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WHEN DO SCHUBERT POLYNOMIAL PRODUCTS STABILIZE?
ANDREW HARDT AND DAVID WALLACH

ABSTRACT. The back-stabilization number for products of Schubert polynomials is the
distance the corresponding permutations must be “shifted” before the structure con-
stants stabilize. We give an explicit formula for this number and thereby prove a con-
jecture of N. Li in a strengthened form. This leads to an additional result: a formula
for the smallest n such that a given Schubert product expands completely over S,,.

Our method is to explore back-stable fundamental slide polynomials and their prod-
ucts combinatorially, in the context of their associated words. We use three main tools:
(i) an algebra consisting of colored words, with a modified shuffle product, and which
contains the rings of back (quasi)symmetric functions as subquotients; (ii) the combina-
torics of increasing suffizes of reduced words; and (iii) the lift of differential operators
to the space of colored words.

1. INTRODUCTION

Schubert polynomials are polynomial representatives &, (x1, ..., x,) for the classes of
Schubert varieties in the cohomology ring of the flag variety GL,/B. They were first
defined by Lascoux and Schiitzenberger [15], and satisfy nice combinatorial and geometric
properties. They are indexed by permutations in .5, the symmetric group on n letters,
and satisfy the stability property &, = Gyx1 € Sni1, where w x 1 is the permutation
acting by won 1, ..., n and fixing n+1. Thus, we can take w to be an element of Sz, the
set of bijections Z, — Z, fixing all but finitely-many elements. Schubert polynomials
form a basis of the polynomial ring Q|[z1, xs, .. .], and their Schubert structure constants
Coyy 81ven by

are known to be nonnegative integers for geometric reasons [§]. However, it remains a
longstanding open problem to give a combinatorial proof of this fact.

The first proven monomial expansion of Schubert polynomials was given by Billey,
Jockusch, and Stanley [4]. Given a reduced word w, let C(w) be the set of compatible
sequences with top row w (Definition B.4)), and let C*(w) be the subset with positive
entries. Billey—Jockusch—Stanley showed:

(1) S, = Z Fws where Sw = Z <.

w reduced aeCt(w)
word for w

Assaf and Searles studied §,, in [1], where it is called the (fundamental) slide poly-
nomialll Slide polynomials form a basis of the polynomial ring, and while Schubert
polynomials are very hard to multiply, the multiplication of slide polynomials is mani-

festly positive and has a simple formula involving the shuffle product of Eilenberg and
MacLane [7].

Date: January 27, 2025.
p [1], the §. were indexed by integer compositions; see [19, Example 4.13] for a direct comparison.
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Now let w be an element of Sz, the set of bijections Z — 7Z that fix all but finitely
many elements. Let v(w) be the unit shift of w, given by v(w)(i) = w(i — 1) + 1. Define

Vie(u,v) = {w € Sz | ’33:53) # 0} :

)% (v)
Li [16] showed that when u,v,w € Sz, C;YEZ))N(U) = cl, 50 Vi(u,v) € Vi (u, v).

Definition 1.1.
e The back-stabilization number BS(u, v) of the pair (u,v) is the smallest nonnega-
tive integer j such that Vj(u,v) = Vji1(u,v) = Vjya(u,v) = .. ..
e The stability number St(u,v) of (u,v) is the smallest nonnegative integer j such

that V;(u,v) = Vipi(u,v).

Li showed that BS(u, v) is always finite. Clearly, BS(u,v) > St(u,v), and Li conjectured
that in fact they are equal. For w € Sz, let

1 if 35 > 4 with w(i) > w(j),
0 otherwise.

Note that 0;(w) is 1 if and only if the ith entry of the Lehmer code (Definition 2.2]) of
w 1S non-zero.

Conjecture 1.2 ([16, Conjecture 1.5]).
(a) BS(u,v) = St(u,v) for all u,v.
(b) BS(u,v) < max({i | 6;(u) =1 or 0;(v) = 1}).

Our first main result is a strengthened form of Conjecture [L.2], including a precise
formula for BS(u, v). Let

Ai(w) = Zﬁj(w),

the number of nonzero rows of the Lehmer code of w with index at most <.

Theorem 1.3 (Back-Stabilization Theorem). Conjecture[L.2 is true. Moreover, for all
u,v € Sz, ,

(2) BS(u,v) = max(\;(u) + A\;(v) — ).

i=0
(2) implies Conjecture [L2(b) because for all i, A\;(v) < i, so
)\Z(u) + )\Z(U) — 1 < )\Z(u) < )\oo(u) = )\max({i | gi(u)zl})(u) < max({i | 92<u) = 1})

Li proved [16] Theorem 1.2] that Conjecture is true whenever either v or v is a
Grassmannian permutation. In addition, for arbitrary u and v she proved the bound
BS(u,v) < €(u) + £(v) [16, Theorem 1.3], where ¢(u) refers to the Cozeter length of u [5].
This bound was later improved by Assaf and Searles [1, Corollary 5.17].

Work of Lam, Lee, and Shimozono [I4] shows that it is productive to work in the
back-stable setting. For any w € Sy, define

ng Z ?w, where ?w: Z <.

w reduced aeC(w)
word for w



gw is the back-stable Schubert polynomial [14]. The back-stable Schubert polynomials
form a basis of the ring of back-symmetric functions. ?w is the back-stable slide poly-
nomial. The back-stable slide polynomials were first defined by Nadeau and Tewari [19]
and they form a basis of back-quasisymmetric functionsE

Let <CZU_U be the back-stable Schubert structure constant defined by

<— <— U=
6.,6,=) 6,
w

The ordinary and back-stable structure constants determine each other. For any w € Sy,
if k is large enough, v*(w) € Sz, ; let BS(w) denote the smallest such nonnegative k.
Then if u,v e Sz, ,w € Sy,

for any & = BS(w).

U,V

< .
w ) Cow if u,v,we Sz, T W)
= ‘ and  Cup = Clriu) b o)
0, otherwise, ’

An immediate consequence of Theorem is a characterization of when 6,6, has a
— <«
Schubert expansion identical to the back-stable Schubert expansion of 6,8,.

Corollary 1.4. For all u,v € Sz, ,

= Cop Jor allw <= ¢ = c://&u)),y(v) for allw <= X\(u) + \i(v) <@ for alli > 0.

Fzample 1.5. Let u = 321,v = 213 € S3 < Sz, , expressed in one-line notation. We have
A(u) =1, N\i(u) = 2 for i = 2, and \;(v) = 1 for ¢ = 1; in particular, max({i | 0;(u) =
1}) = 2 and max({i | 6;(v) = 1}) = 1, so Conjecture [L2(b) says that BS(u,v) < 2. On
the other hand, by (@), BS(u,v) = max;>o(A;(u) + \j(v) — i) = 1 (and we only need to
check i < 2 since u and v fix every integer > 3). Indeed, computing the back-stable
Schubert product, - . - - -
G321 6213 = Gu213 + G13204 + Sa23014-

On the right side, 4213 is in Sz,, while the other permutations are not, so we have
G3216213 = Gu13. Applying v, 61432613214 = Gis324 + S24315 + G34125, and the product
has stabilized. Applying v again yields no new permutations: &19513612435 = S126435 +
Gi135126 + S145236-

Theorem [[3] leads us to consider a different Schubert calculus problem, which turns
out to be closely related. For w € Sz, let the forward-stability number for w be the
integer

FS(w) =min{n > 1| we S,},
and if u,v € Sz, , let
(3) FS(u,v) = ‘maXOFS(w).
wlew ,#
FS(u,v) is the smallest integer n such that the Schubert product &,&, can be fully
realized in the flag variety GL,/B.

Let Ay(w) = [{j = ¢ | 37" < j with w(j’) > w(j)}|, the number of nonzero entries of

the dual Lehmer code (Definition [6.4]) of w with index at least i.

Theorem 1.6 (Forward-Stability Theorem). For all u,v € Sz, ,
(4) FS(u,v) = max (As(u) + As(v) + 17— 1).

i1<1+max(FS(u),FS(v))

ZNote that none of the back-stable functions we consider are strictly polynomials; however, they share
many properties in common with polynomials, and we follow [14] in using this terminology.
3



Theorem is in some sense a “dual” result to Theorem [[.3. Schubert structure
constants are symmetric under conjugation by wy (Lemma [6.]]), and as a consequence
FS(u,v) is closely related to BS(wouwy, wovwy). However, Theorem [[.3] and Theorem
are not equivalent, since the former involves back-stable structure constants while the
latter involves ordinary ones.

As a direct consequence of Theorem [L.6 we have the following simple check for whether
a Schubert product fully manifests in a given flag variety:

Corollary 1.7. Let u,v e S,. Then,
we Sy forallw with ¢, #0 <= Aj(u) + Ai(v) <Kn+1—i foralll<i<n.
Ezample 1.8. Let u = 436521, v = 54312. We have FS(u) = 6, FS(v) = 5, and
(Ai(w))iz1,.7 = (4,4,3,3,2,1,0), (Ai(v))iz1,..7 = (4,4,3,2,1,0,0),

(Ai(u) + As(v) +i—1)iz1,.7 = (8,9,8,8,7,6,6),
and so by Theorem [LO, FS(u,v) =9, and indeed

6436521 654312 = 686732145 + 687532146 + 6965321478-

It is natural to seek a generalization of Theorem[L@to products of Schubert polynomials
in other classical Lie types [3]; further discussion may appear elsewhere.

Our follow-up paper [11] shows that products of double Schubert, Grothendieck, and
double Grothendieck polynomials have the same back- and forward-stabilization numbers
as the corresponding products of Schubert polynomials.

The remaining sections are organized as follows. Section [2] is background on words,
permutations, and the shuffle product. In Section Bl we define colored words and the
colored shuffle product, and give background on back-stable (quasi)symmetric functions.
Section [] defines our main object of study, the colored shuffle algebra Q. We realize
the rings of back-stable (quasi)symmetric functions as subquotients of this ring, discuss
weight-preserving maps inside @, and finally, define lifts to Q of two differential operators,
¢ and V, found in [20,25].

Section [B] contains the proof of Theorem [[.3l Much of the section is devoted to com-
binatorial properties of increasing suffixes, including one result (Theorem [(.10) on the
lengths of increasing suffixes which appear in a Schubert product, and another (Corollary
B.12) bounding the number of nonzero rows in the Lehmer code. Finally, we combine
these tools to prove Theorem [L.3

Section [6] contains the proof of Theorem On the way, we prove a similar result
(Corollary [6.6]), which is in a precise sense dual to Theorem [[3l Corollary and
Theorem only differ in that the former considers back-stable structure constants, and
the latter ordinary structure constants, although to go between the two results involves
most of the technical tools we develop in this paper.

