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FIRST-ORDER CONVERGENCE FOR 321-AVOIDING PERMUTATIONS

ALPEREN ÖZDEMIR

Abstract. We say that a convergence law holds for a sequence of random combinatorial
objects if for any first-order sentence ϕ, the density of the objects that satisfy ϕ converges to
a limiting value. We show the convergence law for random 321-avoiding permutations, which
was left as an open problem in [ABFN22]. Our proof uses an infinite-dimensional version of
the Perron-Frobenius theorem.

1. Introduction

We start with a class of combinatorial objects and write it out in a language of predicate
logic by assigning a model, which is a set with relations and functions defined on it, to each
object. We assume that there are objects in the class with arbitrarily large number of elements.
We are interested in the limit of the fraction of the objects that satisy a given logical sentence
of the same language as the number of elements goes to infinity. We refer to Section 2.1 for
the precise definitions.

A question commonly raised in this context is whether the limit described above is always
zero or one for a fixed sentence. See the following surveys on logical zero-one law [Com89,
Win93, Abr18]. A classical result is by Glebskii et al. [GKLT69] and Fagin [Fag76]. They
independently showed that all first-order sentences satisfy zero-one law if we consider the
uniform distribution over all models of a given set of elementary relations and functions. The
zero-one law appears as a threshold phenomenon for parametric models, such as Erdös-Renyi
graphs G(n, pn).

In the first-order logic, one is allowed to quantify over elements only. So its expressive
capacity is limited, for instance it does not allow the formulation of sentences involving subsets
of the domain such as well-ordering principle or Cantor’s theorem. On the other hand, the
second-order logic allows us to quantify the relations as well as elements, which makes it
comparable to set theory [Vää01]. Unlike the first-order logic, it is not complete with respect
to standard semantics and it fails the zero-one law [KS85] for uniform distribution over all
models of a given language. In fact, the convergence law fails to exist in the general case as
one can express the parity (even or odd) of the size of the domain [KV90].

Regarding our problem, there are two different first-order theories to express permutations,
TOOB (The Theory of One Bijection) and TOTO (The Theory of Two Orders), which are
studied extensively in [ABF20]. The former allow us to express the fixed points, cycles etc.,
while using the latter we can articulate the maximum value, adjacent positions, patterns etc.
We will use the latter in this paper. See Example 2.1 for the explicit statement of TOTO. For
uniform permutations, it is proved in [FW90] that the limit law does not hold. They elabo-
ratively constructed a first-order sentence which distinguishes even and odd permutations. A
supplementary demonstration can be found in [Foy94].

Let us briefly outline the use of random processes in this context. A finite state space
Markov chain is employed for the logical limit laws of random binary words in [Lyn93]. It
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is recently used in [BK22] to show the convergence law for layered permutations. In a more
recent work [MSV23], the limit laws for permutations under Mallows distributions according
to both theories are studied, the authors used countable state space Markov chains according
to TOTO representation. A different example is the convergence law for bounded degree
uniform attachment graphs in [MZ22], where the authors use inhomogeneous Markov chains
defined on the subgraphs. In the next section, we show the limitations of Markov chains in
the case of 321-avoiding pemutations and describe other processes to address the problem.

Our result is as follows:

Theorem 1.1. Let σ321n be a randomly chosen 321-avoiding permutation of length n and ϕ

be a first-order sentence on permutations. Then

lim
n→∞

P(σ321n � ϕ) exists.

2. Preliminaries

We provide the logical background in this section. We give some definitions, examples
and introduce the tools to state and prove statements related to the convergence theorems
mentioned in the introduction.

2.1. Model theory. We refer to [CK90], [Hod93] and [Mar06] for various different presen-
tations of the model theory. Hodge in [Hod93] humorously conceding to Plato’s dialectical
reasoning, claims that it is not possible to cover the topic in a linear fashion. Here we provide
a concise outline. First, we define a structure M, through its four components:

(1) A non-empty set A, which is called the domain of M,

(2) A set of functions FA and positive integers nf such that fA : Anf → A for f ∈ FA,

(3) A set of relations RA and positive integers nR such that RA ⊆ AnR for each R ∈ RA,

(4) A set of constant elements CA ⊆ A.

Any of the sets FA,RA and CA can be empty.
We define a language L to be a collection of non-logical symbols which include the symbols

representing functions, relations and constants. We assume that the symbols can be read off
from a given structure. On the other hand, the logical symbols are the negation (¬.); the
equality sign (=); the universal (∀) and existential (∃) quantifiers; and the Boolean connectives
(∨,∧,¬,⇒,⇔).

We have variables, which are symbols such as x1, x2, . . . . They substitute the elements of
the structures. A variable is free if it is not bound by any quantifier, that is to say ∀ or ∃ does
not appear in the formula. We define the set of L-terms as the smallest set that contains

i) Every constant of L,
ii) every variable xi for i = 1, 2, . . . ,
iii) the expression f(t1, . . . , tnf ) for every function f of L and every set of terms t1, . . . , tnf .

Then an atomic formula is either

i) t1 = t2 if t1 and t2 are terms, or
ii) the expression R(t1, . . . , tnR) if R is a relation of L and t1, . . . , tnR are terms.

Formulas are derived from atomic formulas by applying logical symbols listed above. A
sentence is a formula with no free variables, and a theory is a set of sentences. For a structure
M, we say M is a model of a sentence ϕ, if ϕ is true in M, denoted byM � ϕ. If all sentences
of a theory is satisfied by M, then we write M � T. The compactness theorem says that
if every finite subset of a first order theory has a model, then the theory also has a model.
Models can be viewed to describe possible worlds in a given universe and sentences defined
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on it. A model divides the set of sentences into two semantic classes, true or false sentences.
We note that semantic (�, valid etc.) and syntactic (⊢, tautological etc.) expressions are
equivalent in the first-order theory by the completeness theorem.

Example 2.1. We will give three different examples, only the first of which will be used in
this paper.

1. Permutations: We will use TOTO representation where a permutation can be defined by
a labelling of elements and their relative positions. Let Sn be the symmetric group on n
elements. We write a permutation π ∈ Sn in one-line notation as π = π1 . . . πn. We take
A = {1, 2, . . . , n} and define two binary relations, (1) position (<P ) and (2) value (<V ) as
follows:

i <P j if and only if i < j,

i <V j if and only if πi < πj .

These two are linear orders. Therefore a permutation is a structure with A = [n] and
L = {<P , <V } two binary relations.

For a permutation π of length n, we consider the set A = {1, 2, . . . , n} and two relations,
position (<P ) and value (<V ), which are linear orders. The relations can be defined as the
transitive extension of the following:

1 <P 2 <P · · · <P n,
π−1(1) <V π−1(2) <V · · · <V π−1(n)

For instance, we can express the (321)-pattern avoiding permutations as

ϕ1 = ¬ [∃x∃y∃z[(x <P y) ∧ (y <P z) ∧ (y <V x) ∧ (z <V y)]] .

