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A NOTE ON ERDOS MATRICES AND MARCUS-REE INEQUALITY
AMAN KUSHWAHA AND RAGHAVENDRA TRIPATHI

ABSTRACT. In 1959, Marcus and Ree proved that any bistochastic matrix A satisfies

n n
A, (A) == max A(i,o(i)) — A(i,7)2>0.
()= e 3 G o(@) = 3 A
Erdds asked to characterize the bistochastic matrices satisfying A, (A) = 0. It was recently
proved that there are only finitely many such matrices for any n. However, a complete list
of such matrices was obtained in dimension n = 2,3 only recently [3]. In this paper, we
characterize all 4 x 4 bistochastic matrices satisfying A4(A) = 0. Furthermore, we show
that for n > 3, A,(A) = «a has uncountably many solutions when a ¢ {0, (n — 1)/4}.
This answers a question raised in [16]. We extend the Marcus—Ree inequality to infinite
bistochastic arrays and bistochastic kernels. Our investigation into 4 x 4 Erdés matrices also
leads to several intriguing questions that are of independent interest. We propose several
questions and conjectures and present numerical evidence for them.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let €2, be the set of all n x n bistochastic matrices, also called the Birkhoff polytope.
Bistochastic matrices have been intensely investigated for a long time because of their ubig-
uity. It is easy to see that €2, is a compact, convex set. The famous Birkhoff-von Neumann
theorem characterizes the set of extreme points of €2,,, which is precisely the set of all n x n
permutation matrices, &,,. It is easy to check that the permanent of a bistochastic matrix
can be at most one. In 1926, Van der Waerden conjectured that the permanent of an n x n
bistochastic matrix A is at least n!/n™ and it is achieved by the unique bistochastic matrix
Jn € Q,, all whose entries are 1/n. This conjecture was finally proved in 1981 by Egorychev
and Falikman. We refer the reader to [7] for a more recent and elegant proof that highlights
the deep connections of this problem with real stable polynomials.

In 1959, Marcus and Ree [10], as a first step towards the Van der Waerden conjecture,
proved that for any A € ), we have

n

(1.1) A Ap(A) = max Aoty — IAllF >0,
=1
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where S, is the set of all permutations of the set [n] and || - ||p denotes the usual Frobenius
norm of a square matrix, that is, ||A[[g = >_'._; A7, We refer the reader to the original paper
of Marcus and Ree [10] for the connection of the above inequality with Van der Waerden

conjecture. The quantity
n

maxtrace(A) :=max » A; @) ,
€S —

is often referred to as the maximal trace or the maximal diagonal sum. We should remark
that the maxtrace(A) can be interpreted as a ‘tropicalization’ of permanent. More precisely,
the maxtrace(A) is the permanent of A in the max-algebra. We also refer the reader to [1,4,5]
for this interpretation of maximal trace as the permanent in max-algebra and related results.
Maximal trace has also been extensively studied in the context of assignment problems.

Seeing the inequality (1.1), Erdés asked to characterize the matrices A € €, for which
A, (A) = 0. Following [16], we refer to such a matrix as an Erd6s matrix. Notice that A,, is
invariant under pre/post-multiplication by permutation matrices, that is, A, (A) = A, (PAQ)
for any permutation matrices P, (). We say that bistochastic matrices A and B are equivalent,
A ~ B, if B = PAQ for some permutation matrices P, (). In this light, it is natural to
characterize Erd6s matrices in €2, up to the equivalence. An easy computation shows that

10 1/1 1 01
[2:<O 1),J2:§(1 1),and P2:<1 0)

are the only Erd6s matrices in €. It is easily verified that there are precisely 2 Erdds
matrices (up to equivalence), namely, the identity I and the matrix J. While Marcus and
Ree proved some results about Erdos matrices, a complete understanding remains elusive.
Even for dimension n = 3, a complete list of Erdds matrices (up to the equivalence) was
obtained only recently in 2024 [3]. We give the complete list of 3 x 3 Erdds matrices below:

100 111 (200
]3: 010, ng— ]_]_]_, ]@JQZ— 011,
00 1 3\1 11 210 1 1
L0022 L0011 (302
s=>121 1], T=>(10 1], R==-[0 3 2
4\1 11 2\1 1 0 5\2 2 1