The final two sections are on related topics. In Section [T, we define two notions of what
we call “down-up moves”, and conjecture that the sets of permutations which appear in
a (back-stable) Schubert product are connected under these moves. These conjectures
are partially-ordered by strength, we show that the stronger ones imply an alternate
proof of part (a) of Conjecture [[2l In Section [ we define back-stable versions of key
polynomials as sums of slide polynomials, and prove that they are a basis for the space

of back-symmetric functions.
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2. WORDS AND PERMUTATIONS

2.1. Words. For some set A, a word over the alphabet A is a finite sequence p =
(p1,p2, - -+, pr), where p; € A for all 1 < i < k; we will leave out the punctuation when
convenient. We call p; the ith entry of p, and we will also denote this entry by p;. The
support of p is the set, supp p = {p1, pa, - - ., P}, consisting of the entries of p. The length
of p, denoted ¢(p), is simply the number of entries. The unique word of length 0 is called
the empty word and is denoted with ¢. Let A* be the set of words of length &, and let
A= ] A
k>0

If g, r € A*, then the concatenation of g and r is the word qor = (q1, ..., qep), 71, - - -, Te(e))-
r = (r1,re,...,7y) is a subword of p if r = (p;,...,p;,) With i3 < iy < -+ < iy, If
p =qor,then qis a prefir of p and r is a suffix of p.

Defined by Eilenberg and Mac Lane [7], the shuffle product is a linear operator on
Q[.A*], the vector space of formal finite Q-linear combinations of elements of A*. For
p=(p1,...,pj) e A" and q = (¢, ..., q;) € A*, the shuffle product of p and q is defined
recursively as

pl—l—lgzgl—l—lp:pa
and

(P1, - p)W(q, - qk) = pro((P2- - p)W(q, - qe)) F@o((pr- -, ) W(qe, - - -, Gr)).

p LW q is the formal sum of all words » € A* which are obtained by interlacing the
entries of p and q in an order-preserving way. We call such words shuffles of p and q.
Note that the concatenation p o q is one such shuffle, and every shuffle contains p and q
as subwords. In any shuffle » of p and g, call the entries of r taken from p the p-entries,
and call the entries taken from q the g-entries.

2.2. Permutations. A particularly important context is when a word is a reduced word
for a permutation. The basics of permutations and their Coxeter presentation are well-
known. We give the relevant background below. For more details, see [5].

A permutation of a set A € Z is a bijection w : A — A such that w(i) = ¢ for all
but finitely many i € A. We write S for the set of all permutations of A, and let
Sp = Sq,..ny- For all i € Z, let s; be the permutation with s(i) =i+ 1,s(i + 1) = 7, and
for all other j € Z, s(j) = j. The s;’s are called simple reflections. They generate Sz and
satisfy the relations

(5a) s =id, for all i € Z,
(5b) 8iSi+18; = Si4+18:Si+1 for all 7 € Z,
(5c) 5i8j = $;8; for all i,j € Z,|i — j| = 2.

This is called the Cozxeter presentation of Syz. (Gal) are called the quadratic relations,

while (BD),([Bd) are called the braid relations.
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Ifw = sy, - Sw,, We say that w := (wy, ..., wy) € Z* is a word for w. If w has minimal
length among all words for w, we call w a reduced word for w, and the (Cozeter) length
of wis l(w) = ¢(w). Let RW(w) be the set of reduced words for w. It is a well-known
classical result (Matsumoto’s Theorem) that any two reduced words for w are equivalent
up to the braid relations, and any word for w that is not reduced can be shortened to a
reduced word via applications of the braid and quadratic relations. Let RW = | . s, e
the set of reduced words for all permutations.

We write v < v if there exists a reduced word v for v with a subword u that is a
reduced word for w. (It turns out that if u < v, every reduced word for v has such a
subword.) < forms a partial order on Sz called the (strong) Bruhat order.

Remark 2.1. Most sources for permutations concern the finite groups .S,,. Working in Sz,
is a notational convenience, but for us has a deeper significance, in that back-stabilization
is most natural in this context. Still, any particular computation involving permutations
may be done in some S, by shifting if necessary, and so the theory of Sz is not very
different to the theory of S, for finite n.

The one-line notation of w € Sz is the infinite sequence . . . w(—2),w(—1),w(0), w(1),w(2),.. ..

If w e S, then we truncate the sequence on both sides and write w(1),w(2),...,w(n).
In examples, n is often a small integer, so we omit the commas as is standard practice.
It is possible to interpret such a permutation as a word in [n]*; however, for the most
part we do not want to do this.

2.3. Lehmer code.
Definition 2.2. The Lehmer code is the doubly-infinite sequence

code(w) = (...,c_1,¢0,C1,--.),

where

¢ :=code(w); ={j€Z|j>iw(j) <w()}.
All but finitely many entries of the Lehmer code are zero, and f(w) = Y. ¢;. ¢; is also
called the ith row of the Lehmer code, since it equals the number of boxes in the ith row
of the Rothe diagram of w.

We have

1, if ;
ei<w>={’ teodelw)i =0, g A(w) = [ < | code(w); > O},
0, otherwise.

Lemma 2.3. The following are equivalent:
(a) l(ws;) = L(w) — 1
(b) Ci > Cit1
(c) code(ws;) = (...,¢i—9,¢i-1,Cit1,C — 1, Civ2,Civs,y .. .)
(d) There exists a reduced word (wy, . ..,wy) € RW(w) with wy, =i
(e) w(i) > w(i+1)

If any of the above are true, then w is said to have a descent at position ¢. This is
sometimes called a right descent since multiplication by s; happens on the right.

Recall the back-stabilization number BS(w) for w is the smallest nonnegative integer
k such that v*(w) € Sz,

Proposition 2.4. Suppose w ¢ Sz, and let w € RW(w). Then,

(6) BS(w)=1—min(supp w) =1 — miné{i | s; <w})=1-—min({j | §;(w) = 1}).



Proof. Let k = BS(w). Then w fixes -+, —k — 1, —k, but not 1 — k, so supp w cannot
contain --- ,—k — 1, —k, but must contain 1 — £, and the first equality holds. We also
have the second equality since s; < w if and only if it appears in a (equivalently, every)
reduced word for w.

Finally, w fixes - -+, —k — 1, —k, but not 1 — k, so 61 _j(w) = 1 since if we let i =1 —k
and j = w1 — k), then w(i) > i = w(j) and j > i. Then for any ¢ < —k, we have
0;(w) = 0 because for any j > i, w(i) =i < min(j,1 — k) < w(j). So the thlrd equality
holds. O

3. COLORED WORDS AND SLIDE POLYNOMIALS

3.1. Colored words and the colored shuffle product. Let Z be the alphabet with
letters iUl with i € Z, j € Z,. We refer to Z as the set of colored integers, and Z" as the
set of colored words.

Let the value of i7! be val(il’l) = 4, and let the color of iUl be color(i¥l) = j. Z has a
total ordering, where we first compare values, then colors:

i <P B << DM < G D < (4 DB <

For p = (p1,...,pk) € Zk, let val(p) = (val(pi),...,val(px)) € Z* and let color(p) =
(color(py), ..., color(py)) € Z* . Let maxcol(p) be max(color(p)). We let the color shift
operator 1 be defined so that for a € Z, p 1 a is the word such that val(p 1 a) = val(p)
and color(p 1 a) = (color(p1) + a, . .., color(py) + a). We identify Z with the subset of Z
of elements with color 1, meaning 4 := il'l for all 4.

We have the following partial ordering on Z"

(7) p<q < p; <gq, forall j,
and on Z* this is just the usual partial ordering.

For p = (p1,p2,...,0k) € 7", if pi < pir1, we say that p has an increase at i, the
increase set of p is the set of increases of p. (We use this terminology instead of the
more standard “ascent” to avoid confusion with ascents of a permutation). We say that
p is weakly-increasing if p1 < ps < -+ < pg and strictly-increasing if p1 < py < -+ < pg.
These notions are well-defined because different elements of the same equivalence class
have the same relative orders. We define weakly and strictly increasing elements of Z*
similarly. Let ZWIHC be the set of all weakly-increasing elements of Z* of length £, and
Z{;\/Inc Uk>0 Winc*

Next, we define a generalization of the shuffle product, applied to colored words, which
we call the colored shuffle product. Similar constructions have been used by Assaf and
Searles [1], and by Nadeau and Tewari [19]. For p,qe Z', let

pq = p L q 1 maxcol(p),

where 1 associates more strongly than L. The color shift ensures that in every shuffled
word appearing in pq, the colors of entries of p and the colors of entries of g are disjoint.
If p and g are monocolored words, the product pg will involve exactly two colors. Call
the colored words appearing in this product colored shuffled words. Note in particular
that the colored shuffle product is positive-all the coefficient are either 0 or 1.

Example 3.1. If p and g are monocolored, the product pq will involve exactly two colors.
For example, if p = 12, q = 2, then
pq = 11120221 4 119210 4 ol217 [t

Proposition 3.2. Multiplication in the colored shuffle algebra is associative.
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Proof.

p(gr) = pui (g 1 maxcol(q)) 1 maxcol(p)
= (p W g 1 maxcol(p)) W r 1 (maxcol(q) + maxcol(p))

= (pg)r,
where we have used the associativity of the shuffle product, along with the fact that
(pg)Ta=ptawgta O

On the other hand, the colored shuffle product is not commutative; for example, 11
olt] — 10902 4 ol211[11 —« 12190 4 ol[2] — 911 . 1[4,
We end this subsection with the definition of our main algebraic object:

Definition 3.3. The colored shuffle algebra Q := @[Z*] is the Q-algebra spanned by
colored words, with multiplication given by the colored shuffle product extended linearly.

Elements of Q are finite linear combinations of colored words. We will often use the
notation a for an arbitrary element of Q, to distinguish from the case of a single word.

3.2. Compatible sequences. Next, we define compatible sequences. These were first
studied by Billey, Jockusch, and Stanley [4], working with (uncolored) reduced words of
permutations. We note, however, that the usual definitions make sense in the context of
arbitrary colored words, and we work in that generality. In the case of uncolored reduced
words, these definitions match [4].

Definition 3.4. A compatible sequence is a two-row array of the form:

L t i tl t2 tk =k k
o= <b)_<bl by - bk)’ teZ ,bel”,

such that

(8) be Zl\ﬁi\/lnm b< t, tj < tj+1 - bj < bj+1.

We call t the top row of a,, and b the bottom row. For notational convenience, we may
also write ae = (¢, b). We call a positive if all of its entries are positive.

ForteZ , let C (t) be the set of compatible sequences with top row ¢ and let BR(t) <
Zk 1. be the set of bottom rows of elements of C(t).

The set BR(t) has a nice structure. Define m(t) € ZY;,. by the following recursive
formula:

(9)

m(t), = val(ty), m(t); = { ()1, if tj = tj1;

for all j < k.
min(val(t;), m(t);o1 — 1), ift; < tﬁl. J

It is always the case that m(t) < t. If t is weakly increasing, then m(t) = val(t), so
the map m(_) : Z° — Zi,. is surjective.

Lemma 3.5. m(t) is a mazimal element of BR(t) under the partial ordering on ZF.
Furthermore,

BR(t) = BR(m(t)) = {be Z};,. | b <m(t) and for all j, b; < by, whenever t; < tjy}.