We then have P(σn � ¬ϕ1) = Cn
n! where Cn is the nth Catalan number (3). A second

example is the sentence that “there exists an inversion”, which can be symbolized as

ϕ2 = ∃x∃y[(x <P y) ∧ (y <V x)].

2. Graphs: Consider a simple graph G = (V,E) with the vertex set V and the edge set E.
We can define the graph by a single binary relation. Let V be the domain and the ordered
pair of elements of V lie in R if there is an edge joining them. So for an undirected graph,
we include both pairs in R. Letting L = {∼}, we have u ∼ v if and only if there is an edge
connecting u and v. For example, a graph is loopless if

∀v∀u ([u = v] ⇒ ¬[u ∼ v]),

and is complete if

∀v∀u (¬[u = v] ⇒ [u ∼ v]).

3. Groups: Let L = {◦, e} consist of a binary function and a constant. For example, we say
a group is abelian if

∀x∀y(x ◦ y = y ◦ x).
A second example is that a group is torsion-free if

∀x(x ◦ · · · ◦ x
︸ ︷︷ ︸

n

= e⇒ x = e) for n = 1, 2, . . .

However, the sentence that “all elements of G is torsion” for a group G cannot be expressed
in the first-order language, see Proposition 7.6 in [Vää11].
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The last definition is about the length of the sentences. For any formula ϕ belonging to
the first-order logic, the quantifier rank of ϕ, denoted by qr(ϕ), is inductively defined as:

(1) If ϕ is atomic, then qr(ϕ) = 0,
(2) qr(ϕ) = qr(¬ϕ),
(3) qr(

∧
Φ) = qr(

∨
Φ) = max{qr(ψ) : ψ ∈ Φ},

(4) qr(∀xψ) = qr(∃xψ) = qr(ψ) + 1.

2.2. Elementary equivalence. We will classify the models in terms of the sentences that
they satisfy. The following equivalence relations assume that the structures that are compared
are defined on the same language.

Definition 2.1. The two models A and B are elementarily equivalent, denoted by A ≡ B, if
their truth values agree on all first-order sentences. They are called k-elementarily equivalent,
denoted by A ≡k B, if they agree on all sentences with quantifier depth less than or equal to
k.

Corollary 3.3.3 in [Hod93] reads

Theorem 2.1. For any two models A and B, A ≡ B if and only if A ≡k B for all k ∈ N.

Note that if two structures are isomorphic, that is to say if there is a bijection between
two structures that preserves the relations and is compatible with functions, then they satisfy
the same sentences. Therefore elementary equivalence is a weaker notion of similarity than
isomorphism. For finite structures the two notions are identical, see Proposition 1.3.19 of
[CK90]. An example for non-isomorphic but elementarily equivalent structures are (R, <)
and (Q, <). For an example of structures of the same cardinality, consider Z with the usual
order and Z2 with the lexicographic order, i.e., (a, n) <lex (b,m) if and only if a < b or a = b

and n < m. See also Example 3.3.2 in [Spe01] and Chapter 5 of [Hod93] for more insight on
this topic.

Definition 2.2. Let two structures A and B with a common language have domains A and
B respectively. Provided that SA ⊆ A and SB ⊆ B, a function g : SA → SB is called a partial

isomorphism if it is a bijection that preserves all relations and functions of L.
One of our concerns is the cardinality of the logical equivalence classes.

Theorem 2.2. If L contains only relations, there are finite number of equivalence classes.

Observe that all possible relations over k elements are finite. The theorem follows from a
reverse induction argument carried out for binary words, Lemma 2.3 in [Lyn93]. See also an
example of the same statement for graphs, Theorem 2.2.1 in [Spe01]. Although the number
of equivalence classes does not depend on the size of the domain of the structures, it can be
huge. For example, a lower bound on the number is given in [Spe01] by a tower function

which is defined by the recursive formula T (k) = 2T (k−1).

2.3. Ehrenfeucht-Fräıssé Games. A common method to verify elementary equivalence
between two structures is game theoretical. We use a perfect information, sequential and
two-player game where the existence of a winning strategy for a player implies the elementary
equivalence. We describe it below.

Definition 2.3. The Ehrenfeucht-Fräıssé game on two sets A and B with k rounds, denoted

by EFk[A,B], is played between two players

Player I a.k.a Spoiler, Adam, ∀belard,
Player II a.k.a Duplicator, Eve. ∃loise.
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At each round, Player I first chooses one of the two sets A and B, then chooses an element

from that set. Player II responds by choosing an element from the other set. Let us denote

the element chosen from the set A, by any of the two players, at the end of lth stage by al.

We similarly define bl. The game is a win for Player II if there exists a partial isomorphism:

g : {a1, . . . , ak} → {b1, . . . , bk} such that g(ai) = bi for all i = 1, . . . , k.

See Theorem 2.4.6 in [Mar06] for the following:

Theorem 2.3. The game EFk[A,B] is a win for Player II if and only if A ≡k B.

A worthwhile remark in [Spe01] is that the advantage of the first player is to be able to
alternate between two structures.

We will use the following application of the game. First we give a definition. We call a
binary relation “<” a strict linear order if it is antisymmetric and transitive:

∀x∀y[(x < y) ∨ (y < x)] ∧ ¬[(x < y) ∧ (y < x)],

∀x∀y∀z[(x < y) ∧ (y < z) ⇒ (x < z)].

Lemma 2.1. ([Gur83]) Suppose A and B are two structure with a strict linear order, and ϕ

is a sentence of quantifier depth k. A ≡k B if and only if |A|, |B| > 2k.

The idea is that since the order is banal, Player II will always have a choice that will preserve
the order if both structures are long enough. Otherwise there will be no interval for Player
II to choose from to duplicate at some point before the kth stage.

2.4. Inhomogeneous processes. We will consider two growth processes in the rest of the
paper. They will first be defined over structures only, then one of them will be extended to
the logical classes as well. They are not time-homogeneous, but we will still be able to derive
the convergence to a distribution over the logical equivalence classes.

Let us start with time-homogeneous Markov chains. If the chain is defined on a finite state
space, then the existence of a unique stationary distribution of the chain is guaranteed by
Perron-Frobenius theorem provided that it is irreducible and aperiodic. For the countable
state space case, we need an additional assumption of positive recurrence in the theorem.
Countable state space chains are recently applied in this context in [MSV23]. However, as we
wil see, the transitions in our case do not yield a Markov chain as the probabilities cannot be
assigned consistently. We will recourse to a more topological approach.