Notice that the matrix I @ J, and T' = $(3.J; — I3) naturally generalize to higher dimensions,
that is, ﬁ(an —1I,) € Q, is an Erd6s matrix. And, if A € Q,,, B € Q,, are Erds matrices
then A@® B € Q,,1, is an Erdés matrix. An important step in the direction of characterizing
Erdés matrices was taken in [16] where it was shown that every Erdés matrix can be written
as a convex combination of linearly independent permutation matrices and the convex hull
of any collection of linearly independent permutation matrices contains at most one Erdds
matrix. In particular, [16] proved that there are only finitely many Erdés matrices in €2,, for
each n € N and that every Erdés matrix has rational entries. It was also shown in [16] that
there are at least p(n) many (non-equivalent) Erdés matrices, where p(n) is the number of
partitions of n. In fact, [16] shows that (I, 4+ P) is an Erdés matrix for any permutation
matrix P. However, many natural questions remain unanswered. We note the following two
questions (that remain open):

(1) Let &, denote the set of all non-equivalent Erdés matrices in €2,,. How does |€,| grow
asymptotically?
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(2) Is there an efficient way to generate (all) Erdés matrices?

We should point out that one can get an upper bound on |&,| using [16], but the upper
bound is too loose to be of any use. We know that |&;| = 2 and |€;] = 6 from [3]. Combined
with Tripathi’s observation [16] that |€,| > p(n), it is reasonable to wonder if |€,| grows like
n!. In this paper, we show that |€,| =41 > 4!

Contributions of this paper. It was observed in [16] that A, (£2,) = [0, (n — 1)/4]. Fur-
thermore, it was also observed in [16] that (up to the equivalence) there is a unique matrix
M, = (I, + J,) € Q, satisfying A,(M,) = (n — 1)/4. More generally, [16] introduced
a-Erdés matrices as the matrices A € Q,, satisfying A,(A) = « for a € [0, (n — 1/4]). Note
that 0-Erdds matrices correspond precisely to the Erdés matrices. An easy calculation shows
that there are only finitely many a-Erd6s matrices in €y for any o € (0,1/4). However, we
show that this happens only in dimension n = 2. More precisely, in Section 2, we prove the
following.

Theorem 2.1. Let n > 3 and a € (0,(n — 1)/4). Then, there are (uncountably) infinitely
many n X n symmetric bistochastic matrices A satisfying

A, (A) = maxTrace(A) — ||A||% = a .

In Section 3, we compute all 4 x 4 non-equivalent Erdds matrices following the proof
technique in [16].

Theorem 3.1. There are exactly 41 (up to the equivalence) 4 x 4 Erdds matrices. Further,
if we identify matrices up to transposition (i.e., consider A ~ AT), there are 32 equivalence
classes.

We should note that in dimensions n = 2 and 3, every Erdds matrix is equivalent to a
symmetric bistochastic matrix. However, in dimension n = 4, there are Erd6s matrices that
are not equivalent to any symmetric matrix. This observation was already made in [3]. It
makes sense to identify an Erdés matrix A with A7 and note that even with this identification,
the number of non-equivalent Erdds matrices remains 32 > 4!. Finding a good lower and
upper bound on the number of non-equivalent Erdés matrices remains an open problem.

In Section 3.1, we discuss several problems/conjectures that naturally arise during our
investigation of 4 x 4 Erdos matrices. Many of these problems are of independent interests.
We also provide numerical results and/or heuristics for these problems/conjectures. We hope
that it will provide impetus to further research.

Finally, in Section 4 we generalize and prove the Marcus—Ree inequality (1.1) for infinite
arrays and kernels. We say that an infinite array A is bistochastic if it has non-negative entries
and each row and column sums to 1. We prove a version of the Marcus—Ree inequality for
such arrays in Section 4.1.

Theorem 4.1. Let A, B be bistochastic arrays satisfying Y=, iy A1, 3), 3, sen B0, §)* < o0.
Then,

o0

(A,B) < sup Y A(i,a(i))

€SN i=1
where Sy is the set of all bijections o : N — N that fix all but finitely many elements in N.
In particular, we also have

IA|2 < sup Y A(i, o(i)) -

oESN i=1
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We refer the reader to Example 4.3 for an example of a bistochastic array A satisfying the
conditions of the above theorem and for which the maximal trace sup,cg, > .o A(7, 0(3)) is
finite.

In Section 4.2, we prove a Marcus—Ree inequality for kernels. A bistochastic kernel is a
bounded function W : [0,1]*> — [0, 00] such that [W(z,y)dy = [W(y,z)dy = 1 for a.e.
x € [0,1]. For such kernels we have the following result (slightly paraphrased). We refer the
reader to Section 4.2 for more details.

Theorem 4.4. Let W be a continuous bistochastic kernel. Then,
sup [ W(eg)n(drdy) < sup [ W (@) do
mell TeT

where 11 is the set of all couplings of Lebesgue measure on [0, 1] and T is the set of all Lebesgue
measure preserving maps on [0, 1].

