ = & and
x' = (n — 2). It is clear that odd(A (x)) = odd(M'(x")), as required.

In what follows, we assume that M # @. Writing 4 (x) in terms of the notation in
(4.6):

1 l
M, M,
Zo I Ti—1 Z

)

we have M; = U and M; = D since no level steps on 4 are on the z-axis. Also, z;_; is
even. We have two cases according to the value of x;_1.

(1) If x;_; > 4, the resulting weighted Motzkin path J'(x’) is given by

1 I
M, M,
xg T r1—2 x

In particular, level*(#'(x')) = 0.

(2) If z;_1 = 2, we find the rightmost up step starting from the x-axis; the existence of
such an up step is guaranteed because we at least have M; = U starting from the
x-axis. Define this step by M; = U. We note that this M, is not the last step. Now
A (x) can be explicitly written as

1 e . j e . l
M, e ce U e ce D
Zo T L l’j,1 .fL'j s 2 Xy
Next, we observe that the subpath from M; = U to M; = D never touches the
z-axis until the ending point. Thus, for 4, after replacing M; = U with a level

step L and removing M; = D, we still arrive at a Motzkin path, denoted by ’.
Finally, we define the resulting weighted Motzkin path ('(x’) as

1 e - j e . 1—1
M, L M,

) T P xj—l :L'] [P Ti_o X
In particular, the j-th step on ' becomes the leftmost level step on the x-axis,
further implying that level™(#'(x")) > 1.

It is clear that in both cases, |#'(x")| = |#(x)| — 2, while the “odd” statistic is
preserved. Furthermore, this process is invertible. We therefore arrive at the desired
bijection. 0
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Example 4.22. We list the following typical examples for (g : [M;O]g — [Mx]7:

U D U D R U D U D
1 9 1 4 1 1 9 1 9 1°
U D U D U D L
1 4 1 9 171 4 1 10
U U D D R L U D
1 1 4 2 1 1 1 4 1°
U L L D L L L
1 1 4 9 171 1 4 1

For the moment, we construct ®,, for n > 3.
(1) Assume level* (A (x)) = 0. We define ®, (M (x)) as
B, (M (%)) = (U, By_o(2, (M (x))), D).
Clearly, there is only one step ending on the z-axis, namely, the last step. Hence,
comp(P,, (M (x))) = 1 = level*(AM (x)) + 1.
Furthermore,
level(®,, (M (x))) = level(P,,_o(Q, (M (x))) = odd (2, (A (x))) = odd (A (%)),

where we have applied the inductive assumption on ®, 5 for the second equality
and Lemma 4.21 for the last equality.

(2) Assume level*( (x)) > 1. This time we can uniquely decompose A (x) by weighted
Motzkin paths 4D (xW), ..., M ® (x*)) of smaller weight in [M;O]; here

k = level*(M (x)) + 1.
Explicitly, /4 (x) is represented as

k k
MY Ml((ll)) . M Ml((k)>
ey . ey e 2 . 20

0 ) 0 1%
Here the boxed are exactly the level steps on J(x) lying on the z-axis. Since
each M (x™) has a smaller weight than . (x), it is true that |x(¥| < n so that the
bijection @) has been known according to the inductive assumption. We then

map each @ (xV) to a Motzkin path by @, (P (x?)); in particular,
{comp, level } (QJ‘X(Z-”(M @) (X(i)))) = {1, odd (D (xD))},
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where for the “comp” statistic we have used the fact that . (x?) € [ML] so that
level* (@ (x)) = 0. Now ®,, (M (x)) is defined as

oy (M (%)) 1= (P (M (x D), ., By (AP (x ).

We have
k k
comp(P,, (M (x :Zcomp Dy (>|(J%() @) Zl
=1
= evelx(m (x))+1,
and
k
level(®,, Zlevel o (A D (X)) =~ odd (D (xM))
i=1
as desired.