Methods analogous to Markov chains can be found in the dynamical systems literature.
An example that we define below is a sequence of distributions given by transition kernels
which are not necessarily Markovian. The kernels can be viewed as transfer matrices such as
in Section 4.7 of [Sta11], but possibly infinite version of them such as in [BJ18]. The idea is to
consider a directed graph where the vertices represent the states of a symbolic chain, and to
look at the frequency of total number of paths terminating at certain vertex in the long-run.
A list of references is [VJ67], [Sal88] and [GS98]. See Section 7 of [Kit97] for many other
examples and counter-examples. Although we cannot use local arguments, such as Foster’s
theorem, see Section 2.2 of [FMM95], we will be able to make inferences on the long-term
behavior of the chain.

We outline the definition of a symbolic chain and its properties as given in [Kit97]. We start
from a directed graph Γ which is defined on a countable set of vertices V and an ordered pair
of binary relations on V, denoted by E, which represents the directed edges. We define the
adjacency matrix A over V ×V as A(i, j) = 1(i,j)∈E .We call a non-negative matrix irreducible

if for all states i, j ∈ V, there exists n such that An(i, j) > 0. We call d a period of the state
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i if An+a(i, i) > 0 only if n ≡ 0 mod d for some a ∈ N. The matrix is called aperiodic if the
common period of all states is 1.

The Perron value of an irreducible matrix A is

ρ(A) := lim
n→∞

n
√

An(i, j),

which is independent of the choice of i and j by irreducibility. The total number of paths
from i to j at nth stage is given by

tij(n) = An(i, j).

Let

Tij(z) =

∞∑

n=0

tij(n)z
n.

We call A transient if Tii(ρ
−1(A)) < ∞ for any i ∈ V, otherwise it is called recurrent. To

distinguish the chains further, we first define the first return time by fij(0) = 0, fij(1) = A(i, j)
and

fij(n+ 1) =
∑

k 6=j

A(i, k)fik(n).

Letting Fi(z) =
∑∞

n=1 fii(n)z
n, we call a matrix positive recurrent if F ′

i (1) < ∞ for all i,
otherwise it is called null recurrent.

As in the case of Markov chains, aperiodicity, transience and positive recurrence are class
properties. That is to say they hold either for all states or for none of them.

Let us also define the probability simplex for a countable set V as

(1) ∆V :=

{

(αi)i∈V :
∑

i

αi = 1

}

,

which is the boundary of the unit sphere with respect to l1 norm on the set of sequences. We
will assume the vertex set is countable.

The Perron-Frobenius theorem in this case reads

Theorem 2.4. If a non-negative matrix A is irreducible, aperiodic and positive recurrent,

then there exists a positive vector v ∈ ∆V such that

vAA = ρ(A)vA.

This can be proved by combining theorems 7.1.3 and 7.1.18 in [Kit97].
However, those conditions are not necessary for the existence of the stationary distribution,

see the example (8) in Section 3.1. Let us denote the total number of paths by t(n). What is
essentially needed for the existence of the stationary distribution of an irreducible chain is

lim
n→∞

tii(n)

t(n)
> δ > 0

for some i ∈ V, that is to say the ratio of paths leading to some state in the long-run is a
positive fraction of the total number of paths. Yet the theorem above requires in addition:

lim
n→∞

t(n)

ρ(A)n
> C > 0.

We will give a different formulation to address this issue. The irreducibility corresponds
to the connectedness of the graph and aperiodicity means that the graph is not k-partite for
any k ≥ 2. Let us call a graph non-partite if it is not k-partite for any k ≥ 2. To compensate
for the positive recurrence, we require the existence of a compact subset of the probability
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simplex which captures the concentration of the law of the chain on some finite subsets of
vertices. Our main lemma is

Lemma 2.2. Let Γ = (V,E) be a locally finite, strongly connected and non-partite directed

graph, ∆V be the probability simplex on the set of vertices and A be the adjacency matrix of

Γ. Define

T : ∆V → ∆V as T (w) =
wTA

‖wTA‖1
.

If T (K) ⊆ K for some non-empty, compact and convex K ⊆ ∆V , then there exists a unique

w∗ ∈ K such that limn→∞ T n(w0) = w∗ for all w0 ∈ ∆V .

The existence part is by Schauder’s fixed point theorem, for instance, see Theorem 2.A in
[Zei11]. While the uniqueness follows from the strong connectedness, see Theorem 12.2.6 of
[Dav07].

Let us give a concrete class of examples for the compact set in the theorem, which we will
make use of later. Let B1 be a Banach space of sequences with l1 norm, of which ∆V is an
example. The compact sets of B1 are described in Theorem 44.2 of [Tre67] as the sets which
are closed, bounded and equismall at infinity. The last property is defined as:

Definition 2.4. A subset K of B1 is equismall at infinity if for every ε, there exists N(ε)
such that

∑

n>N(ε)

an < ε for all {ai}i∈N ∈ K.

Given that ∆X is the probability simplex of some countable set X, for any w ∈ ∆X and f
be a real-valued function on X, we can define the expected value as

(2) Ew[f ] :=
∑

x∈X

f(x)w(x).

Finally, we prove a lemma to identify the compact sets for the cases that we will study.

Lemma 2.3. Let X be countable set with a grading function f : X → N such that f−1(n) is
finite for all n ∈ N. Then, the set

K =
{
w ∈ ∆X : Ew[f ] ≤ N

}

for any N > 0 is a compact subset of ∆X .

Proof: It is clearly bounded and closed with respect to l1 metric. For every ε > 0, take
n(ε) =

⌈
N
ε

⌉
. The definition of K implies

∑

{x∈X:f(x)>nε}

w(x) < ε.

Since X \ {x ∈ X : f(x) > nε} is a finite set by the hypothesis, we can find a labelling of X
to show that K is equismall at infinity.

�
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π = 142 3 7 5 6 8 10 9 ∈ AV(321)
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π = 152 4 3 10 6 7 9 8 ∈ AV(231)

Figure 1. Representation of a 321-avoiding permutation as two increasing
sequences, which was observed in 94f. of [Mac01]. The scaling limit of two
sequences is symmetric, see Theorem 1.2 of [HRS17a]. On the other hand,
231-avoiding permutations have a recursive pattern, each box within confines
another 231-avoiding permutation.

3. 321-avoiding permutations

We define a set of permutations that does not contain a specified permutation of smaller
length, which is called a pattern, as a sub-permutation.

Definition 3.1. Let m ≤ n for positive integers m and n. A permutation π = π1 · · · πn ∈ Sn
is said to contain a pattern τ = τ1 · · · τm ∈ Sm if there exist indices 1 ≤ i1 < · · · < im ≤ n

such that πi1 , . . . , πil is in the same relative order with τ1, . . . , τl, that is to say πik < πil if

and only if τk < τl. If π does not contain τ, then we say that π is τ -avoiding.

It is well-known that the numbers of permutations avoiding a pattern of length three are
counted by Catalan numbers,

(3) Cn =
1

n+ 1

(
2n

n

)

∼ 4n√
πn3/2

.