We end with an economic interpretation of Marcus—Ree inequality in Section 4.3. We
hope that these extensions and interpretations will open up several interesting possibilities
for future research.

2. a-ERDOS MATRIX
The goal of this section is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Letn > 3 and a € (0,(n — 1)/4). Then, there are (uncountable) infinitely
many n X n symmetric bistochastic matrices A satisfying

A, (A) = maxTrace(A) — ||A||% = a .

In Proposition 2.2, we establish a special case of Theorem 2.1 when n = 3 and we conclude
Theorem 2.1 from this special case.

Proposition 2.2. Let o € (0,1/2). There are (uncountably) infinitely many 3 x 3 symmetric
bistochastic matrices satisfying

| Al|% = maxtrace(A) — o .

The proof of Proposition 2.2 is inspired from [3] where the authors characterize all 3 x 3
Erddés matrices. Before we begin the proof, we describe the approach of [3] for characterizing
3 x 3 Erdds matrices. It is known due to Marcus and Ree that any Erd6s matrix other than
Js must have a zero-entry. Let A € (23 be an Erdés matrix. Replacing A by AP for some
suitable permutation matrix P we can assume that maxtrace(A) = Trace(A). Therefore,
the authors in [3] consider a family of bistochastic matrices parametrized by three-parameter

(x,y, 2)

A:

¥ O8
¥ < W
* ¥ ¥

The authors first characterize the matrices of the above form satisfying || A[|% = Trace(A).
This gives a quadratic equation in 3 variables and solving for z in terms of x and y, one obtains
a two-dimensional feasible region of (x,y) for which z is a non-negative real. And, for each
point in this feasible region, there are at most two distinct values of z. Now, the authors
consider the condition maxtrace(A) = Trace(A). This determines 5 linear constraints. Erdds
matrices correspond to precisely those pairs (x,y) in the feasible region that are in the



MARCUS-REE INEQUALITY AND ERDOS MATRICES 5

intersection of these 5 constraints as well. The authors in [3] explicitly determine these
regions and obtain a finite list of (z,y) that correspond to the Erdés matrices.

We now explain how we adapt this approach for our purposes. For a general a-Erdés
matrix, the Marcus—Ree result no longer holds and thus we need to parametrize a bistochastic
matrix with 4 parameters instead of 3. As a first attempt, we restrict ourselves to a smaller
dimensional sub-manifold of Birkhoff polytope, namely, symmetric bistochastic matrices that
we parametrize by

A:

¥ W 8
ENS RN
* ¥ ¥

Our goal is to find a-Erd6s matrices in this sub-manifold. To this end, for each «, we look
for a two-dimensional feasible region of (z,y) for which z is non-negative real and such that
A satisfies || A]|% = Trace(A) — a. And, we consider the region determined by the constraint
maxtrace(A) = Trace(A). Somewhat surprisingly, we found that for each «, there is an
interval I, such that {(z,z) : € I,} is contained in the intersection of the feasible region
satisfying both constraints.

We must point out that unlike [3], we do not attempt to characterize all a-Erdds matrices.
Many of our reductions cannot be made without loss of generality. Therefore, finding all
a-Erdés matrices with this approach seems daunting. However, our goal is to only obtain
infinitely many a-Erdés matrices as this provides a clear contrast between o € {0, (n —1)/4}
and a € (0, (n—1)/4).

Proof of Proposition 2.2. For each a € (0,1/2), we define an interval [a(a), b(«)] as follows.
[ —5V1I—da, 2-3V/1-2a], f0<a<i,
[2—-3V5—10a, 2 —3V1I—-2a], if2<a<i.

It is easy to verify that for each a, the interval [a(«),b(«)] has a non-empty interior. Let
a € (0,1/2) and let x € [a(), b(a)], define

[a(@), b(e)] =

win =

7 —8x —/—3622+ 48z — 11 — 10«
10 ’

We leave the reader the verification that z is a real number such that z € [0,1 — z] and
furthermore z solves the quadratic equation

z=z(x) =

(2.1) 1022 + (162 — 14)z + (102> — 162 +6 +a) =0 .
Define a bistochastic matrix A = A(z) such that

x z l—x—2z
A= z T l—az—2
l—-z—2 1—2—2 2x0+2z2-—1

The proof is now complete if we can show that A satisfies ||A||% = maxtrace(A) — . This
is a straightforward verification. For the convenience of the reader, we outline the steps. We
do this in two steps.
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Step I:. We first show that A satisfies ||A||%2 = Trace(A) — a. To this end, note that by
construction we have

| A% = 102* + 1622 — 122 + 102* — 122+ 5 ,
Trace(A) =2z +4x — 1.