Example 4.23. We determine ®3 completely. There are four weighted Motzkin paths
A (x) in [Msols, namely, 2(3), (L)(1,2), (L)(2, 1), and (L,L)(1, 1, 1).

e For &(3), we have level*(@(3)) = 0. Now apply 23 to @(3) and get Q3(2(3)) = &(1).
Then,

®3(2(3)) = (U, @:1(2(1)),D) = (U, L,D).
e For (L)(1,2), we have level*((L)(1,2)) = 1. Now decompose it by two weighted
Motzkin paths in [MTZO], namely, @(1) and @(2). Then,
O3((L)(1,2)) = (21(2(1)), P2(2(2))) = (L, U, D).

e For (L)(2,1), we have level*((L)(2,1)) = 1. Now decompose it by two weighted
Motzkin paths in [MTZO], namely, @(2) and @(1). Then,

O3((L)(2,1)) = (92(2(2)), ®1(2(1))) = (U, D, L).

e For (L,L)(1,1,1), we have level*((L,L)(1,1,1)) = 2. Now decompose it by three
weighted Motzkin paths in [MTZO], namely, @(1), @(1), and &(1). Then,

O3((L, L)(1,1,1)) = (®1(2(1)), 21(2(1)), P1(2(1))) = (L, L, L).
Example 4.24. We determine ®;((U,D,L)(2,2,1,2)). Note that
level*((U,D,L)(2,2,1,2)) = 1.
Now decompose it by two weighted Motzkin paths in [MTzo]’ namely, (U,D)(2,2,1) and
@(2). Then it is necessary to determine ®5((U,D)(2,2,1)) in advance. For this, note

that level*((U,D)(2,2,1)) = 0. Apply Q5 to (U,D)(2,2,1) and get Q25((U,D)(2,2,1)) =
(L)(2,1). Then,

q)S((U? D)<27 2, 1)) = (U7 ®3((L)(27 1))’ D) = (U7 U,D, L, D)
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Finally,
®,((U,D,L)(2,2,1,2)) = (P5((U,D)(2,2,1)),P2(2(2))) = (U,U,D,L,D, U, D).
5. OUTLOOK

In Theorem 1.4, our attention is paid to the evaluation of the polynomials S,(q) =

S7(q) = 1014 + 1475q + 1253¢* + T16¢> + 334¢" + 154¢° + 62¢° + 22¢" + 9¢° + ¢°,
Ss(q) = 5335 + 9677q + 9950¢> + 7066¢> + 4034¢* 4+ 2192¢° + 1098¢° + 527¢"
4 271¢% + 108¢° + 40¢"° + 18¢* + 44"

The following questions are then straightforward.

> PePM,, g™ ) at ¢ = —1. Meanwhile, we have computed the exact expressions of
Sn(q) for some small n:
Si(g) =1,
Sa(q) = 2,
S3(q) =5 +4q,
Su(q) =15+ 7q + 2¢%,
Ss(q) = 53 + 41q + 20¢° + 5¢° + ¢*,
Se(q) = 217 + 240q + 161¢” + 68¢° + 24¢" + 8¢ + 2¢°,
(9)
(9)

Question 5.1. Is there a closed expression for the generating series 2@1 Sn(q)t"?

Question 5.2. For each n > 1, are the coefficients in the polynomial S,(q) € N|q]
unimodal? Moreover, do these coefficients satisfy a certain distributional law when n is
sufficiently large?

In addition, since partition matrices are equinumerous with inversion sequences (or
permutations), one of the referees suggested the following direction for exploration.

Question 5.3. Is there a “natural” statistic for inversion sequences or permutations
such that it is equidistributed with the statistic inv for partition matrices?

Along this line, some further insights arise naturally. Let us call any set of combinato-
rial objects enumerated by the Fishburn number Fis,, (resp. the factorial n!) a Fishburn
structure (resp. a factorial structure). As witnessed by (1.5) and (1.6), our polynomial
Sn(q) interpolates between a Fishburn structure (namely, FM,,) and a factorial struc-
ture (namely, PM,,). Recall that there are at least four other Fishburn structures that
have been well studied, namely, the (2 + 2)-free unlabeled posets (also known as the
interval orders), the ascent sequences, the Fishburn permutations, and the Stoimenow
matchings; see [!] for undefined terms. More notably, each of these Fishburn struc-
tures admits a superset that is a factorial structure. Now the following question seems
pertinent.
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Question 5.4. Does there exist a “natural” statistic on any of the four remaining
factorial structures, such that the refined enumeration according to this statistic gives
rise to an alternative interpretation of S,(q)¢ Or from a different perspective, do any
of these other four structures possess natural interweaving q-enumeration such that the
signed (i.e., ¢ = —1) counting leads to further findings?