See [Sta15] for a survey of Catalan numbers and dozens of other objects counted by them.
We will focus on the set of 321-avoiding permutations. That is to say the permutations none
of whose three, not necessarily adjacent, entries are of decreasing order. So there exists no
i1 < i2 < i3 such that πi1 > πi2 > πi3 . Let us denote the set of those permutations of length
n by AVn(321) and AV(321) =

⋃∞
n=1 AVn(321).

In [ABFN22], a logical limit law is shown for 231-avoiding permutations by using their re-
cursive structure and it is pointed out that neither their method nor a Markov chain approach
applies to 321-avoiding permutations. Although they are of the same size, see Chapter 4 of
[Kit11] for 11 different bijections between those two classes, they are structurally different
such as in terms of the cardinality and the generating function of their subclasses [Vat15],
the distribution of the numbers of fixed points [Eli04, MP14, HRS17b], their scaling limits
[HRS17a] etc. See Figure 1. Note that any other pattern of length 3 is isomorphic to one of
the two.

To address the limit law, we first define a growth process, more specifically an insertion
process, to generate permutations from AV(321) of any length.
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1

21

231

2341 2314

213

2413 2143 2134

12

132

1342 1324

312

3412 3142 3124

123

4123 1423 1243 1234

Figure 2. The children of each vertex of rank n are obtained by inserting
n+ 1 in a position such that the generated permutation does not contain 321
pattern.

We observe from Figure 1 that given a permutation, the largest entry can only be inserted
next to the rightmost descent.

Definition 3.2. Let π be a permutation in Sn and define π0 = 0. π is said to have a descent

at position i for 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1 if πi > πi+1. We call a position i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1} the rightmost

descent of π if there is a descent at position i and there is no other descent at any position
j > i. If π has no descent, we take i = 0.

3.1. Random processes and ballot numbers. Given a 321-avoiding permutation of length
n, (n+1) can only be inserted to a position right of the rightmost descent to avoid 321 pattern.
If π has no descent, which can only happen for π = 12 . . . n, then (n + 1) can be inserted
to any n + 1 position. We will study the transitions between equivalence classes tied to this
process, which will be accomplished in the next section. First, we look at the transitions via
insertion only.

Since we are interested in the uniform distribution over the pattern avoiding permutations
in Sn, we cannot run the process described above from π = 12 by simply taking the uniform
distribution over the different positions of insertion of an entry. We should consider the
number of branches emanating from each vertex of the Catalan tree in Figure 2, which agrees
with the number of elements right to the rightmost descent plus one. Let us denote this number
by the random variable Qn where the underlying distribution is uniform over AVn(321).

The number of leaves with r branches at the nth level of the Catalan tree is counted by
the ballot numbers, a triangular array, see [Aig01, HP91], which are given by the formula

(4) qn,r :=
r − 1

n

(
2n− r

n− 1

)

for r = 2, . . . , n + 1.

Their generating function can be found in Chapter 1.5 of [FS09]:

qn,r = [zn]

(
1−

√
1− 4z

2

)r
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. If we add these over, the bivariate generating function becomes

(5) Q(q, z) =

∞∑

r=1

qr
∞∑

n=0

qn,rz
n =

q(1−
√
1− 4z)

2− q
(
1−

√
1− 4z

) .

The identity
n+2∑

r=2

qn+1,r =

n+1∑

r=2

rqn,r,

which can be observed from the Catalan tree, gives

(6) E[Qn] =
Cn+1

Cn
→ 4 as n→ ∞

by (3). We can derive the asymptotic distribution of Qn from the ballot numbers as follows.

(7) p(r) := lim
n→∞

P(Qn = r) = lim
n→∞

qn,r

Cn
= lim

n→∞
r

n−2∏

i=0

(

1− r + 1

2n − i

)

=
r

2r+1
for r = 2, 3, . . .

We will use the tree structure which is generated according to the position of the rightmost
descent, Qn. We first define two different transition rules on the Catalan tree to address
different but related problems. We will also define a third process, which can provide a
negative reason for the limitations of Markov chains for these problems.

(i) The first rule is to generate uniform distribution in a direct way, which, however, does
not give a Markov chain. It becomes rather the symbolic chain defined in Section 2.4.
Let us take the vertex set to be V = N \ {1}, which represents the number of children of
vertices on the Catalan tree, or in other words the set of possible values of Qn for all n.
Because the number of branches emanating from each vertex depends only on Qn, that
number is in fact Qn+1, it is a well-defined process.

We define a directed graph on V by putting a directed edge from any vertex i ∈ N to
the vertices 2, . . . , i, i + 1. Suppose the weight of each edge is 1. The adjacency matrix
of this graph is

(8) (A)ij =

{

1 if j = 2, 3, . . . , i+ 1,

0 otherwise.

The Perron value of A is

ρ(A) = lim
n→∞

n
√

(An)22 = lim
n→∞

n
√
qn,2 = lim

n→∞

n
√

Cn−1 = 4

by the asymptotic formula for the Catalan numbers (3). This, as expected, agrees with
E[Qn]. We can show that

(9) l =

(

1, 1,
3

4
, · · · , n

2n−1
, · · ·

)

is a left eigenvector of A. One can also show that the right eigenvector r = (r1, r2, . . . , )
satisfies the second-order recurrence relation

rn = 4(rn−1 − rn−2),

whose solution gives

r = (1, 3, 8, . . . , (1 + n)2n−2, . . .).
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It follows that l ·r = ∞, which implies that the adjacency matrix is not positive recurrent
by Theorem 7.1.3 of [Kit97]. Even more, one can show that it is transient according to
the same lexicon since

T22

(
1

4

)

=
∞∑

n=0

t22(n)4
−n =

∞∑

n=0

Cn−14
−n <

∞∑

n=1

n−3/2 <∞

(3).
So, although we already identified the distribution of Qn in (7), its existence does not

follow from Lemma 2.4. We will refine this process and define it on a related space to
address the logical equivalence in Section 3.3, then we will use Lemma 2.2.

(ii) The second process that we will use is an inhomogeneous Markov chain that will generate
the uniform distribution for a fixed stage. We may use local arguments in this case as
in Section 3.3.

First we rank the Catalan tree, see Figure 2, by the lengths of the permutations, so
a permutation of length m in the tree is of rank m. Then we fix an n and count the
number of branches leading to the nth level of the tree. We denote the total number of
leaves at height n emaneting from a vertex with r children by f(n−m+ 1, r). Observe
that f(n, 2) = Cn. It can inductively be shown that

f(n, r) =

(
2n + r − 3

n− 1

)

−
(
2n+ r − 3

n− 2

)

=
r

n− 1

(
2n+ r − 3

n− 2

)

.

See also [VLGSBVL14] for various other properties and generalizations of these numbers.
The following is a random process on the Catalan tree for 321-avoiding permutations.