Using the fact that z solves (2.1), it is now easily seen that ||A[|% = Trace(A) — a.

Step 11:. We now show that A satisfies Trace(A) = maxtrace(A). This involves checking the
inequalities Trace(A) > Trace(AP) where P is a permutation matrix. Since A is symmetric
and has only 2 unique diagonal entries, we need to verify only three inequalities, Trace(A) >
Trace(AP,) corresponding to the permutations o € {(12),(23), (123)}. We enumerate these
inequalities below

(1) z = 7,

(2) bx + 4z > 3, and

(3) 204 2> 1.

These inequalities can be easily checked from the formula of z,2. We skip the routine

calculations.
O

A priori it is not clear if one can restrict oneself to a low-dimensional submanifold of €2,
where one already has uncountably many solutions to A, (A) = « so as to adapt the proof
of Proposition 2.2 in dimensions n > 4. At the end of this section, we give a one-parameter
family of a-Erdés matrices in €2,,. But first, we give a different strategy to prove Theorem 2.1.
It is natural to attempt to construct an a-Erdés matrix in {2, using the 3 x 3 matrices. For
instance, if A € ()3 is an a-Erdés matrix, then the matrix A € €),, defined as

~ (A 0
(20,

is also an a-Erdés matrix for the same «. This immediately yields uncountably many a-Erdds
matrices in dimension n > 3 for a € (0,1/2). To prove Theorem 2.1, we need the following
result from [16] where it is attributed to Ottolini and Tripathi.

Proposition 2.3. For each n > 1, we have

max An(A4) = (n —1)/4.
Moreover, the mazimum of A, on €, is achieved by the unique (up to the equivalence) matriz
M, =1L, + %Jn.

2

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let n > 4 and let a € (0, (n—1)/4). As discussed above if & € (0,1/2),

we can construct uncountably many a-Erdos matrices X = X @& I,,_3 where X € 23 is an a-
Erdés matrix. Therefore, we assume that o € [1/2,(n—1)/4]. Fix o € (0,1/2). Let A € Q3
such that Az(A) = ag and let A=A, 5 €9,. Defineacurve t — O a(t) = tﬁ—l—(l—t)Mn
where M, is as in Proposition 2.3. Observe that

Ap(¢n,a0)) = (n=1)/4,  An(¢na(l)) = o .

By intermediate value theorem, there exists s = s4 € (0, 1) such that A, (¢, 4(s4)) = a. The
proof is complete, if we show that whenever A # B, the curves ¢, 4 and ¢, g do not intersect
(except at the endpoints). We argue this by contradiction. To this end, let A # B be fixed
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and assume that there exists t4,t5 € (0, 1) such that ¢, a(ta) = ¢np5(tp). lfta=tg =1t #0,
this would mean

tA=1tB,
which is a contradiction. We now assume that 1 > t4 > tp > 0 without loss of generality.
Note that ¢n a(ta) = ¢np(ts) implies t1A —tpB = (ta — tp)M,. But observe that (4 1)
entry of the matrix (t4 — tg)M, is (ta — tg)/2n # 0 while (4,1) entry of t4A — t5B is 0

which gives a contradiction.
O

Proposition 2.4. Let n > 3 and a € (0, (n — 1)/4). With each «, we associate an interval
L, o (depending on n,«a) as follows:

2n—1—y/I—da ntl=y/(n=1)(n+1-4a) . _1
[n,a =

ntl  V@E-n-1)(nt1-da) ntl—/(n—1)(n+1-4a) o nio1 -

on 2nv/n—1 ’ 2n ) an2 < a< -

For x € I, o, we define z = z(n,a, ) such that

241 =2+ Dz \/—4nPa® + 4nde + 4n2a? —dna —da(n® —n —1) = 3n2 +n +2
- 2(n?—-n-—1) 2(n’—n—-1)vn?—-3n+2 .

Then the n x n bistochastic matrix A = A(zx) such that

—~

x oz oz ... Z %

Z x zZ ... Z %

z z Z %
A= .

z z z *

x x % * ok

is an a-Erdds matrix for each x € I, 4.

We skip the proof of this proposition which is a verification in the spirit of the proof
of Proposition 2.2. However, we point out that z is actually chosen as a solution of the
quadratic ||A]|3 = Trace(A) — . So this condition is always satisfied. We then choose a
region for = (depending on «) so that the discriminant of the quadratic is non-negative and
hence z is a non-negative real. We make no attempt to optimize for this region. Finding
the above intervals is made non-trivial because of further conditions like z € [0,1 — 2] and
maxtrace(A) = Trace(A). With our choice of intervals, these constraints can be verified
by some tedious computation. Our choice of n x n bistochastic matrix is helpful here. We
note that with our choice of matrix A, the condition maxtrace(A) = Trace(A) amounts to
verifying O(n) many inequalities as opposed to n! many.