In particular, BR(t) only depends on m(t).
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Proof. 1t is an easy check that m(t) satisfies (§]), and so it is indeed a bottom row for
t. Let b € Z¥&y,. satisfy t; < t;;1 = b; < bjy1. If b < t, we need to show that
b < m(t) i.e. that b; < m(t); for all j. If j = k, this follows from the definition, so
assume j < k and bji1 < m(t);+1. Then either t; > t;;;, in which case b; < bj41 <
m(t);+1 = m(t);, or t; < tj41, in which case b; < bj;; —1 < m(t);41 — 1 and b; < tj, so
bj < min(val(tj), m(t)j+1 — 1) = m(t)]

By (@), t and m(t) have increases at exactly the same indices, so

BR(t) = {be Ziy,. | b <m(t) and for all j, b; < b;j,; whenever m(t); < m(t);;1}. O

Remark 3.6. It is possible that BR(t) = BR(t') when t # t/. This can happen even if ¢
and t’ are reduced words for the same permutation. For instance, sgsgS451 = $4885651 #
54595651 € Sz and BR(6M18M4M 11y = BR (41186101 = BR (496 11): all three
words have the same maximal element 0111.

We now define bottom-row-equivalence. For p, q € Z*, we say that
(10) p = q if and only if m(p) = m(q).
We record the following consequence of the proof of Lemma
Lemma 3.7. For any word p and any j <k, m(p); < m(p);+1 if and only if p; < pjt1.

3.3. Back-symmetric and back-quasisymmetric functions. Let @ = (..., 2 9,21, %0, 21, T2, ...)
be a doubly-infinite sequence of variables. For A € Z, let €4 = {z; | i € A} and consider
the ring

Poly 4 := Q[x 4]

of polynomials in & 4 with rational coefficients. This is a graded ring: Poly, = B, Poly",

where Poly’Z is the set of degree-k homogeneous polynomials in Poly ,.
If p € Z* has supp p € A, we have the monomial

(11) P 1= xp, Tp, - T, € Polyi,

and the set {xP | p € ZY,.,supp p S A} is linearly independent, and forms a basis for
Poly’j‘ when A is finite. Write supp P = supp p, and let supp f be the union of the
supports of its monomials.

Remark 3.8. Note that (II]) is slightly nonstandard notation; usually one has a com-
position 3 = (B, B, ...) and writes x” = x11x§2 ---. To translate to this setting, simply
let 5; be the number of entries of p which equal i.)

If B< A, let pap: Poly, — Polyg be the map that sends z;,7 € B to itself and all
other variables to 0. p4 g is a map of graded rings, and acts on monomials via

P xP, if supp p € B,
0, otherwise.

f € Poly 4 is symmetric if it is invariant under the action of S4 permuting the variables
in x4, and quasisymmetric if the coefficients for P and 29 are equal for any p, q € Zk..
which have the same increase sets. For finite A, let A4 € Poly 4 be the ring of symmetric
polynomials on A, and let QSym, < Poly, be the ring of quasisymmetric polynomials.
These rings are also graded by degree:

A= @ AL, QSym, = @ QSym’.

k=0 k>0
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The (quasi)symmetry does allow us to fruitfully take limits: if A is infinite, let
Ay = @AB, QSym, = @QSymB,

where in both cases the projective limit is taken over all finite subsets B < A relative to
the maps pa p. These are the rings of (quasi)symmetric functions [9,[17].

Next, we move to the back-stable setting. One must be careful since the set of all
power series, even with restrictions on degree, is not an inverse limit of polynomial rings.
Fortunately, the relevant functions lie in a much smaller ring. Let R be the ring of
formal power series f in & which have bounded total degree and support bounded above.
The former condition means that there exists an M such that all monomials in f have
total degree < M, and the latter condition means that there exists an N such that
supp f < (—o0, N]. R is also a graded ring: R = @,., R", where R* is the subring of R
consisting of elements which are homogeneous of degree k.

For b € Z, a function f € R is back b-(quasi)symmetric if under any specialization z; —
z; € Q,j > b, the resulting function is (quasi)symmetric. If f is back b-(quasi)symmetric,
then it is back b'-(quasi)symmetric for any & < b. We also use the terminology that a
back b-(quasi)symmetric function is (quasi)symmetric in @)

f is back-(quasi)symmetric if it is back b-(quasi)symmetric for any b € Z. Let T be the
ring of back-symmetric functions and (@ be the ring of back-quasisymmetric functions.

Given subrings R, R” of R, let R'® R" be the subring of R generated by products r'r”,
r"e R',r" e R". The set of back b-symmetric functions form the ring Ao 5 ® Polyp, o
and the set of back b-quasisymmetric functions form the ring QSym_g, ;) ® Polyp, o).
Explicitly this means the following. Any p € Z3,. can be uniquely written p = g o r,
where supp q € (—o0,b] and supp r < (b,0). f is back b-quasisymmetric if and only if
the coefficient of P in f equals the coefficient of £7°", where ¢ is any word in Liyne With
the same length and increase set as g such that supp q’ < (—o0, b]. Back b-symmetry has
a similar definition, where the condition on increase set is replaced by the condition that
there exists w € Sy, that sends 9 to 9. Equivalently, f is back b-symmetric if and only
if s;f = f for all i < 0.

Taking the union over all b € Z, we have

R = U Aoy ® Poly 4, ) and Q = U QSym_, ) ® Poly y, o).
beZ beZ

<«

In particular, since A(_wp) S QSym_qy), TR c Q.
R and (@ can also be expressed in a more straightforward way:

Proposition 3.9 ([I4,[19]). For any b e Z
R = A~ p) ® Polyy and (@ = QSym_q, ) ® Polyy.

3.4. Back-stable Schubert and slide polynomials. Next, we will define back-stable
slide polynomials, a set of functions associated to the compatible sequences with a fixed
top row. Slide polynomials (in their non-back-stable form) first appeared in the Billey-
Jockusch-Stanley formula (II), and were systematically studied by Assaf and Searles [1].
In their back-stable form, they were defined by Nadeau and Tewari [19].

As with compatible sequences, we will associate a back-stable slide polynomial to any
colored word (in fact, any element of Q). Using colored words does not introduce any new
functions, but is useful in that it allows us to study the back-stable slide decomposition
of the Schubert product using the combinatorics of shuffled colored words.

For any compatible sequence a = (t, b), let x> = x®.

10



Definition 3.10. Let p € Z". The back-stable slide polynomial associated to p is the

function
<« «—
Sp = 2 e Q.

aeC(p)

By Lemma 3.5 <§p = ?m(p), and so <§p = (§q if and only if m(p) = m(q). Since every
element of BR(p) is the bottom row for exactly one compatible sequence with top row
p, we can also write

<§p = Z x® = £™P) 4 lower terms,

beBR(p)

where “lower terms” refers to the partial ordering on words.
The 3§, are homogeneous of degree ¢(p), and have support contained in (—o0, pyp)l;
thus they are elements of R. Every coefficient is either 0 or 1.

Lemma 3.11 ([19, Lemma 4.6, Proposition 4.8]). (§p € a for all p. Furthermore,

if p € ZXyp,. with p1 = a such that the increase set of p has size d, then E 1s back
(a + d)-quasisymmetric.

Remark 3.12. We have indexed the polynomials :T?p by words, whereas Assaf and Searles
[1] primarily use compositions. Nadeau and Tewari [19] use both notations. In the case
of increasing words, these notations are equivalent: the index-i entry of a composition
denotes the number of entries of the corresponding word that equal .

We find the word approach more useful for three reasons. The first is that using
words provides us with more flexibility: the same function can be the slide polynomial
of multiple words, and we sometimes want to distinguish these instances. The second
reason is that the product formula is simpler when using words instead of compositions,
involving the shuffle product directly (Proposition [4.2]). The third and most important
reason is that the action of the differential operators in the next section is more naturally
expressed on words.

Next, we define the back-stable Schubert polynomials. These functions have a long folk-
lore history and were studied systematically by Lam, Lee, and Shimozono [14]. Ideas of
Li [16] also suggest the usefulness of working in this context.

Definition 3.13. Fix w € Sz. The back-stable Schubert polynomial ((gw associated to w
is given by

(12) gw = Z Z xPe R.

weRW(w) peBR(w)
The next proposition follows directly from the definitions.

Proposition 3.14.
(13) Gu= D T

weRW (w)

Theorem 3.15 ([I4,019)). The set {S, | w € Sz} is a Q-basis of R, while the set

{‘?,, | p € Zy.} is a Q-basis of (@
11



4. THE ALGEBRA OF WORDS

In this section, we connect the colored shuffie algebra and the ring of back-stable
quasisymmetric functions by showing that the latter is a quotient of the former. Moreover,
we discuss two operators, & and V, which act on O, and descend to previously-studied
operators on (@ and (E, respectively.

4.1. Homomorphism between Q and rings of polynomials. We succinctly repre-
sent linear combinations of slide polynomials by allowing § to be indexed by elements of

Q.
Definition 4.1. For @ =}, « cpp € Q, we define §a = > 7+ ¢p Bp-

Nadeau and Tewari used slightly different notation, but their proof of the following
multiplication rule goes through:

Proposition 4.2 ([19, Proposition 4.12]). 3a %b Sab

Consider the linear map ¢ : Q@ — (@ defined by a — S&. For notational convenience,
we will also use ¢ to refer to the map it induces on any subquotient of Q. Recall that
colored words p and q are bottom-row-equivalent, p = q, if m(p) = m(q).

Proposition 4.3. ¢ is a surjective ring homomorphism, with kernel spanned by the
formal differences p — q, where p = q.

Proof. ¢ is a ring homomorph1sm by Definition [4.1] and Proposition 4.2, and a surJectlve
linear map by Theorem [3.15 Since basis vectors p € 7" are mapped to ba51s vectors Sp,
ker ¢ is spanned by formal dlfferences p — q, where ¢(p) = ¢(q). This happens precisely

when p = g, since ¢(p) = Fp = Fm(p)- -

Therefore, we have realized the ring of quasisymmetric functions as a quotient of the
colored shuffle algebra:

Corollary 4.4. Q/= =~ (@ as Q-algebras.

Next, we want to realize R in Q. We will do so as both a subspace and a quotient
algebra. For w € Sz, the Schubert vector associated to w is

Sch(w):= > w eQ.

wWERW (w)
By ([@3),
(14) S‘Vs&h(w) = 2 3w = w-
wWERW (w

Let S be the Q-linear span of {Sch(w) | w e SZ}, and let R be the subalgebra of O
generated by S. Products of the form Sch(wy) - - - Sch(wy,), w; € Sz form a basis for R.

Proposition 4.5. ¢ : § — R isa bijective linear map.

Proof. By Theorem BI7, {&,, | w e Sz} forms a basis for R. By ([d), ¢(Sch(w)) = &,,
so ¢ is a bijection § — R. U
Proposition 4.6. ¢ : R/= — R is an 1somorphism.