Let N be the remaining levels to the leaves at the nth level, r be the number of leaves
at the current level and i be a possible number of leaves at the next level. We allow N

to be random. The transition probability is given by

pN (i|r) := f(N, i)

f(N + 1, r)
=
i

r

N(N + r) . . . (N + i)

(2N + r − 1) . . . (2N + i− 2)
if i = 2, . . . , r − 1.

So we have

(10) pN (i|r) =







r+1
r

(
1
2 − r−1

2(2N+r−1)

)

if i = r + 1

1
4

(

1− r−1
2(2N+r−1)

)(

1 + r+2
2(2N+r−2)

)

if i = r

i
r·2r−i+2

∏r+1−i
1 (1 + o

(
1
N

)
) if i = 2, 3, . . . , r − 1

(iii) If we let the stopping time N in the second process go to ∞, the transition probabilities
become uniform and we have indeed a Markov chain with probabilities:

(11) p(r, i) := lim
N→∞

pN (i|r) = i

r · 2r−i+2
for i = 2, . . . , r, r + 1.

Howeve, Qn is not positive recurrent under this process, so fails to have a stationary
distribution. In order to show this, consider a coupling with the simple random walk
having a barrier on zero, which is null-recurrent.

3.2. Elementary equivalence and tail configurations. Now we will look at the tran-
sitions between logical equivalence classes along with the insertion process. Suppose two
permutations in AV(321) belong to the same logical equivalence class. If we insert the new
entry to the terminal position in both permutations, they will still have the same equivalence
class as the new entries add no information to make the permutations distinguishable. This



12 ALPEREN ÖZDEMIR

can be shown by the EF game. Similarly, if it is inserted right next to the rightmost descent,
they will have the same equivalence class. However, inserting it into a middle position can
possibly give two different k-logical classes.

Suppose they have the same number of entries right to the rightmost descent. Even in this
case, they do not necessarily belong to the same class after inserting the new entry at the
same positions in both boxes as in Figure 3. The reason is that, the new entry can distinguish
entries in the tail that are not initially distinguished, subsequently they could distinguish
entries in an antecedent position.

A B

Figure 3. Suppose k = 3. Before the insertion of the new entries (the red
dots), Player II has a winning strategy if there are sufficiently many entries
in the right-boxes of both A and B. However, it can be shown that I wins
the game after the new entries are inserted as depicted. Consider EF3[A,B].
I chooses the new entry on A, II must choose the new entry on B. Then I

chooses the right-adjacent entry to the new entry on B in terms of position, II
must choose an entry right to the new entry on A. Finally I chooses the upper
entry in the first box of B, II cannot duplicate.

Then we can look at entries below the second box and argue that the entries can still be
distinguished there through the second box. However, since the number of moves is limited,
this chain reaction can go up until the k-th box along the southwest direction. See Figure
4. We will argue that if two permutations have the same k boxes and the same logical class,
then under insertion, the equivalence classes of the new permutations will be the same. Note
that the new class can be different from the earlier one.

ψ ψ → ψ′

Figure 4. The tail configuration ψ evolves into ψ′ following the insertion of
the new entry. The red dot represents the new entry and k = 5 in this example.

Let us first define the rightmost descent in a first-order way:

ω(x) : = [∀y (x >P y) ⇒ (x >V y)] ∧ [∃v (v >P x) ∧ (x >V v)]

∧ [¬∃w [∀z (w >P z) ⇒ (w >V z)] ∧ (w >P x)]



FIRST-ORDER CONVERGENCE FOR 321-AVOIDING PERMUTATIONS 13

Then the upper-right corner boxes in Figures 3 and 4 can be defined as

ψ1(x) := ∃y ω(y) ⇒ (x >P y).

The adjacent box is defined through ψ1(x) as follows:

ψ2(x) := ∃y (ψ1(y) ∧ x >V y) ∧ ¬ψ1(x).

For i ≥ 2, we first define an auxillary sentence,

ϕ2i(x) := ∃y [(y >P x) ∧ (x >V y)] ∧



¬
2i−2∨

j=1

ψj(x)



 ,

from which we define the other boxes inductively as follows:

ψ2i−1(x) := ∀y [ϕ2i(y) ⇒ (x >P y)] ∧



¬
2i−2∨

j=1

ψj(x)



 ,

ψ2i(x) := ϕ2i(x) ∧ ∃y [ψ2i−1(y) ∧ (x >V y)].

For σ ∈ AVn(321), we define the set of elements of σ in the ith box as

ψσi := {x ∈ [n] : ψi(x) is true.}
One can show that if σ is a 321-avoiding permutation, ψσ = (ψσ1 , . . . , ψ

σ
k ) is a segment of σ

that includes the terminal entry. Let us call it the tail configuration of σ for a fixed k. The
tail configuration induces an equivalence relation on AV(321). Let us denote the set of all its
equivalence classes by Ψ.When considering the equivalence classes, we will drop the reference
to σ and simply write ψ = (ψ1, . . . , ψk) ∈ Ψk.

Let us formalize the insertion now. As already stated in the previous section, the possible
locations for the new entry is all the positions right to the rightmost descent. So there exists
|ψ1|+ 1 positions of insertion. Let us label these positions with respect to the position order
“<P ” as

(12) P1, P2, . . . , P|ψ1|, R.

Let us denote the new permutation obtained from π by adding the new entry P by

π′ = π ⊕ P.

Suppose the tail configuration of π and π′ are ψ and ψ′ respectively. Extending the notation
above to the configuration classes, we have

ψ′
1(x) = (ψ ⊕ P )1(x) =

{

ψ1(x) ∨ (x = P ) if P = R

x >P P if P 6= R

In the case that P = R, ψ′
i(x) = ψi(x) for i = 2, 3, . . . , k. Otherwise, we can run through

the construction of those as above to identify ψ′
1 for all i.

Remark 3.1. Referring to Figure 1, the entries inserted as R belongs to the increasing
subsequence on the right and Pi for all i belongs to the one on the left. That implies the
former can only belong to ψi for i odd and vice versa.

Now we will show that the evolution of this set under insertion is well-defined with respect
to the logical equivalence classes. Observe that the evolution of ψ1 agrees with the process
defined on N \ 1 in the previous section and its stationary distribution is given by (9).
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Lemma 3.1. (Well-definedness) Let π, σ ∈ AV(321) with a common tail configuration ψ ∈ Ψk

and π ≡k σ for a fixed k. Then the logical classes of the permutations obtained by insertion

depend only on the insertion location, i.e.,

π ⊕ P ≡k σ ⊕ P for P = P1, P2, . . . , P|ψ1|, R.

Proof: We use the EF game to prove the equivalence. Since the two permutations belong to
the same equivalence class, Player II has a winning strategy before we add the new entry. We
describe below a winning strategy for Player II after inserting the new entries at the same
position:

(1) If Player I chooses the new entry in either of the two permutations, Player II chooses
the new entry in the other.