3. ERDOS MATRICES IN DIMENSION n = 4

In this section, we describe all 4 x 4 Erdés matrices. In the previous section, we outlined
the technique used by [3] for determining all 3 x 3 Erdds matrices up to equivalence. Recall
that two bistochastic matrices A and B are equivalent, A ~ B, if there exist permutation
matrices P and () such that B = PAQ. Applying this technique directly to the 4 x 4
case would require working with an 8-dimensional submanifold of the Birkhoff polytope. We
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could adapt this method to find infinitely many a-Erdés matrices because these matrices are
abundant and we could restrict ourselves to a smaller submanifold. However, Erdés matrices
are fairly rare and our objective here is to obtain all FErdds matrices up to equivalence.
Therefore, the simplifications such as those made in the previous section are not possible.
This makes the approach impractical even for dimension n = 4. Instead, we follow an
algorithm outlined in [16], which reduces the problem of finding Erdés matrices to a finite
number of computations. While this technique also has limitations and cannot be used for
dimensions, n > 5; with sufficient effort, it allows us to obtain a complete classification of
4 x 4 Erd6s matrices. Our main result is the following:

Theorem 3.1. There are exactly 41 (up to the equivalence) 4 X 4 Erdds matrices. Further,
if we identify matrices up to transposition (i.e., consider A ~ AT), there are 32 equivalence
classes.

The list of these 41 matrices is provided in Appendix A. For completeness, we describe the
approach used to obtain them. To this end, the following result is crucial for our purposes.

Theorem 3.2 ([16, Proposition 1.5]). Let {Pi,...,P,} € P, be a linearly independent
collection of permutation matrices. Let M € R™ ™ be the positive definite matriz such that
Mi,j = <P17F)j>F Set

M1
(L,M~'1)
where 1 is a vector of all 1s. If x; > 0 for alli € [m], then > " x;P; is a bistochastic matriz
and every Erddos matriz is of this form.

X =

This yields the following algorithm for enumerating all 4 x 4 Erdés matrices, as outlined
in [16, Section 4].

Algorithm 1 Computing all 4 x 4 Erdds matrices

: Enumerate all linearly independent subsets of 4 x 4 permutation matrices.
: Solve for My = 1.

: Discard all subsets for which y; < 0 for some 1.

: Set x =y/(y, 1) and compute A =3>", ;P

: Verify whether A is an Erdds matrix.

T W N =

We implemented this algorithm in Mathematica (see Appendix B for code). Apart from
obtaining the 4 x 4 Erdos matrices, we also observed several curious phenomena that raise
interesting mathematical questions of independent interest. Therefore, we summarize our
observations in Table 1 and discuss these questions at the end.

As the dimension of the convex hull of all n X n permutation matrices, ,, is (n — 1),
it follows from Carathéodory’s theorem that any linearly independent collection of n x n
permutation matrices can have at most (n — 1)? 4+ 1 elements. Therefore, it is sufficient to
consider subsets containing at most (4 —1)? +1 = 10 permutation matrices of order 4 x 4 to
obtain all 4 x 4 Erdos matrices. We now introduce and explain the notations in our table.

e For each k € {1,...,10}, let P) denote the family of all subsets of 4 x 4 permuta-
tion matrices of size k containing identity. We only consider the subsets containing
the identity since we are interested in characterizing the Erdés matrices only up to

equivalence. In particular, |Py| = (k2—31)
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k(2 | 1T] Gel | €] | Ml
1 |1 1 1 1 1
2 |23 23 23 23 4
3 | 253 253 244 172 |6
4 | 1771 1768 1400 | 580 |14
5 | 8855 8780 5275 (11040 | 11
6 | 33649 | 32736 | 11652 | 1086 | 14
7 1100947 | 93765 | 17059 | 1589 | 6
8 | 245157 | 204688 | 14456 | 416 | 3
9 1490314 | 320304 | 5286 | 300 |1
10 | 817190 | 287180 | 30 30 1

TABLE 1. Intermediate results from computation of Erdés matrices

e We denote by Z,, C P the set of all linearly independent subsets of size k.

e For a subset X = {Py,..., P} € I}, let Mx to be the k x k Gram matrix with
Mx(i,j) = (P, Pj)r. Note that the definition of Mx depends on the choice of the
ordering of the elements in the subset X. We ignore this by an abuse of notation as
the exact order will not be important to us. Let y be the unique solution to Mxy = 1.
Let Gy denote the set of all X € Z, such that y satisfies y; > 0 for all i € [k]. Note
that because of this last condition the choice of ordering in the set X does not matter.
Let x = y/(1,y) and define a bistochastic matrix Ay = S P,

e At this stage, we are left with a few thousand matrices that are candidates for being
Erdés matrices. We then check each candidate to determine whether it satisfies the
defining condition. Let & denote the set of all those subsets X € G, for which Ax is
an Erdos matrix.

e Many of these subsets may give the same/equivalent Erd6s matrices. Let Hy denote
the set of non-equivalent Erdés matrices Ax as X runs in &.