Proof. Since R is a subalgebra of Q, by Corollary .4, ¢ maps R/= isomorphically onto
its image. By the previous proposition, p(R/=) = ¢(R) = ¢(S) = R, since S generates

R and R is closed multiplicatively. O
12



Corollary 4.7. For all a € R, there exists a unique beS such that a = b.
Proof. This follows from Proposition [4.5 since there is a unique b € S such that (;5(6)

O

¢(@).
Denote this unique b as S(@).
Corollary 4.8. S(Sch(u)Sch(v)) = 3, &, Sch(w).
Proof.
Sséh(u)s&h(v) = %Sf:h(u) %Sf:h(v) = 6,6, = ZC%GUJ = %Zw (CZU_USEh(w)’
so we have
(15) Sch(u)Sch(v) = " e Sch(w),
and the right side is in S. O
The maps in this subsection are represented by the following commutative diagram:
AS()
ST SR- > Q
¢ l¢
N
R —— @

4.2. Weight-preserving maps on elements of Q. Denote N[Z'] = Q the set of N-
linear combinations of elements of Z . Any element 2pez* CoP €N [Z"] can be thought

of a multiset where each p has multiplicity ¢,. For elements of N [Z*] we sometimes use
multiset operations such as € for membership queries or | - | for multiset order without
comment. Under this convention, Sch(w) = RW(w), but we maintain the two different
notations for cases where we want to make the difference explicit.

For p € Ziyy,., consider Q[¢*1((§I,)], the subspace of Q spanned by all q € Z" with
m(q) = p. Let P,: Q — (@[(b‘l(?p)] be the projection operator onto this space, and let
Tpa be the sum of the coefficients of Ppa. Concretely, if @ = quz* cqq, then

(16) Ppa = Z Cqq, and Tpa = Z Cq-
qeZ® qeZ®
m(q)=p m(q)=p

For any @,b e N[Z], it is the case that

a=b ifandonlyif  VpeZi,. T,a=T,b,

il

A~

Then, given @ = b, there must exist some multiset bijection 1|, between Ppa and P,b.
Furthermore, we can take the union of |, for all p to get a bijection 1) between @ and

b which is maximal bottom row preserving: m(y)(q)) = m(q).
Applying this discussion to the Schubert product, we get the following proposition:

Proposition 4.9. For any u, v, there must exist some multiset bijection between Sch(u)Sch(v)

and Y, CESEh(w) which preserves mazximal bottom row.
13



Proof. Sch(u)Sch(v) € N[Z' ], and by Schubert structure constant positivity, 3], c}fisg:h(w) €
N[Z"]. By (@), the two multisets are bottom-row equivalent, and the above paragraph
gives the desired map 1. O

This allows for a quick proof of the following:

Proposition 4.10 (Nenashev). For all u,v,

(““) N E(”)) RWW|[RW()| = 3 [RW(w)

t(v) ”
Proof. There must exist some bijection ¢ : Sch(u)Sch(v) — D c;fjsah(w), so we have
(o NRW@)[RW(@)] = |Seh(w)Sch(v)| = |3, ¢, Seh(w)| = 3, ¢ [RW(w)]
U

The tensor product SRS is the vector subspace of Q spanned by products S&h(u)Séh(v).
As a multiset, Sch(u)Sch(v) consists of all colored shuffles of reduced words of u and v.
Let M := |, , Sch(u)Sch(v) be the set of all such shuffles for all pairs of permutations
u,v € Sz. Then the linear span Q[M] is a subspace of Q strictly containing S ® S. We
claim:

Proposition 4.11. There exists a map ¢ : M — RW whose linear extension makes the
following diagram commute:

Ses 9 .5

/ l

Proof. S ® S has basis given by products Sch(u)Sch(v), and following either S ® S —
QIM] > Q or S®S — & — Q[RW] — @ sends Sch(u)Sch(v) to the product &,S,.

Consider an element of M; this is a colored shuffled word p € Sch(u)Sch(v) for some
u,v € Sz. Both Sch(u)Sch(v) and S(Sch(u)Sch(v)) are elements of N[Z'], so they can
be considered as multisets. By Corollary [4.8 and Proposition [4.9] there exists a bijection
from Sch(u)Sch(v) to S(Sch(u)Sch(v)) preserving maximal bottom row, and any such
bijection over all pairs u and v is the desired map. O

Problem 4.12. Find an explicit map 1 satisfying Proposition [{.1]]

A solution to Problem [4.12] would give a combinatorial proof of Schubert structure
positivity since for any reduced word w for w,

(17) ¢ = [¢~ (w) N Sch(u)Sch(v)|.

Such a map is (unsurprisingly) hard to find, but we are able to prove that any such
map must have certain properties. One such property is that ¢ will always fix the value

of the final entry: for p € Zk, »(p)r = val(pg). In fact, more can be said about how 1)
acts on the last few entries of p (Proposition [(.7).

In addition, we conjecture:
14



Conjecture 4.13. There exists some ¢ satisfying Proposition [{.11] such that Y& = &,
where £ is the operator defined in the next subsection (I8)) which removes the first letter
of a word.

If Conjecture [4.13] holds, it would open the possibility of building up ¢ inductively:
knowing where v sends to length-n words would severely constrain where it can send
length-(n + 1) words.

Remark 4.14. One possible approach to Problem would be to look for bijections
satisfying Proposition .11l in the context of Pieri’s rule; that is, a maximal-bottom-row-
preserving bijection between Sch(u)Sch(s.; . . . si415;) and S(Sch(u)Sch(s;y; . . . 5i415:)).
Sjoblom [23] gives a bijection between these sets; however, his bijection does not preserve
maximal bottom row.

Problem 4.15. Modify Sjoblom’s bijection to preserve maximal bottom row.

4.3. Differential operators on Schubert and slide polynomials. Next, we discuss
some linear operators which act on Q.

Proposition 4.16. Any linear operator % which acts on (p1,...,pg) € VA by

*x(p1, ... pk) = f(vallp1)) - (P2, -, px),

where f is some function Z. — Q, satisfies the Leibniz rule up to mazximal bottom row
equivalence (ie *(pq) = *(p)q + p*x(q)).

Proof. The statement is trivially true if p = J or if ¢ = . Assuming otherwise,
let p' = (pa2,...,pep)) and @ = (q2,...,quq). Note that maxcol(p) = maxcol(p’) so
p'q = p' g 1 maxcol(p’) = p’ LW q T maxcol(p). So, *x(pg) = *(pLU g T maxcol(p)) =
*(p1o(p' g T maxcol(p)) +qio(pllq’ T maxcol(p))) = f(val(p1))p'q+ f(val(q1))pq’ =
*(p)q + px(q). [
Remark 4.17. A stronger statement is true. Call p € 7" and qcE A color-equivalent,
P < q, if an order-preserving reindexing of the colors sends p to g. For example,
2[21112130111 131 £ 911 BI3[211[6] gince all values agree, and the colors in both words have
the same relative ordering.

Color-equivalent colored words are always bottom-row-equivalent, and the operator %
from the previous proposition satisfies

c
*(pq) = *(p)a + p*x(q).
Definition 4.18. Let V and £ be the linear operators that act on Z" by

(18) V(pi,- .. pe) = val(p1)(pa,-- -, 0k), E(pry - ok) = (D2, -, 1)

By Proposition .16l V and ¢ satisfy the Leibniz rule up to maximal bottom row
equivalence.

Proposition 4.19.
(19) VSch(w)= > kSch(ssw) and &Sch(w)= > Sch(syw).

k, £(spw)<€(w) k, £(spw)<t(w)

Proof. This can be seen because VSch(w) = 2 werW(w) W1 (W2, ..., wy). Note that given

spw < w, reduced words for s,w are in bijection with reduced words for w that start with

k. Thus, 3 crwiw) W1(Wa, . wk) = D00 0y, kSch(s,w). Similar reasoning holds for

13 0
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Thus, we get the following corollary from the definition of R:
Corollary 4.20. a € R implies that Va € R and £a € R.

Next, we show that V and ¢ descend to the quotient R. Applying ¢ to ([I9), we are
led to define the following operators on R:

(20) V&,= > k&, and  6,= ) 8.

kl(spw)<l(w) kl(spw)<l(w)

These operators on TR have been studied previously. V was defined (on polynomials)
by Stanley [25], while £ was defined by Nenashev [20]. Similar operators were previously
studied by Kerov; see also [10,2I]. Nenashev showed that both V and ¢ satisfy the
Leibniz rule:

Proposition 4.21. [20, Propositions 4, 5] For any f,g € (E,
V(fg) =V(flg+ fV(g) and £(fg) =£&(f)g + fE(9).

Remark 4.22. In fact, £ can be defined on the larger space (@, on which it still satisfies
the Leibniz rule, although we will not need that here.

We claim that the definition (20)) is canonical.

Theorem 4.23. For any a, be Q, a=b implies that & = &b, and if a,be R, a=b
implies Va = Vb.

Proof. We first consider {. By linearity, it suffices to show that the statement is true for
any p,q € Z". 1f p = q, then m(p) = m(q). Deleting the first character from p and g
simply deletes the first character from their maximal bottom rows, so

m(§(p)) = {(m(p)) = E(m(q)) = m(&(q)),

and £(p) = ¢(q).
Next, we consider V. By (I4), (I9) and (20,

(21) Vgséh(w) = V6, = Z k65kw = Sz,mkww kSch(spw) — 3vs&h(w)v

k,spw<w

and extending by linearity, the same is true for any element of S, and so
(22> v(?&) = V(?g(&)) = ?v(s(a)), fOI‘ all a € R

Consider the case where & = Sch(w;)Sch(w,) - - - Sch(wy,) is a basis vector of R. Using
(21) and (22)), along with Proposition .2l and the Leibniz rules for V on both R and R,

we have

(§V(séh(w1)---séh(wk))
= (gv(séh(wl))Séh(wg)---Sf:h(wk)+~~~+Seh(1U1)"'Séh(wk—l)v(SE:h(wk))
= (gv(séh(wl))(gséh(w) o (§56h(wk) T (§Séh(w1) o (§56h(wk—1)<§v(56h(wk))
= v((§56h(wl))(§56h(w2) Y (gséh(wk) Tt §Séh(w1) o §Séh(w“1)v<(§55h(wk)>
= V(Bsin(un) " Ssenw)
= v(;?s?:h(wl)---sf:h(wk)

= SV(S(SEh(wl)---SEh(wk))'
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so we have Va = VS(a). By hnearlty, this is true for any @ € R, and therefore if @ = b,
then Va = VS(a) = VS(b) = Vb. O

Corollary 4.24. When V or & is restricted to elements of R, then ¢V = V¢ and
€ = £o.

Proof. Let é € R and let f = ¢(a). Using Theorem €23 and (22I),
$(Va) = Jva = Svs@ = Vs@ = VI = Vo(a).

The same argument holds for ¢, since the analogue to 22), £(Fa) = §((§3(@)) = E(S(&)),
holds for the same reasons. U

Remark 4.25. Theorem is much easier to show for £ than for V, in part because
the result only holds for V on the subalgebra R rather than the whole chromatic shuffle
algebra. It would be interesting to know if there is a way to modify V such that a =
b — Va = Vb holds on all of 0.