(2) If Player I chooses an entry in ψ, Player II chooses the same entry in the other
permutation.

(3) If Player I chooses any other entry, the choice of Player II is the same before the
insertion of the new entry.

Now we argue that the above is a winning strategy for the second player. Firstly, if Player I
does not choose the new entry at any stage, there already exists a winning strategy for Player
II by the assumption that π ≡k σ. Assume that the new entry is chosen at some stage. Then,
if Player I chooses all other entries from ψ, Player II can duplicate and win. Otherwise, there
exists 1 ≤ i ≤ k such that no move of Player I belongs to ψi. In that case, Player II can still
duplicate all moves belonging to any ψj for j ≥ i. While the other moves can be considered
independent since if s < i < t, then

(x ∈ ψt) ∧ (y ∈ ψs) ⇒ (x >P y) ∧ (x >V y),

that is to say they form two separate blocks. But Player II has winning strategies for both
blocks by the hypotheses.

�

3.3. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let K be the set of all elementary equivalence classes, which
is finite by Theorem (2.2), and Ψ be the set of all tail configurations for a fixed k, which
is a countable infinite set. We consider the product space S = K × Ψ. We will define a
random process on this space, which can be considered as an extension of the first process
defined in Section 3.1, and apply Lemma 2.2 to a sequence of vectors in ∆S , which denotes
the probability simplex of S as in (1).

Let Γ = (V,E) be a directed graph with V = S and E ⊂ S × S, the ordered pairs of
vertices. We define a directed edge between (A,ψ) and (B,ϕ) in S if and only if (B,ϕ) can
be obtained from (A,ψ) by insertion, which we will denote by

(A,ψ) → (B,ψ′).

Let us study the structure of the graph G to verify the hypotheses of Lemma 2.2. We start
with a few observations:

i) Null states: For every tail configuration ψ ∈ Ψ there exists a subset Kψ of K, which
consists of compatible logical equivalence classes. So V \⋃ψ∈Ψ

⋃

A∈Kψ
(A,ψ) are isolated

vertices in the graph.

ii) Connected components: We can show that the directed graph Γ is not connected,
which is to say the symbolic chain defined on it is not irreducible.

Proposition 3.1. The chain defined on S by insertion is not irreducible.
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Proof: At the very root of the Catalan tree, one distinguishes 12 and 21. We can show
that no two permutation can belong to the same class if 1 >P 2 in one and 2 >P 1 in the
other for k ≥ 3. Consider the EF game bewtween two such permutations. Suppose Player
I chooses 1, then Player II must choose also 1 for the other permutation, because it is
the smallest entry in the “>V ” order. In the next turn, Player I chooses 2 and the other
player must duplicate. The orders have already inverted, there is no partial isomorphism
between the two sets. �

This also show that zero-one law cannot hold, because both branches in the proof
have in fact positive probability for their descendants in the limit. Nevertheless, we can
consider irreducible classes individually and study the process there for the existence of
the limit. First observe that for any given tail configuration ψ ∈ Ψ, we can obtain it from
any other configuration just by inserting new entries as they appear in ψ. Therefore,
the chain is irreducible with respect to the second component of S. So we consider the
projection of the chain onto the first coordinate S, which runs over a finite set K. There
can be transitionary states, call the set of them T, that is to say logical equivalence classes
which do not appear for large permutations. Otherwise, there are closed and irreducible
subsets of S. So we can partition K into those subsets and a transient subset, see Theorem
6.3.4 in [GS20]. So we can write

S = T ∪ S1 ∪ · · · ∪ Sm

where S1, . . . , Sm are connected graphs.
A problem to address is how to assign probabilities to irreducible classes as ergodicity

requires irreducibility. Since the initial state is fixed in our case, let us say v = (1, 0, 0, . . .)
where the first component is the tuple for the logical class and the configuration of π = 1,
we have a unique distribution at every stage. First, we assign zero probability to classes
belonging to T in the limit. For the closed subsets, observe that each 321-avoiding
permutation has a progenitor on Catalan tree in Figure 2 such that from that vertex on
all permutations remain in the same irreducible class. Let us denote the set of all those
permutations by Ai. Then we have,

(13) Pi := lim
n→∞

P(σ321n ∈ Si) =
∑

σ∈Ai

C−1
|σ| .

Therefore, we can show the existence and the uniqueness of the stationary distribution
for a single connected component and take the probability above into consideration at the
end. Without loss of generality, we will denote our choice of the connected component
by S1.

iii) Non-partiteness: We want to show that the graph is not k-partite for any k ≥ 2. Here,
we will refer to Lemma 2.1, the EF game defined on linear structures. Note that since
we restrict our attention to an irreducible class, all states have the same period. See
Theorem 6.3.2 of [GS20], which is for Markov chains but still apply here. Let us take a
state s0 = (A,ψ) ∈ S1 such that |ψ1| = 2 and associate it to a permutation π ∈ AV(321).
As a consequence of Lemma 2.1, the logical equivalence class will be the same whether
we insert 2k+1 + 1 or 2k+1 + 2 entries to the rightmost position. Let us denote this as

π ⊕ (2k+1 + 1)R ≡k π ⊕ (2k+1 + 2)R
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according to the notation following (12). Now we insert the new entry at the (2k + 1)st
position in the former and (2k + 2)nd position in the latter. Let us name two states,

π′ = π ⊕ (2k+1 + 1)R⊕ P2k+1 and π′′ = π ⊕ (2k+1 + 2)R ⊕ P2k+2,

and denote their configurations by ψ′ and ψ′′. Observe that

|ψ′
1| = |ψ′′

1 | > 2k and |ψ′
3|, |ψ′′

3 | > 2k

and for all y ∈ ψ2,

x ∈ ψ′
3 ∨ ψ′′

3 ⇒ (x >P y) ∧ (x >V y).

So again by Lemma 2.1 again, we can show that the two permutations π′ and π′′ have
the same logical equivalence class.

From there, we couple two cases in terms of insertion. Eventually, no entry from ψ′
3 or

ψ′′
3 will remain and the two configurations will be the same. Since the insertions are at the

same locations, they will also have the same equivalence classes. Then by irreducibility
we can move them both to s0. Therefore,

t(m)(s0), t
(m+1)(s0) > 1

for some m > 1, which implies that there exist paths from s0 to itself of lengths m and
m+ 1, that is to say S1 is non-partite.

iv) Compactness: At this final step, we focus on the second component of S = K × Ψk

to construct the convex and compact set K in Lemma 2.2. As K is finite, it will not be
relevant for the compactness. We will show that a set of sequences, which represents a
set of distributions over Ψk, will remain in K after successive applications of T. See the
statement of the lemma mentioned. More precisely, we will show that, for some positive
integer M, TM (K) ⊆ K for some compact and convex set K ⊂ ∆V . The result will be
extended to T (K) at the end of the proof.