Finally, U]1€0:1 ‘H; might still have equivalent Erdés matrices therefore we check them for
equivalence. This yields ‘U,lfozl Hy / N‘ = 41, which proves the first part of Theorem 3.1. The
second part follows by identifying pairs (A, B) of non-equivalent Erdés matrices that satisfy
A = PBT(Q for some permutation matrices P and Q.

Remark 3.3. Note that the first step of Algorithm 1 requires identifying all linearly inde-
pendent subsets of n X n permutation matrices, which involves examining all subsets up to
size (n — 1)*> + 1. While this is computationally manageable in dimension n = 4, the num-
ber of such subsets becomes prohibitively large in higher dimensions, making this approach
infeasible.

3.1. Some observations and questions.

Linear independence of a random subset of permutation matrices. We refer the reader to
Table 1. This table reveals that a high fraction of the subsets of 4 x 4 permutation matrices
(of size < 10) are linearly independent. This inspired us to look further into the linear
independence of random subsets of n x n permutation matrices. Of course, any subset of
size bigger than (n — 1)2 + 1 is linearly dependent. Therefore, we focus our attention to
a random subset of size d, = (n — 1)> + 1. There are (g;) ~ e"’1ogn qubsets of n X n
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n | nd d d/n®
5 | 3125 2416 | 0.77312
6 | 7776 4459 | 0.573431
7 | 16807 3735 | 0.222229
8 | 32768 2794 | 0.0852661
9 |59049 2229 | 0.0377483
10 | 100000 | 1775 | 0.01775
11 | 161051 | 1363 | 8.46315 x 1073
12| 248832 | 895 | 3.5968 x 1073
13 [ 371293 | 594 |1.59981 x 1073
14 | 537824 | 340 |6.32177 x 10~*
15| 759375 | 219 |2.88395 x 10~*
16 | 1048576 | 122 | 1.16348 x 10~*

TABLE 2. Empirical probabilities of random subsets of permutations being
linearly dependent

permutation matrices of size d,. Therefore, checking the linear (in)dependence of all such
subsets is computationally infeasible even in dimension n = 5. Therefore, we propose to
study the following probabilistic variant. What is the probability that a randomly chosen
subset of permutation matrices of size d,, is linearly independent? For each 4 < n < 16,
we generate n® subsets of permutation matrices of size d,, and count how many of these
subsets are linearly dependent. We refer the reader to Algorithm 2 for the details of the
implementation and Table 2 for the results of our simulation. In Table 2, d denotes the
number of subsets (out of n®) that are linearly dependent. The empirical probability of a
subset being linearly dependent, given by d/n’, is also recorded in Table 2.

Algorithm 2 Linear dependence of a random subset of permutations

Require: n > 4.

Define k := (n — 1)2 4+ 1, Njer := n°.

Initialize d < 0, 7 < 0.
while d + i < Ny, do

Generate n X n permutation matrices Py, Ps, ..., Py, chosen uniformly at random.

Vectorize P; € R"*" — P; € R" for each i.

Set S =L, {P} .
if |S| = k then

Identlfy S = {Pl, PQ, .

if rank ST < k then
d<—d+1
else
141+ 1
return d

> This removes duplicate permutations

. B} with [P Py ... PB]" e R

Based on the results of Table 2, we make the following conjecture.
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Conjecture 3.4. Let n > 4. Let S, be a random subset of n x n permutation matrices of
size d,,, then S, s linearly independent with high probability. More precisely,

P(S,, is linearly independent) = 1 — 0,(1) .

This conjecture can be reformulated in terms of the invertibility probability of a positive
semi-definite matrix as follows. Let S be a random subset of size d,, of n X n permutation
matrices. Let M = Mg denote the positive semi-definite matrix

M(i, j) = Trace(P,P]) , i,j € [dn)] .