If a,be R are bottom-row-equivalent, then by linearity, (@ = ( b for any operator (
formed by taking linear combinations and/or repeated applications of £ and V.

Ezample 4.26. If @,b e R and @ = b, then by Theorem F.23] the sum of the values of the
ith entries of the words in @ (with multiplicity) equals the corresponding sum for b. For
instance, G,,8;, = Fonlarz4oron] = Ggusy + g5y = S32412, S0 in terms of words,

oltol2l 4 ol2lolt) = 39 4 12

Applying £V to both sides, we get ¢V(2[12021 + 21201y = (2 4 2)¥ = ¢V(32 + 12) =
B+1).

The next proposition uses this technique to give a variant of Proposition [4.10l

Proposition 4.27.

23 (" Jotmme) + Rl = ot

where for w € Sy,

p(w) = Z (U)l +we+ ...+ wg(w)).

Proof. Define
= Vet peveh? 4 1l

It is easy to check that for p € Zk, we have opp = (val(p); + val(p)s + ... + val(p)r) .
Letting k = ¢(u) 4+ £(v), o, (Sch(u)Sch(v)) is the sum of all the values in all shuffles of all
reduced words of u and v. Consider some reduced word u € RW(u). There are exactly

( Z(Jgf(v ) RW(v)| shuffles in the product Sch(u)Sch(v) which contain w as a subword

(first choose which entries of the shuffle are the u-entries, and then choose which reduced
word of v occupies the other entries). Applying o and summing over all u € RW(u),
the total contribution to o4 (Sch(u)Sch(v)) of all the characters in all the reduced words

for w is (g(“g(:f(”)) p(w)|RW(v)|. Similar logic shows that the characters in v contribute
17



(““g(jf(”)) |RW(u)|p(v) to the sum. Thus, by Theorem 23]

<£(U) + E(v)) (p(W)|[RW ()| + [RW(w)|p(v)) & = o7(Sch(u)Sch(v))

((v)
= 0> & Sch(w)) = Y. & p(w) .

w

Because the left side and the right side are constant multiples of the empty word, the
equivalence implies equality. O

5. PROOF OF THE BACK-STABILIZATION CONJECTURE

For this section, fix w € Sz and u,v € Sz, . We let ¢ be an equivalence-preserving mul-
tiset bijection from Sch(u)Sch(v) to 3. cTUSE:h(w), as guaranteed by Proposition

5.1. DC-triviality. Our arguments make use of an observation of Knutson known as
DC-triviality. Recall the equivalent conditions for a descent specified by Lemma [2.3]

Lemma 5.1 (DC-triviality, [12]). If w has a descent at i but u,v don’t have descents at
position i, then ¢, , = 0.

Proof. Suppose w has a descent at i and (c;f_v # 0. Let k = ¢(w) and pick any w € RW(w)
such that wy = i. Then w € S(Sch(u)Sch(v)). Let p = 1 *(w) € Sch(u)Sch(v).
m(w) = m(p) so val(wy) = val(px) = 7, but u and v don’t have descents at i so no words
in Sch(u)Sch(v) end in a character with value i, leading to a contradiction. O

DC-triviality is important for back-stabilization since u and v have no descents at
o
nonpositive indices. Therefore, if ¢/, # 0, w also cannot have a descent at a nonpositive
index. This observation leads to the following two corollaries.

Corollary 5.2. Given w with c:f(_v # 0, if 0;(w) = 1, then for alli < j <1, §;(w) = 1.

Proof. Let j be the minimum index such that j > ¢ and 6;(w) = 0. Then, code(w);_1 >
0 = code(w);, so w has a descent at j — 1. By DC-triviality and the above observation,
w has no descents at nonpositive indices, so we must have j > 1. 0

Corollary 5.3. If ¢, # 0 and w ¢ Sz, then for any w € RW(w) and any n < 0, if
n € supp w and n — 1 ¢ supp w, then BS(w) =1 — n.

Note that whether a given n appears or not in w is an invariant of w; n either appears
in all reduced words for w or none of them.

Proof. n — 1 ¢ supp w implies 6, 1(w) = 0 since for j > n — 1, we have w(j) =
Suy SwsSw,(w)(J), which can inductively seen to be greater than n — 1, and we also have
inductively Su,; SwsSw,w)(n —1) <n — 1.

By Corollary 5.2, for all n” < n — 1, we also have 6,/ (w) = 0. n < 1so w ¢ Sz, so we
can apply (@) to get

BS(w) =1—min({j | 0;(w) =1}) =1 —n.

Conversely, n € supp w, so BS(w) = 1 —min(supp w) < 1 —n, and we have equality. [
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5.2. Increasing suffixes. Given a word p = (p1,pe,...,pr) and indices 1 < i < j < k,
let p; ; be the contiguous subword (p;, pi+1,---pj—1,p;) of p starting with p; and ending
with p;.

An increasing suffiz of p is a suffix of p that is (strictly) increasing. Let IncSuf(p) be
the maximal-length increasing suffix of p, which we will refer to simply as the increasing
suffix of p. The increasing suffix length I(p) of p is the length of its increasing suffix,

I(p) = ¢(IncSuf(p)) = max({i | pr_it1 < Pr—ira < ... < Dr})-

The increasing suffix of p can also be written IncSuf(p) = pr—1(p)+1,k-
Given an integer ¢ € Z, the increasing i-suffix of p is

IncSuf(p), if val(py) <1,
g, if val(pg) > 1.
Its length, the increasing i-suffix length of p is given by

I;(p) = ¢(IncSuf;(p)) = {f (p), if val(py) <1,

IncSuf;(p) = {

0, if val(py) > 1.

Increasing suffixes inform us about the slide polynomial decomposition of Schubert
products. In particular, increasing i-suffix lengths are invariants of slide polynomials.

Proposition 5.4. Given words p,q€Z , if p = q, then for all i, Li(p) = Li(q).

Proof. p = q implies that m(p) = m(q), so we prove the result by showing that p has
the same increasing i-suffix length as its maximal bottom row, that is,

I;(p) = Li(m(p)) for all 1.
This fact follows from Lemma 3.7, since p and m(p) have increases at exactly the same
entries, and moreover have the same final entry. O

For elements of Z*, we get the following stronger statement:
Proposition 5.5. For p,q € Z*, if p = q, then IncSuf(p) = IncSuf(q).

Proof. 1t suffices to show that IncSuf(p) = IncSuf(m(p)) because then IncSuf(p) =
IncSuf(m(p)) = IncSuf(m(q)) = IncSuf(q).

To prove this, we will show that for 0 < j < I(p), we have m(p)—; = pr—j. When j = 0
we have by (@) that m(p)x—o = val(pr—o) = Pr—o. Then for 0 < j < I(w) we have pj_; <
Pr—j+1, and p € Z*, so this implies that py_; < pr_;j+1 — 1. We can inductively assume

m(Pr—j+1) = Pr—j+1, and so by ({), we have m(p),—; = min(val(pi—;), m(p)r—j+1 — 1) =
min(py—j, Pe—j41 — 1) = Pr—j- U
Ezample 5.6. 3112012121 = 312 = 212, and IncSuf(3[12M12021) = 20112121 "and IncSuf(312) =
2 Q=2

IncSuf(212) = 12. I;(3MM2M212) = [;(312) = [;(212) = ,
0 otherwise.

Proposition directly implies the following fact:
Proposition 5.7. Let ¢ : M — RW satisfy Proposition[{.11. For any p € M, for all i,

(24) Ii(p) = L(¥(p)).
Furthermore,
(25) IncSufim(p)) = IncSuf(y(p)).
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Given some set or multiset of words X, let the increasing i-suffix length of that set
be I;(X) = maxpex [;(p), the maximal i-suffix length of any word in X. Using our

convention of treating elements of N [Z*] as multisets, we see that increasing i-suffix
length is an invariant of N-linear sums of slide polynomials:

Lemma 5.8. Given é,be N[Z'| with & = b, we have I;(a) = I;(b) for all i.

Proof. Since a = b, there exists a maximal-bottom-row preserving bijection f : @ — b,
SO

I;(@) = max Ii(p) = max I;( f(p)) = max I;(q) = Li(b),

p p qeb
where the second equality uses Proposition 5.4 O

Increasing ¢-suffixes also behave well with respect to multiplication in N[Z*]. In par-
ticular,

Proposition 5.9. For a,be N[Z"], I,(ab) = I;(a) + I;(b)

(
Proof. Tt suffices to show that for p,q € Z', I;(pq) = Ii(p) + I;(q); taking maximums
over pe a and q € b gives the result.
Write p = ¢ o IncSuf;(p), and q = d o IncSuf;(q). There is exactly one shuffled
word e in the product IncSuf;(p)IncSuf;(qg) which is increasing. Then codo e is a
shuffled word in pq whose increasing i-suffix has length > I;(p) + I;(q), which establishes

Ii(pq) = Ii(p) + L;(q).

To show the other inequality, consider any r € pq. The p-entries of the increasing
i-suffix of r are an increasing i-suffix of p, and similarly the g-entries of the increasing
i-suffix of r are an increasing i-suffix of q. So, I;(r) < I;(p) + I;(q). O

Combining Lemma 5.8 and Proposition 5.9, we have

Theorem 5.10. For alli € Z, we have
max  L;(RW(w)) = LIRW(u)) + L(RW(v)).
w | cﬁfﬂﬁéo

In particular, if for some i, I(RW(w)) > L(RW(u)) + L(RW(v)), then c;f(_v =0.
Proof. We have

max  L(RW(w)) = I (Z égjjséh(w)> _y (s&h(u)séh(v)) = L(RW(W))+L(RW(v)),
w | Cy 0

where the first equality is by definition, and the third is by Proposition For the
second equality, Sch(u)Sch(v) € N[Z"] and using the positivity of the Schubert structure
constants, >, ¢, Sch(w) e N[Z"], so we can use Lemma 5.8 O

w

5.3. Increasing suffixes of reduced words.
The previous result suggests the following definitions:

I(w) = I(Sch(w)), Ii(w) = I;(Sch(w)),
and A A A A
I(u,v) = I(Sch(u)Sch(v)), I;(u,v) = I;(Sch(u)Sch(v)).
I(w) is the length of the longest increasing suffix in any reduced word for w, I(u,v) is

the length of the longest increasing suffix in any reduced word of any permutation that

appears in the Schubert product gu(@v, and similarly for I;(w) and I;(u,v).
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To prove Theorem 3] we carefully analyze the increasing suffixes of words in Sch(u)Sch(v)
and in ) %S&h(w).

Increasing suffixes of reduced words have a close relationship with the Lehmer code.
We have the following properties:

Proposition 5.11. Given permutation w with {(w) = k,
(a) For w e RW(w), if j is in IncSuflw) then 0;(w) = 1.
(b) ForieZ, I;(w) < \(w).
(¢) ForieZ, if 0;(w) =0, then I,_1(w) = L;(w) = \;(w).

Proof.