We will explicitly state the compact set K. It will be a subset of the set of vectors for
the stationary distribution of ψ1, see (7),

Π :=

{

w ∈ ∆V : Pw(ψ1 = i) = p(i) =
i

2i+1
for i = 2, 3, . . .

}

.

Then we refer to (2) to define

(14) KA := {w ∈ Π : Ew(|ψ1| · |ψ|) ≤ A} ⊂ ∆V

for A > 0. This is a compact set by Lemma 2.3 since the set of configurations for any
fixed length is finite. KA is also convex by the linearity of Ew[·] with respect to w.

Let w0 ∈ KA. We want to show that wM := TM (w0) ∈ KA for some M ≥ 1. We will

specify A and M at the end of the proof. Let ψ(0) ∈ Ψk be randomly chosen from the
distribution w0. We first define the expected length of the configuration assuming that it
consists of the first box only:

Ci := EwM [|ψ| : |ψ(0)| = |ψ(0)
1 | = i].

Observe that Ci is independent of w provided that w0 ∈ Π. Secondly, we define

Li := EwM [|ψ| : |ψ1| = i]

and

Ei := EwM [|ψ1| : |ψ(0)
1 | = i].
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In the rest of the proof, we split the expectation as

(15) EwM (|ψ| · |ψ1|) =
s∑

i=2

iLip(i) +
∞∑

i=s+1

iLip(i)

for a suitable s ≥ 2, and then treat the two sums separately. For i ≤ s, we will show that
it is very likely for all entries of the configuration to be replaced if we choose M large
enough. For i > s, it turns out that |ψ1| decays almost linearly.

Regarding the former, we consider the second random process defined in Section 3.1,
which has varying probabilities yet is Markovian for a given stopping time N . We note
that its transitions are governed only by ψ1. Suppose ψ

(0), ψ(1), . . . is the sequence of
configurations generated by the process. We choose the stopping time as follows. For
any given starting configuration with |ψ1| = r, let N = τr be the random time that all
the entries of ψ(0) are replaced. That is to say,

τr = min{t ≥ 1 : ψ(t) ∩ ψ(0) = ∅ : |ψ(0)
1 | = r}.

We will show that

Lemma 3.2. For ε > 0 and r = 2, 3, . . ., there exists M(k, r, ε) such that P(τr ≥
M(k, r, ε)) < ε.

Proof: We will distinguish three types of insertion: (1) the leftmost position (P1), (2) the
middle positions (Pi for i = 2, . . . , |ψ1|) and (3) the rightmost position (R) according
to the notation (12). P1 does not change the number of insertion positions and it goes
to ψ2. Yet if the new entry is inserted in a middle position, then the tail configuration
changes as in Figure 4. Regarding the third case, R goes to ψ1 and does not change the
rest of the configuration. An insertion to the rightmost position will make |ψ1| go up by
1, while an insertion to a middle position will make it go down by at least 1.

The key observation is that if a middle point Pi is inserted to the right of a rightmost
point R, then Pi cannot belong to a box that has an entry inserted before R. That is to
say if P is any element of the tail configuration ψ, we have

(16) [(P <P,V R) ∧ (R <P,V Pi)] ⇒ [ψl(P ) ∧ ψl(Pi) ⇒ ψl(R)] for all l = 1, . . . , k.

The conclusion of the sentence above is true only if P and Pi belong to different
boxes, because the rightmost entries and midpoints always belong to different increasing
subsequences in Figure 1, a fortiori to different boxes as indicated in Remark 3.1.

Start with an initial configuration ψ(0) such that |ψ(0)
1 | = r. Once k new boxes are

created, the length of ψ agrees with the number of points inserted. Observe that the time
it takes to create k new boxes depend only on r, the number of insertion position. we
will find a statistic τr which is always larger than that time when coupled properly.

To guarantee replacing all entries in a tail configuration, we consider the combined
event described below:
(a) There occurs at least k times that Pi is immediately followed by R for i ≥ 2. This

ensures

Pi <P,V R

for k different inserted rightmost points. Let the associated stopping time be τr,1.
(b) There placed a middle point right to the kth rightmost points obtained above. So

we have a middle point P ′
i such that

R <P,V P
′
i
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for all R created in the first event. Given that T is the random variable counting the
number of insertions of R up until τr,1, this event is guaranteed to happen by the
time r + T many middle points are inserted. Note that we consider here the worst
case that the middle point is placed at the leftmost possible position every time.
Let τr,2 denote that stopping time that τr,1 (which is greater than T by definition)
middle points are inserted.

So the configuration

(17) ψ = ψ(0) ⊕ · · · ⊕ (Pi1 ⊕R)⊕ · · · · · · ⊕ (Pik ⊕R)⊕ · · · ⊕ P ′
iT for ij ≥ 2

does not have a common element with ψ(0). Therefore, we have τr ≤ τr,1 + τr,2.

Since P1 does not contribute to the number of insertion positions, replacing all oc-
curences of P1 by R will give an upper bound and simplify the computations. So we
can specialize on a binary sequence with letters R and Pi for i ≥ 2. Note that the cases
for the transition probabilities in (10) are associated with R,P1 and the middle points
respectively, so we have

P(P = R) ≥ 1

r + 1
and P(P = Pi for some i = 2, . . . , r − 1) ≥ 1

12
.

Let Si be a geometric random variable with parameter 1
12 for all i, which can be coupled

with the waiting time for the insertion of a middle point. Then we let T1 be a geometric
random variable with parameter 1

r+S1
, assuming that S1 new Rs are created. Continuing

in this way, we have

τr,1 =

k∑

i=1

Si +

k∑

i=1

Ti ≡d

k∑

i=1

Geom

(
1

12

)

+

k∑

i=1

Geom

(

1

r +
∑i

j=1 Sj

)

.

The tail bound of the geometric distribution gives

P(Si > 12c) ≤ e−c,

from which we have

P(T1 > (12c + r)c)) ≤ e−c + (1− e−c)e−c < 2e−c.

Next we can show that

P(T2 > ((12c + r)c+ 12c)c)) ≤ e−c + (1− e−c)(2e−c + (1− 2e−c)e−c) < 4e−c.

So we inductively have

P

(

Ti > rci + 12c2
ci − 1

c− 1

)

< 2ie−c.

Finally, by the union bound over Si and Tj for all i and j, we have

P(τr,1 > m1) < k(k + 2)e−c

where m1 = 12kc + rck+1 + 12ck+2.