Conjecture 3.4 is equivalent to showing that P(det(Ms) # 0) = 1—0,(1). This is reminiscent
of a famous problem in random matrix theory [14,15] regarding the invertibility of a random
Bernoulli matrix, that is, a random matrix with i.i.d. 0 —1 entries. We should point out that
Conjecture 3.4 differs from the invertibility of random Bernoulli matrix in that the entries
of the matrix M are highly correlated. The invertibility of a random Bernoulli matrix with
dependent entries has been recently studied in [8]. While the setting in [8] is quite different,
we believe that some of the ideas in [8] may be useful in our setting.

On the positivity of the solution of Mx = 1. What we have argued above is that most subsets
of permutation matrices (of appropriate sizes) seem to be linearly independent. However,
the Erddés matrices are rare. Looking at Algorithm 1 and Table 1, it seems that there are
two important sources for the rarity of Erdds matrices. First, we notice that |G| is very
small compared to |Ix|. In other words, for most linearly independent subsets of permutation
matrices, the solution to My = 1 has a non-positive coordinate. For a positive semi-definite
matrix A, the various conditions for the solution of Ax = b to have positive coordinates have
already been investigated in matrix theory [13] and economics literature [6]. It is natural to
wonder if one can prove a quantitative bound on the probability that Mx = 1 has positive
solution when M is a Gram matrix given by M = (B, P;)p where (P;);c[m are i.i.d. uniform
permutation matrices.

Number of orbits of subsets of permutations. We finally bring the reader’s attention to an-
other curious phenomenon in Table 1. Looking at the last two columns in Table 1 shows that
Erdds matrices typically have large equivalence classes. Recall that we say two bistochastic
matrices A and B are equivalent, A ~ B, if A = PB() for some permutation matrices P, ().
Given a bistochastic matrix A, can we understand the size of the equivalence class of A?
This leads us to propose the following combinatorics problem that may be of independent
interest.

Let n € N and let k € [nl]. Let P, x be the family of all subsets of size k of the permutations
in S,,. That is,

Por ={5CS,:|S|=k}.
Given S = {oy,...,01},T = {m1,..., 7%} € Pny we declare S ~ T if there exist permutations
W, v € S, such that
T = pSv = {pow, ..., uoxv} .

It is easy to check that ~ is an equivalence relation on P, j.

Question 3.5. Determine the number of equivalence classes in Py under ~, That is, de-
termine fur = |Pnx/ ~ |. Does f, i satisfy some recurrence?

It is easy to note that f, 1 = fn.. = 1 for any n. It is also easy to show that f, o = p(n)—1
for all n > 2.
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Lemma 3.6. For any n > 2, we have f, 2 = p(n) — 1 where p(n) is the number of partitions

of n.

Proof. Let n > 2 and let S = {01,023} € P, 2. Clearly S ~ {e, o loy}. Tt suffices to classify
the subsets of the form {e, o} up to the equivalence. To this end, note that S = {e,c}, T =
{e, T} € P,2 are equivalent if and only if o and 7 are conjugates. As the number of conjugacy
classes in S, is p(n) and o can not be identity, it follows that f, o = |Pn2/ ~ | =p(n)—1. O

Furthermore, it can also be observed that the equivalence relation ~ intertwines the bijec-
tion S — S, \ S between P, j and P, ,_;. This immediately yields the following lemma.

Lemma 3.7. For any n € N, and k € [n!] we have for = fon—k-

In Table 3 we give f,  for some small values of n and k. For n = 3, the numbers (f,x)i_;
can be found in [16, Section 4].

k |ln=3n=4|n=>5

1 |1 1 1

2 12 4 6

3 |2 10 37

4 |2 41 715

5 |1 103 13710

6 |1 309 256751

7 691 4140666

8 1458 | 58402198

9 2448 | 726296995
10 3703 | 8060937770
11 4587 | 80604620206
12 5050 | 732149722382

TABLE 3. Number of non-equivalent subsets of size k in .S,

It seems that the sequence (f, ) has not appeared before our work. We submitted this
sequence on OEIS and it now appears as OEIS sequence A381842 [12]. The data for n =5
was provided on OEIS by Andrew Howroyd. In this regard, we should also mention that OEIS
sequence A362763 [11] seems closely related to our sequence (f,,x). It would be interesting
to determine the order of growth for either of these sequences.

4. MARCUS—REE INEQUALITY FOR INFINITE ARRAYS AND KERNELS

4.1. Marcus—Ree inequality for infinite bistochastic arrays. A bistochastic array is
an infinite array (A(7, 7)) jen such that A(4,5) > 0 for all 4,5 € N and satisfies

D A(k)=1=Y A(k,i), VieN.
k=1 k=1

Observe that any n xn bistochastic matrix X can be naturally identified with a bistochastic
array K (X) where

X(i,7), 14,7 € [n],
0i=j, otherwise .