(a) Induction on ¢(w). The base case is when ¢(w) = 1, and the claim is clear.

Ifw = w, ..., w, then w has a descent at wy, so by Lemmal2.3(b) code(w), >
code(w )y, +1 = 0. If w1 > wy, then we are done since wy, is the entire increasing
suffix. Assume we are in the other case where wj_; < wj. We can use the induc-
tive hypothesis on wy, ..., w,_1, which is a reduced word for ws,, , to show that
for any j in IncSuf(wy, . .., w_1), code(ws,, ); > 0. Note that in this case any j in
IncSuf(wy, ..., wi_1) is less than wy, so code(w); = code(ws,, ); > 0 by Lemma
23(c). Any j in IncSuf(wy, ..., wy) is either wy or is in IncSuf(wy, ..., wg_1), S0
we have proved the claim.

(b) For any w € RW(w), if I;(w) = 0, then [;(w) < A;(w) since the latter is nonneg-
ative. If I;(w) > 0, then wy < i, so for each j in IncSuf(w), j <7 and 0;(w) = 1
by part (a). Thus, I;(w) = £(IncSuf(w)) < 3 0 = \;.

(c) If 0;(w) = code(w); = 0, then w does not have a descent at i, so no reduced
words for w end in i, so I;_1(w) = I;(w). Now we just have to show that I;(w) =
Ai(w). From part (b), we already have I;(w) < A\;(w), so we just have so establish
I;(w) = \j(w). To do this we induct over A := X\;(w).

The base case is if A = 0, in which case the statement is clear. Otherwise let
Jj = max({a < ¢ | code(w), > 0}). By the maximality of j, code(w); > 0 =
code(w);+1 (in particular, A = A\j(w)). Thus, w has a descent at j, so by Lemma
23(c), code(ws;); = code(w);11 = 0, and for all j* < j, code(ws;); = code(w);.
Thus, we can apply the inductive hypothesis and conclude that

]j(’ij) = )\j(wsj) = )\](w) —1=X-1

Let p € RW(ws;) be a word that achieves I;(p) = I;(ws;) = A — 1. Then since
j < i, the word pq,...,pr_1,7 is a reduced word for w which has an increasing
i-suffix length equal to [;(ws;) + 1 = A, so I;(w) = A as desired. d

Taking ¢ to be large, we obtain the following corollary of Theorem [5.10 and Proposition
b1k

Corollary 5.12. Ifc<$_,v # 0, then
Ao (W) < Ao (1) + A ()

i.e. the number of nonzero rows in the Lehmer code of w is less than or equal to the
number of nonzero rows in u plus the number of nonzero rows in the Lehmer code of v.

This gives a simple criteria to determine the vanishing of some Schubert structure
constants. See [24] for an overview of existing results on the topic.
Different reduced words of w may have different increasing i-suffixes, but it turns out

that maximal increasing i-suffixes are unique.
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Corollary 5.13. Let w e Sy.
(a) There is a unique mazximal-length increasing suffix for w, which is given by s;, -+ - S, ,
where iy < ... < iy, are the values 1 where 6;(w) = 1.
(b) Every increasing suffiz for w is a subword of the maximal increasing suffiz.

Proof. This follows from Proposition 5.11], parts (a) and (c), taking i to be large in (¢). O

We also make the following observation. Let w € Sz and let p be the maximal increasing
suffix of w. p has the form

P = (’il,’il+17...,’i1+l€1,i2,i2+1,...7’i2+k27...,it,’it+1,...,’it+l€t>,

where 1; > 4,1 + kj—1 + 2. Write q") = (5,1 +1,...,4; + k;). Then since s;s; = s;s;
when |i — j| = 2, every word q®1) 0 q(?®) o...0q"®) consisting of the ¢'¥) in any order
is a suffix of w. Furthermore, every subword of p consisting of some of the g¥) is an
increasing suffix for w.

Ezample 5.14. Consider the permutation w € Sz, with one-row notation 2136574. Its
Lehmer code is (1,0,0,2,1,1,0). Then the maximal increasing suffix for w is p = 15455,
and every increasing suffix of w is a subword of p. In particular, g = s; and g® = sss5s4
commute, and so s; is an increasing suffix of w.

Not every subword of the maximal increasing suffix for w is itself an increasing suffix
for w. A careful analysis of the Lehmer code might lead to a characterization, but this is
outside the scope of the present paper.

Problem 5.15. Characterize all increasing suffixes of a given permutation w € Sy.

The question of which reduced words have maximal increasing suffixes is also interest-
ing. This word is usually not unique, but one might ask whether any combinatorially
interesting words w have /(w) = I(w). One such word is given recursively by the follow-
ing definition. Let IncSuf(w) be the maximal-length increasing suffix for w, and also treat
IncSuf(w) as the permutation it is a reduced word for. Then the word MaxIncWord(w)
defined by

MaxIncWord (w) = MaxIncWord (w(IncSuf(w)) ™) o IncSuf(w)

satisfies I(w) = I(w), and a similar property holds for any any prefix w’ of w obtained
by repeatedly stripping off maximal increasing suffixes. We expect that this word has
been previously studied, but are unaware of a source.

5.4. Proof of the Back-stabilization Theorem.

Proposition 5.16. Let u,v € Sz, with {(u) + {(v) = k.
(CL) maX@O([i(u, ’U) — ’l) = maxi>0(>\i(u) + )\Z(U> — ’l) R R
(b) Let i = 0 be such I;(u,v) — i attains its maximum. Let p € Sch(u)Sch(v) with
I;(p) = Li(u,v). Then, either IncSuf,(m(p)) = & or IncSuf,(m(p)) = (i — I(p) +
Li—I(p)+2,...,1).

Note that max;>o(A\;(u) + Ai(v) — @) is the right side of (2.
Proof.
(a) By Proposition 5.9 and Proposition 5.ITi(b),

Li(u,v) —i = Ii(u) + [z'(gg =i < Ai(u) + Ai(v) — 4,



Taking the maximum over all ¢ > 0 we get

rril>%x(_f,~(u,v) —1) < I?%X()\i(u) + Ni(v) —1).

=

Now, let ¢ = 0 be such that it maximizes I;(u,v) — i, and let
j=min{a =1i| 04 1(u) = 0441(v) = 0}.

By construction, for all i < j' < j we have 0/ (u) + 0;(v) > 1. Applying Proposi-
tion B.1Tl(c),

Li(u,v) —j = Aj(u) + Aj(v) —j

= Ni(u) + A\i(v) + ( Z 0 (u) +‘9j’<v)> —J

= Ni(u) + Xi(0) + (G —1) —J
= \(u) + Ai(v) — 1.

So, max;>o(;(u,v) — i) = max;so(\;(u) + \;(v) —9).

(b) We are trying to show that m(p)y_; = i—j forall 0 < j < I;(p). If I;(p) = 0 then
the statement is vacuous, so we can assume this is not the case. Otherwise, we
induct on j. For j = 0, we need to show that val(py) = i. We assumed I;(p) # 0,
so val(pg) < i, and if Val(pk) < i, then

Ii_l(u,v) — (Z — 1) = i—l(p) — (Z — ].) = Iz(p) — (’L — ].) = ]i(u,v) -1+ ]_,

but this contradicts the choice of i. Thus, m(p), = val(py) = 7.

Now we must show for 1 < j < I(p), we have m(p),—;, = i — j, and we
inductively assume ¢ — j = m(p)r—(j—1) — 1. Since we are in the increasing suffix,
by Lemma B.7 we have m(p)r—; < m(p)r—(j-1). In particular, m(p),—; < i — j.
To prove equality, we will suppose m(p)i—; < ¢ — j and show a contraction. By
@) we have val(py—;) = m(p)i—;j < m(P)r—(j—1) — 1 < val(pr—(j-1)) — 1.

We break the increasing suffix into two pieces, ¢ := prp_rp)+14—; and d =
Di—(j—1),k- Since ¢ and d are both increasing and since the first entry of d has
value at least two more than the last entry of ¢, every entry of d has value greater
than that of every entry of ¢ by at least 2. As a result, d o ¢ is also a suffix of
some word g in S&h(u)S&h(v), by doing the appropriate Coxeter commutations
for words of v and v.

Consider the last entry, g, of g. This is also the last entry of ¢, so it equals
pi—j. Thus, val(qy) = val(py—;) = m(p)r—; < i — j. Since c is increasing, this
means that I;,_;_1(q) = ¢(c) = I;(p) — j, so

Lisja(q) = (i—j—1) = Li(p) —i+ 1> Li(p) — i,
contradicting the choice of i. O

Ezample 5.17. Using one-line notation, let u = 21543, and let v = 12453. code(u) =
(1,0,2,1) and code(v) = (0,0,1,1). The reduced words for u are 3431, 3413, 3143, 1343,
4341, 4314, 4134, and 1434. The only reduced word for v is 34.

Sch(u)Sch(v) consists of all of the colored shuffles between the reduced words for u and
the reduced words for v. By considering these shuffles, one can determine that I;(u,v) —i
attains its maximum when ¢ = 4 and that I4(u,v) = 5, due to the word

p = 4l 303140042 ¢ Sch(u)Sch(v),
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which has an increasing 4-suffix of length 5. A;(u) + A\; — ¢ also attains its maximum
when ¢ = 4, and max;>o(/;(u,v) — i) = max;so(Ni(u) + \i(v) —i) = 1. We also have
m(p) = (0,0, 1,2,3,4), which satisfies IncSufy(m(p)) = (0,1,2,3,4).

We now prove (2) by proving inequalities in both directions.
Lemma 5.18. max;>o([;(u,v) — i) < BS(u,v)

Proof. Let i > 0 be such that it maximizes /;(u, v)—i. We have I;(u,v) = I;(3, %Séh(w)),
so let w e ) cy Sch( ) be such that [;(w) = Ii(u,v). By Proposition 5.16] ei-
ther IncSuf;(w) = ¢, in which case [;(u, v) —1 < 0 < BS(u,v), so we are done, or
IncSuf;(w) = (i — L(w) + 1,i — L(w) + 2,...,1), soz—[( ) + 1 € supp w. So,

BS(w) =1 —min(supp w) > 1— (i — [;(w) + 1) = r?ﬁ)x([i(u, v) —1). O

Lemma 5.19. max;>o([;(u,v) — i) = BS(u,v)

Proof. If BS(u v) = 0 then the statement is clear. If BS(u,v) # 0, then take any w for
which c » # 0 and BS(w) = BS(u,v). By (@), 01_gs(w(w) = 1. Let j be the smallest
integer such that 6;,1(w) = 0 and j > 1 — BS(u,v). Then, by Proposition 5.1T|(c)

I(w) = Ay(w) = j — (1= BS(w)) + 1 = j + BS(u,v),

where the second equality is because 6; = 0 for i < 1 — BS(u,v).
By Corollary 5.2] 7 > 1. Thus we have

r?g)x(li(u, v) — 1) = max (I (Z %Séh(w)) - z)

= Ij(w) —j
=j+ BS(u,v) —j
= BS(u, v). O

Combining these lemmas with Proposition [E.16l(a), we have
BS(u, v) = max(f;(u, v) —7) = max(A;(u) + Ai(v) =),

and (2)) is proven.
Now for part (a) of Conjecture L2

Lemma 5.20. Given 0 < m < BS(u,v), there exists some w € Sy such that c » 7 0 and
BS(w) = m.