For the second event, we have

τr,2 =

r+τr,1∑

i=1

Geom

(
1

12

)

,

which is a negative binomial distribution. Chernoff’s inequality (See Section 2.2. of
[BLB03]) gives

P(τr,2 > M2) ≤ inf
t
E[et·τr,2 ]e−M2t.
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We let M1 = m1 + r and optimize over t to have

P(τr,2 > M2) ≤
(

1 +
1

M2 −M1

)M2
(
M2 −M1

12

)M1
(
11

12

)M2−M1

.

If we take M2 = 2

(

log
(
1
δ

√
1

132M1

)/

log 12
11

)

M1, then

P(τr,2 > M2) ≤ e2δM1 .

Finally, let c = log
(
2k(k+2)

ε

)

and δ = 1
2 . Then, for M =M1 +M2, we have

P(τr > M(k, r, ε)) < ε.

�

Letting M = max2≤r≤sM(k, r, ε), where M(k, r, ε) is as defined in Lemma 3.2, we can
bound the sums in (15) as

EwM (|ψ| · |ψ1|) ≤ (1− ε)

s∑

i=2

Cip(i) + ε

s∑

i=2

i(Li +M)p(i) +

∞∑

i=s+1

Ei(Li +M)p(i).

Then we apply (23) to the last term, and simplify the other terms to have

EwM (|ψ| · |ψ1|) ≤ max
2≤i≤s

C(i) + ε(M +A) +

(
4

s+ 1
+

2

M

)

A+ 4M + 2s

≤ max
2≤i≤s

C(i) +M (4 + ε) +

(
4

s+ 1
+ ε+

2

M

)

A+ 2s.

Therefore, for

A >

(

1− 4

s+ 1
ε− 2

M

)−1(

M(4 + ε) + 2s + max
2≤i≤s

C(i)

)

,

EwM (|ψ| · |ψ1|) < A.

Finally, we can choose s large enough to have A > 0, and conclude that wM ∈ KA.

v) Averaging: Now we argue that TM (w) = w implies T (w) = w in our case. Let us take
u0 = uM = w and define

T (ui) = ui+1 for i = 0, 1, . . . ,M − 1.

Observe that the average

u =
1

M

M∑

i=1

ui

is a fixed point of T, also of TM . Since TM is also irreducible given that T is irreducible
and aperiodic, then u = w. This ends the proof.

�

We conclude with two problems:

(1) We wonder if there could be some other application of Lemma 2.2 in this context.
More specifially, what other combinatorial structures have an inhomogeneous growth
but nevertheless have a tractable statistic defined on them?

(2) The law of the Markov chain in (11) defines a distribution over 321-avoiding permu-
tations. Does the convergence law hold in that case?
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4. Appendix: Ballot numbers

In this section, we study the number of leaves at a given stage of the Catalan tree for an

arbitrary starting vertex. We let q
(s)
n,i be the number of leaves with i branches at the nth level

where the vertex at the first stage has degree s. Observe that when s = 2, we recover the
ballot numbers (4). Considering possible positions to insert the largest entry, we obtain the
following recurrence relation for ballot numbers,

qn+1,i+1 =

n+1∑

j=i

qn,j,

from which we have

qn+1,i+1 = qn+1,i − qn,i−1.

We can write the ballot numbers as polynomials of Catalan numbers with alternating coeffi-
cients. Firstly qn,2 = qn,3 = Cn−1, and

qn+1,4 = Cn − Cn−1,

qn+1,5 = Cn − 2Cn−1,

qn+1,6 = Cn − 3Cn−1 + Cn−2,

qn+1,7 = Cn − 4Cn−1 + 3Cn−2,

qn+1,8 = Cn − 5Cn−1 + 6Cn−2 − Cn−3,

...

Let us define

∆s(an) :=

⌊(s−2)/2⌋
∑

i=0

(−1)i
(
s− i− 2

i

)

an−i,

and observe that

(18) qn+1,s = ∆s(Cn) for n ≥ s+ 2.

In addition, since the coefficients of ∆s do not depend on its argument and it is linear on
descending terms, we have

(19) ∆s(∆t(an)) = ∆t(∆s(an)).

Next, we define the generating function for q
(s)
n,k,

Fs(q, z) =

∞∑

n=1

n+s−1∑

k=2

q
(s)
n,k q

kzn.

We want to show

Lemma 4.1. q
(s)
n,k = ∆k(qn+s,s) for s, k ≥ 2 and n ≥ 1.

Proof: Considering all possible insertions given that the initial vertex is of degree s + 1, we
have

(20) Fs(q, z) = qsz + z(F2(q, z) + · · ·+ Fs+1(q, z)).

Rewriting it gives

Fs+1 =
1

z
(Fs − Fs−1) + qs + qs+1,
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from which we obtain

(21) Fs =
fs(z)

zs
F2 + g(q, z−1),

where

δs(z) :=

⌊(s−2)/2⌋
∑

i=0

(−1)i
(
s− i− 2

i

)

zi.

The relation of this operator to ∆ can be put in this way:

(22)
∞∑

n=0

∆s(an)z
n =

∞∑

n=0

anδs(z)z
n.

Now, recalling that q
(2)
n,k = qn,k, we apply (21) on Fs.

Fs(q, z) =
∞∑

n=1

n+s−1∑

k=2

qn+s,k q
kδs(z)z

n

=

∞∑

n=1

n+s−1∑

k=2

∆s(qn+s,k) q
kzn

=

∞∑

n=1

n+s−1∑

k=2

∆s(∆k(Cn+s−1)) q
kzn

=

∞∑

n=1

n+s−1∑

k=2

∆k(∆s(Cn+s−1)) q
kzn

=

∞∑

n=1

n+s−1∑

k=2

∆k(qn+s,s) q
kzn,

where we used (22), (18) and (19) respectively above to derive the result.
�

Finally, we look at the expected number of insertion positions after m insertions with the

initial value s. Let us denote it by E[X
(s)
m ]. By Lemma 4.1,

E[X(s)
m ] =

[zm]∂qFs(q, z)|q=1

[zm]Fs(1, z)
=

∑m+s−1
k=2 k∆k(qm+s,s)
∑m+s−1

k=2 ∆k(qm+s,s)
.

Observe that for s = 2, we have

E[X(s)
m ] = E[Qm] =

∑m+2
k=2 k∆k(Cm)
∑m+2

k=2 ∆k(Cm)
=

Cm+1

Cm
as before. In general,

E[X(s)
m ] =

∑m+s−1
k=2 k∆k(qm+s,s)
∑m+s−1

k=2 ∆k(qm+s,s)
=

∆s

(
∑m+s−1

k=2 k∆k(Cm+s−1)
)

∆s

(
∑m+s−1

k=2 ∆k(Cm+s−1)
) =

∆s(Cm+s)

∆s(Cm+s−1)
=
qm+s+1,s

qm+s,s
.

Therefore, from (4),

(23) E[X(s)
m ] =

(2m+ s+ 2)(2m + s+ 1)

(m+ s+ 1)(m+ 2)
< 4 +

2s

m
.
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References
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