Lastly, a key concept we introduce in this work is improper partition matrices. As we
have discussed in Remarks 2.4 and 4.4, the natural Claesson—Dukes-Kubitzke bijection
does not map improper partition matrices to the restricted inversion sequences consid-
ered in Theorem 1.4. Examinations on larger improper partition matrices indicate that
the image may behave chaotically. Thus, it is meaningful, as pointed out by one of the
referees, to consider the following question.

Question 5.5. Find a characterization (possibly in terms of pattern avoidance) of the
inversion sequences produced by improper partition matrices under the action of the
Claesson—Dukes—Kubitzke bijection.

Recall also that our proof of Theorem 3.3 builds on several known results such as the
Frobenius identity (3.4) and is analytic in nature. It remains an open problem to find
a direct statistic-preserving bijection between IPPM,, and I,,(—, —,=). To that end, we
make some further observations here, which hopefully would motivate the interested
reader to pursue this question. First, let us split both IPPM,, and I,,(—, —, =) into two
complementary subsets respectively. For every n > 1, we decompose IPPM,, as the
disjoint union IPPM} LITPPM,,, where

IPPM," := {Q € IPPM,, : n belongs to a subset in @ of an even cardinality},
IPPM,, := {Q € IPPM,, : n belongs to a subset in @ of an odd cardinality}.
In a similar vein, we split I,(—,—,=) into two disjoint subsets I'(—, — =) and
I (—,—,=), where
(== =) = fe € Li(— =, =) ey = ea},
I(——=)={ecl,(—,—=):e,1#en}
We observe the following correlations between the +/— subsets.
Lemma 5.6. For every n > 1, there exist bijections

¢, - IPPM;, — IPPM, |

and
Ut (== =) 2 Ina (= =, =),
such that for every matriz Q) € IPPM, , we have
v(én(Q)) = v(Q), (5.1)
while for every inversion sequence e € I (—, —, =), we have

dist(¢,(e)) = dist(e). (5.2)
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Proof. Given a matrix () € IPPM, ', we can append n + 1 to the subset containing n to
get a matrix Q € [IPPM 41, which we take to be the image ¢,,(Q0). Conversely, given a

matrix @ € IPPM," 41, We can remove its maximal letter n + 1 to recover its preimage
Q) € IPPM, under ¢,. These two operations are clearly inverses of each other, and
(5.1) follows from the fact that [2] = [2+] for any odd integer m.

To construct 1, we note that for any inversion sequence e € I (—, —, =), its last
entry e, is not repeated so appending another copy of e, to its end produces an inversion
sequence € € I | (—, —, =), which we take to be the image ¢,,(e). Conversely, removing
the last entry of an inversion sequence ¢ € L' ,(—, —,=) does recover its preimage
e € I.(—,—,=) under v¢,. Defined in this way, 1, is seen to be a bijection and the
relation (5.2) follows directly. O

Combining Lemma 5.6 with the two decompositions presented earlier, we obtain the
following relations between the bivariate generating functions:

ot 3 2@ =14 Y M9,

n>1  QeIPPM, n>1  QcIPPM,,
and
Z 1 Z Zdist(e) _ (1 + t) Z g Z Zdist(e).
nzl e€ln(=,—=) nzl el (—,—,=)

Consequently, our inquiry for a direct bijective proof of Theorem 3.3 can be equivalently
rephrased as follows.

Question 5.7. For everyn > 1, find a direct bijection p, : IPPM_~ — I (—, — =) such
that

v(Q) = dist(pn(Q))
for all matrices () € IPPM, .
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