The proof of this lemma is fairly technical, and combines every tool we have used so
far. The main step is to apply the operator (V + mé&) =i~ to both sides of (I5]). On the
left side, this gives a positive linear combination of shuffled words, and using the results
of Sections 4] and Bl we show that there must exist the desired w € S7.

A proof of Conjecture [.3] would result in a much less technical proof of this result.

Proof. The fact that there exists a w such that c , # 0 and BS(w) = 0 is clear because
non-back-stable Schubert expansions always have at least one term. So, we can assume
that BS(u,v) > 0 and we just have to prove the claim for 1 < m < BS(u,v). To do this,
by Corollary we just have to show that for any 1 — BS(u,v) < n < 0 there exists
some w with % # 0 such that for any reduced word w € RW(w), n € supp w but
n —1¢ supp w.
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Let i = 0 be such that it maximizes I;(u,v) — i and let k = £(u) + ¢(v). We apply the
operator (V — (n — 1)€)¥=0=m=1 to both sides of (I5), and by Theorem E23] this yields

(26) (V—(n—1)¢)*~(==1(Sch(u)Sch(v)) = (V—(n—1)¢ (Zcquch )

Both sides of (26]) can be computed directly via the definitions in (I§), and we obtain:

(27)
Z 7Tn71(pl,kf(ifn)fl)pkf(ifn),k = Z Civ 2 7Tn71(wl,kf(ifn)fl)wkf(ifn),ka
peSch(u)Sch(v) w wWeRW (w)

where 7.(q) = (val(g1) — ¢)(val(gz2) — ¢) ... (val(gyq)) — ¢) € Z.
This equation is the essential step of our proof. Note that on the left side of (27),

Tn1(PLr_(imy—1) >0  for all p e Sch(u)Sch(v)

because p; = 1 and n < 1, so p; — (n — 1) = 2 for all j. So, the left side of ([27) is in
N[Z].

By @), Li(u,v) —i = BS(u,v) > 0, so I;(u,v) # 0, and we can find p € Sch(u)Sch(v)
with I;(p) = I;(u,v) # 0. p satisfies the hypotheses to apply Proposition [5.I6(b), and
I;(p) # 0 so

M(P)k-(1(p)-1).k = IncSuf(m(p))
=(Gi—(I(p)—1),i—(I(p)—1)+1,...,0).
In particular, i —n < i — (1 — BS(u,v)) = Li(p) — 1, so

m(pk—(i—n),k) =(—(Gi—n),i—(G—n)+1,...,7)
=(n,n+1,...,19).

Applying the operator T{, 11,4 from ([I8) to the left side of (27) gives a positive in-
teger, so the same must be true for the right side. This means that there must ex-
ist some w with (c;f_v # 0 and some w € RW(w) With Tp—1(W1p—(i—n)-1) # 0 and
m(we—(i—nyk) = (n,n +1,...,i). By Proposition N, IncSuf(w) = IncSuf(m(w)), so
Wi (i—n)k = M(Wh—(i—n) k) = (n n+1,...,i),s0ne€ supp w and n— 1 ¢ supp Wy_(i—n) k-
Then 7,1 (W1 g—(i—n)-1) # 0,50 n — 1 ¢ supp W j—(i—n)—1, as desired. d

Recalling the definition of Vi (u,v) from the introduction, the previous lemma shows
that for all 0 < & < BS(u,v), Vi(u,v)\Vis1(u,v) is nonempty, so St(u,v) = BS(u,v).
This proves part (a) of Conjecture [[L2] and therefore Theorem [[.3

6. FORWARD STABILIZATION

6.1. Conjugation by wy. In this section, we prove our second main result, Theorem
We start by considering a duality for Schubert structure constants.

Let flip : Z — Z be the involution ¢ — 1 —i. Denote ¢ : Sz — Sz to be conjugation
by the flip map, ¢(w) = flip - w - flip where multiplication is function composition. ¢ is an
involution on Sz, and satisfies ¢(uv) = ¢(u)e(v). For all 4, L(Si) =s_ 4,80 if w=s;...8
then ((w) = s_ “ oSy, and if iy .. i € RW(w) then —iq ... — i, € RW(i(w)).

Let wg := wo denote the longest element of 5,,, and we suppress the superscript when
n is clear. We have

k

(28) wowwy = Y (w) = vy " (w) € Sy, for all w e S,.

The following geometric fact is well-known to experts (see e.g. [13]).
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w o Wowwo
Lemma 6.1. For all u,v,w € Sy, ¢, = Cuoli® o

«—

Corollary 6.2. For all u,v,w € Sz, éﬁ = CEE;U))L(U)-

Proof. Fix k and n large enough such that v*(u),v*(v),y*(w) € S,,. Then,

<o ARw) _woy* (w)wo _RFT(w) _oAR(w) _v(w)

Cuw = @A) T Cwortwwowort we — ket rw) T Gt i) T Cuwav)’
where we have used (28), Lemma 6.1 and the definition of the back-stable structure
constants. U

It will be productive to work with a variant of the back-stabilization number, where

negative numbers are allowed. For any w € Sz, let ]§é(w) be the least integer k such that
v*(w) € Sz, , and for any u,v € Sz, let

(29) ]%VS(u,v) = max lé\é(w) = min{k ‘ 7*(w) € Sz, for all w € Sy with % # O} :
w[Cyy 4, #0

For any u,v € Sz, ,w € Sz,
BS(w) = max (],B\S(w), 0) , BS(u,v) = max (]’B\S(u, v), 0) ,

and for any reduced word w € RW(w), ],?:g(w) = 1 — min(supp w).

Similarly let FS(w) be the least integer k such that v~*(w) € S_y, where —N is the set
of nonpositive integers. For any reduced word w € RW(w), ﬁ(w) = 1 + max(supp w),
and we have FS(w) = BS(ww). If w € Sz, FS(w) = FS(w).

For any u,v € Sz, let
(30) FS(u,v) = max FS(w) = min {k ) v *(w) € S_y for all w e Sy with (c;f_v + 0} .

w|C$’U¢O

Proposition 6.3. Let u,v e Sz, and let a = max(BS(u), BS(v)). Then,

(a) I:“\é(u,v) = lé\é(eu, w)

(b) BS(u,v) = max;>_q(N\;(u) + X\;(v) —7)

(c) max;s_o(Li(u,v) — i) = max;s_o(Ni(u) + N (v) —19)

(d) Let i = —a be such I;(u,v) — i attains its mazimum. Let p € Sch(u)Sch(v) with
I;(p) = Li(u,v). Then, either IncSuf,(m(p)) = & or IncSuf,(m(p)) = (i — I(p) +
1i—I(p)+2,....,0).

Proof.
(a) This follows from Corollary 62 and the fact that FS(w) = BS(ww).
(b) Up to a shift, this is just (). We have v*(u),v*(v) € Sz, , and
BS(u,v) = o+ BS(y"(u),7"(v))
= o+ max(u( () + A3 () — )
(¢) and (d) follow from applying v~* to Proposition O

This brings us to the first main result of the section, a formula for ﬁ(u, v). We start

by defining the dual Lehmer code of a permutation.
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Definition 6.4. The dual Lehmer code is the doubly-infinite sequence
dualcode(w) = (...,d_1,dp, dy, .. .),

where
d; := dualcode(w); = {j€Z | j <i,w(j) > w(i)},
and let
1 if dualcode(w); > 0
O;(w) = ’ Ai(w) =) 6
(w) {O otherwise, (w) ;Z ()
We have
(31) dualcode(w); = code(w ™)) = code(tw),_;, As(w) = A (ww).

Ezxample 6.5. Let w = 2431; then w™! = 4132, and
code(w) = (1,2,1,0), code(w™) = (3,0,1,0),
dualcode(w) = (0,0, 1, 3), dualcode(w™") = (0,1,1,2).
Applying ¢ (and shifting for convenience), v*(1w) = 4213 and v*(1w™!) = 3241, and
code(v*(w)) = (3,1,0,0), code(v*(tw™1)) = (2,1, 1,0),
dualcode(y*(1w)) = (0,1,2,1), dualcode(v*(tw™)) = (0,1,0,3).
Corollary 6.6.
(32) FS(u,v) = max (As(u) + As(v) + 11— 1).

i<l+max(FS(u),FS(v))
Proof. Combining (B1I]) and both parts of Proposition [6.3] we have
FS(u,v) = max _ (N(w) + Ni(w) —1)

12— max(BS(wu),BS(w))

= max _ (Ayi(u) + Ay y(v) =)
i>—max(FS(u),FS(v))

= max (Ai(u) + Ai(v) +1i— 1),

i<1+max(FS(u),F3(v))
as desired. O

6.2. Proof of Theorem Recall that for w € Sz,, FS(w) = FS(w), so the right
sides of (B2) and () are the same. Therefore, Theorem is a direct consequence of
Corollary [6.6 and the following lemma:

Lemma 6.7. For all u,v e Sz, , FS(u,v) = ﬁ(u,v).
Proof. One inequality holds by definition:
FS(u,v) = max FS(w) < max FS(w) = FS(u, v).

wlew ,#0 wle® %0
For the other direction, we Wlll consider the Schubert product GLwGw, and show that
there exists some w € Sz with ¢ # 0, such that FS(w) < 0 and BS( ) = BS(LU ).
Then the permutation (w is an element of Sz, and satisfies ¢}, # 0, FS(Lw) FS(u, v),
and therefore, FS(u, v) > FS(uw) = FS(u, v).
To find such a permutation, we use a simiar approach to Lemma [5.201 Ijet k= ?(u) +
l(v) = L(u) + £(w) and a = max(BS(u), BS(v)). Fix i > —a and p € Sch(wu)Sch(w)

such that I;(p) — ¢ is maximal; by Proposition B3(b,c), [;(p) — i = lé\é(eu, w). The
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maximality of [;(p) — i ensures that either IncSuf;(p) = & or the last character of p has
value 7. In the former case, i = —j, so ]?é(eu, w) = max(lé\é(m),]%\é(w)), SO I:“\é(u,v) =
max(ﬁg(u), F"\S(v)) Since (non-back-stable) Schubert expansions are nonempty, and by
DC-triviality, FS(u,v) = FS(u), FS(v), so the lemma holds in this case. Thus, we can
assume we are in the latter case, and so ¢ < 0 since tu, tv € S_y.

Recall by (3) that Sch(u)Sch(v) =3, cESEh(w). By Theorem 23] and Corollary
62,

vk <S€:h(Lu)Séh(w)) = V- 1(P) (2 C?ﬂjsah(bw)) :

Applying the definition of V,

(33) Z 7T((11,1c—1r(p))C}lk—l(p)+1,k = CZU,U 2 W(wl,k—f(p))wk_f(p)ﬂ,k,
geSch(wu)Sch(wv) w WERW (Lw)
where for any q, 7(q) = val(q;)val(qs) - ... - val(qyq)) € Z.

p satisfies the hypotheses to apply Proposition [6.3(d), and I;(p) # 0 so
m(P)k—(1(p)-1).x = IncSuf(m(p))
=@—((p)—1),...,1—1,1)
= (—]é\é(w, w)+ 1,00 —1,1).

Note that for any q € Sch(tu)Sch(w), val(g;) < 0, so the sign of every term on the left
side of (B3] is (—1)*~/®), and since this sign is independent of q, there is no cancellation.
p is in this summation, so T(7]F3VS(Lu,w)+1,...,ifl,i) of the left hand side of (B3] is nonzero,
and the same must be true for the right hand side.

This means that there must exist some w € Sz with (c;f_v # 0 and some w € RW(1w)
with m(wi k—1(p)) # 0 and m(Wr—rp)+1,k) = (—B\é‘;(m, w) +1,...,i—1,i). By Proposi-
tion 5.5, IncSuf(w) = IncSuf(m(w)), so Wr_rp)+16 = M Wi_1(p)+1,k) = (—],B\S(Lu, w) +
1,...,i—1,i), 50 0 ¢ supp w since it doesn’t appear in either wy x_(p) OF Wi_1(p)+1,k-

Since 0 ¢ supp w, we can also conclude that j ¢ supp w for any 7 > 0. If there were
some positive j € supp w, we could use the Coxeter relations to move j to the end fo the
word and obtain some w’ € RW(w) ending in j. This would mean w has a descent at j,
which contradicts Lemma [5.11 N N N

Therefore, FS(w) < 0, and since 1 — BS(wu, tv) € supp w, BS(w) = BS(wu, ), and w
is the desired permutation. ([l

7. DOWN-UP CONNECTEDNESS

Let ¢, be the permutation written in cycle notation as (a b). Permutations w,w’ € Sy
are said to be connected by a down-up Bruhat move, denoted w—w’, if for some a, b, ¢, d €
L, wtypteq = w' with £(w) = l(wtyp) + 1 = lwtgpteq). It can be seen that this relation
is symmetric but not transitive. A set of permutations S is said to be down-up Bruhat

connected if for all s,t € S, there exist some aq,...,a, € S such that s—a;—...—a,—t.
Conjecture 7.1. For any u,v € Sz, {w | c:f(_v # 0} is down-up Bruhat connected.

Conjecture 7.2. For any u,v € Sz, {w | ¢, # 0} is down-up Bruhat connected.

Permutations w, w’ € Sz are said to be connected by a down-up Monk move, denoted

M ) ) .
w—uw', if there is a down-up Bruhat move wt,pt.q = w’ such that either a < ¢ <b < d

or ¢ < a <d<b. Equivalently, w,w’ are said to be connected by a down-up Monk move
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if there exists some u € Sz and some 7 € Z such that EZ’—SZ # 0 and CZ’:SZ, # 0. The fact that
these two conditions are equivalent follows from Monk’s rule [I8]. A set of permutations

S is said to be down-up Monk connected if for all s,t € S, there exist some aq,...,a, € S

M M M M
such that s—a;—...—a,—t.

Conjecture 7.3. For any u,v € Sz, {w | (c;”_v # 0} is down-up Monk connected.
Conjecture 7.4. For any u,v € Sz, {w | ¢/, # 0} is down-up Monk connected.

If Conjecture is true, then there is a simple proof that BS(u,v) = St(u,v).

Lemma 7.5. Given w%’, | BS(w) — BS(w')| < 1.
Proof. Given u and i such that gf—s # 0 and cﬁlsi # 0, it suffices to show that BS(w), BS(w') €
{max(BS(u),1 —1i),1 4+ max(BS(u),1 —1)}.

c(g—,si # 0 implies that u < w in the Bruhat order, so any reduced word of u is a subword
of a reduced word for w. Similarly, s; < w. So, max(BS(u),1 — i) < BS(w).

Let z be the minimum entry in any reduced word for u (equivalently, the minimum
index such that 6,(u) = 1). Let y = min(z,). For any z < y — 1, assume 0,(w) = 1. If
0..1(w) = 0, then w has a descent at z but u and s; don’t which contradicts DC-triviality
(Lemma [B.10). If 6,1 (w) # 0, then pick w € RW(w). z € w, z + 1 € w, and a reduced
word for u is a subword of w. So {(w) = {(w) > 2 + ¢(u) which is a contradiction. So,
forall z <y—1, 0,(w) = 0. This implies that BS(w) < 1—(y—1) = 1+ (1 —min(z,7)) <
1 4+ max(BS(u), 1 —1).

The same reasoning shows that max(BS(u),1—i) < BS(w’) < 1+max(BS(u),1—7). O

Proposition 7.6. Conjecture [7.3 implies BS(u,v) = St(u,v) for all u,v € Sz, .

Proof. Let w be a permutation such that cff(_v # 0 and BS(w) = BS(u,v). Let v’ be a

permutation such that BS(w’) = 0 and cfjv # 0. By down-up Monk connectedness, we

M M M M :
can find ay,...,a, € {w | c:f(_v # 0} such that w—a;—...—a,—w’. Then we have a list

of permutations where the distance in back-stabilization number between adjacent per-
mutations is at most 1, so in this list we must have a permutation with back-stabilization
number 7 for all BS(u,v) = BS(w) < i < BS(w') = 0, so BS(u,v) = St(u,v). O

Remark 7.7. Conjectures (.1 [7.2] [[.3] and [7.4] are partially ordered in terms of strength
with 4 = [73 = [TIand .4 = [.2 = [.Il Two of these implications are
because down-up Monk connectedness is a stricter condition that down-up connectedness.
The other two are because applying 7 preserves down-up (Monk) connectedness, so if
the non-back-stable structure constants are down-up (Monk) connected, we can apply
appropriate shifting to show that the back-stable structure constants are down-up (Monk)
connected.

8. BACK-STABLE KEY POLYNOMIALS

Key polynomials, also known as Demazure characters, are indexed by positive compo-
sitions, finite sequences o = (v, g, . ..) of nonnegative integers, and are denoted k,. «
is said to have «; parts of size 7, and the word “positive” in our terminology refers to the
fact that all parts of v are positive.

Key polynomials were originally studied by Demazure [6] in geometric contexts, and

later more combinatorially by Lascoux and Schiitzenberger.
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Let a be a positive composition, and let A be the partition formed by reordering of the
parts of a.. Let u(a)) be the shortest-length permutation such that o = u(«)\, where the
action is by permutation of parts.

Then the Demazure character is given by:

o A A AL A2
:‘ia—’YTu(a)SL’, X —.1’1 1’2 Tty

where 7w, .., = m; ---m; , and m; is the isobaric divided-difference operator
11 in 1 n)

1-— S;
T = —————;.
Ti — i1

This definition does not lend itself to back-stabilization: the unit shift v adds a leading
0 to a, so u(a) < u(y(«)), and iterating v causes u to grow without bound.

Instead, we use an alternate formula for key polynomials due to Reiner and Shimozono
[22]. The nilplactic equivalence relation on words, denoted with * . is the symmetric
transitive closure of

ao(ii+1,i)obRao(i+1,ii+1)ob,
(34) ao(z,z,y)obXao(r,y,2)ob,
ao(y,r,2)obraoc(y zx)ob

A column strict tableau is a filling of a Ferrers diagram with integers which is weakly
increasing in each row and strictly increasing down each column. A positive column
strict tableau is defined similarly, with the extra the constraint that the integers must
be positive. The column reading word of the column strict tableau T is column(7T") =
v1 0V O ...0wv; where v; is the column word (strictly decreasing word) comprising the
jth column of T. The row reading word of T, row(T') = vy o vy o ... 0 wvj, is the row
word (strictly increasing word) comprising the jth row of T. The content of T is the
composition content(7") such that content(7"); is the number of occurrences of the letter
i in T. Note that content(T") is a positive composition if and only if the entries of 1" are
positive.

Define row insertion of the word v = (vq, vy, -+ ,v,) into the column strict tableau T’
as follows. Let P denote the unique column strict tableau such that

row(P;)~ row (T) o vy g,

for 0 < k < n (where Py = T). Then write (T' — v) = P,.
Let v be a word. Consider the column word factorization of v, i.e., writing

V=v10V0" -,

where each v; is a maximal column word. Define the column form of v to be the positive
composition with colform(v); = ¢(v;). Let (& « v) = P. Say that v is a column-frank
word if colform(v) is a rearrangement of the nonzero parts of ', where \ is the shape of
P and X denotes the conjugate shape of \.

Let P be a column strict tableau of shape A. The left nil key of P, denoted K* (P) is
the key of shape A whose jth column is given by the first column of any column-frank
word v such that v2P and colform( v ) is of the form (A}, ...). One can show that

K* (P) is well defined.
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Reiner and Shimozono showed that [22, Theorem 5]

(35) Ka = Z Sa

rev(a):P
Where P is any positive column strict tableaux with a reduced column reading word and
which satisfies content(K* (P)) = .

The right side of this formula back-stabilizes by replacing §, with ?a, leading naturally
to the following definition for back-stable key polynomials. (We thank Vic Reiner for
suggesting this definition).

We now relax our definitions of composition and column strict tableaux, so that they
may have nonpositive parts. Otherwise, all definitions above are unchanged. We define.

Definition 8.1. The back-stable key polynomial for composition « is

(36) Foa= D, Ba
reV(a):P
Where P is any column strict tableaux with a reduced column reading word and which

satisfies content(K* (P)) = a.

If o has nonpositive parts, repeated shifts v* results in a positive composition. For
large enough k, we have:

(37) Y (Fa)l-masma1=wo=0 = Kok () -
Proposition 8.2. &, is back-symmetric.

Proof. This follows from the fact that the stable limits of key polynomials are Schur
functions (see e.g. [2, Corollary 4.9]). O

Proposition 8.3. Back-stable key polynomials form a basis for R.

Proof. Linear independence follows from the linear independence of the x, since if « is a
positive composition, k., — Kk, under the specialization --- =z o =21 =29 =0. If a
composition in the linear combination is not positive, apply (B1).

The %, span T since the back-stable Schubert polynomials gw span TR and

—
—
6w22/{a7
a

where the sum is over all compositions « such that there exists a € RW(w) with
rev(a)key (o). O

Remark 8.4. The expansion formula for back-stable Schuberts into back-stable keys is
the same as in the non-back-stable case, since both families have the same expansions in
terms of slide polynomials.

Finally, we conjecture a formula for the action of £ on % ,. Given some composition «,
let n(a) = {i | #j <i, a; = a;}. Let §; be the composition be composition which is 1 at
index ¢ and 0 everywhere else. Define composition addition and subtraction component-
wise.

Conjecture 8.5. For any composition a,
EFa)= ), Fas
ien(a)

This conjecture holds for Schur polynomials (i.e. the case where « is a reverse parti-

tion). We have checked that it holds for all compositions of size at most 6.
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