K(X)(1,7) :{
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In particular, the set of bistochastic arrays is indeed non-empty. We can naturally extend
the usual Frobenius inner product on matrices to the bistochastic arrays as follows. Let A
and B be two bistochastic arrays, we define

(A,B) = A(i,j)B(j,i)

i,j=1

Since the entries of A and B are non-negative, the above quantity is always well-defined—
albeit it may be equal to +o0o. This inner-product naturally defined a norm on bistochastic
arrays and we let {2, o denote the set of all bistochastic arrays A with the additional condition
that

1Al = (A, A) = > A, j)* < oo
ij=1
In Theorem 4.1 we establish an analog of the Marcus—Ree inequality (1.1) for bistochastic
arrays. Before, we state our result, we need to define the maximal trace for a bistochastic
array. Let Sy denote the set of all permutations of N, that is,

Sy = {0 : N — N: o is bijective, and (i) =i for all but finitely many ¢} .

We define the maximal trace for the bistochastic array A as

maxtrace(A) = sup ZA(Z’,U(Z’)) :

oESN i=1

Theorem 4.1. Let A, B € Q2. Then,

o0

(A,B) < sup Y A(i,a(i)) .

€SN i=1

In particular, we also have

1AlI% < sup Y A(i, 0(i)) -

oESN i—1

Note that for any n x n bistochastic matrix, the f5 norm of K(X) is infinite. Theorem 4.1
is interesting only when the maximal trace is finite. We refer the reader to Example 4.3 for
a non-trivial example of bistochastic array that has finite maximal trace and consequently
finite /5 norm. We now state and prove Marcus—Ree inequality for bistochastic arrays. Before
we begin the proof, we need another notation.

Let X € Q, be an n x n bistochastic matrix. We will often identify X with an infinite
array X such that X(i,j) = X (4,j) for 4,j € [n] and 0 otherwise. For any infinite array A,
we note that

(A,X) = (A, X)p = Z A(i, )X (i, §) .

Proof of Theorem 4.1. The second inequality follows from the first by taking B = A”. There-
fore, it suffices to prove only the first part. If Y A(i, 0(i)) = +o0, there is nothing to prove.
Therefore, we assume that > =, A7, 0(i)) < 400.
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Consider the map

Q> X = AX) = (A, X) = > A1, j)X(i,j) .
ij=1
Since €, is convex and X — A(X) is linear, it follows that A attains its maximum at some

extreme point of 2,. Since the extreme points of €2, are precisely the permutation matrices
by Birkhoff-von Neumann theorem [2], it follows that

(4.1) AX) < sup > A(i,o(i)) + Y A(i,i) < sup ¥ A(i,0(i))

oESn iy i=n+1 TESN 41

for any X € €2, and n € N.
Now let B € Q0o 2. Let B, be the n xn principal submatrix of B, that is, B, (¢, 7) = B(3, j)
for 1 <i,5 < n. Observe that

(4, B) = (A, By) + (A, B = Bn) < (A,By) + [|A]|[|B = Balle

where we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for the second term in the last inequality. It
is easy to see that || B — B[z — 0 as n — oco. For the first term, we wish to appeal to (4.1).
However, the matrix B, is not bistochastic, and hence we can not directly appeal to (4.1).
To fix this issue, we take a bistochastic extension C,, of B,. That is, suppose that there
exists an N x N bistochastic matrix C,, for some N > n such that C,(i,j) = B,(i,7) for
1 <14,7 <n. Then,

<A> Brl> = <Aa Cn> + <A> B, — Cn> < <A> Cn>a

where the last inequality follows from the fact that B, — C, < 0 by construction. We now
appeal to (4.1) to conclude that

(A, Cy) < sup ZA@, o(i)) .

The proof is therefore complete by Lemma 4.2 that guarantees the existence of C), and letting
n — oo. U

Lemma 4.2. Let B be n X n matriz with non-negative entries. Let

ri=Y B(i,k), ¢ =Y Blki), Vicln].
k=1 k=1

Ifri,c; <1 for all i € [n], then there exists an N x N bistochastic matriz D for some N >n
such that

Proof. If B is already bistochastic, there is nothing to be done. Assume that B is not
bistochastic. Let R be an n x n diagonal matrix such that R(i,i) = 1 — r; and let C' be an
n X n diagonal matrix such that C'(i,i) = 1 — ¢;. Let X be an n X n matrix such that
C. . 7"‘ .
X(Z7.]> = : ! Y
1Bllx
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with the convention that 0/0 = 0. It is easy to check that X satisfies
(4.2) S OX(i k)=, Y X(ki)=r;
k=1 k=1

for all i € [n]. Now consider the 2n x 2n matrix D, defined as
A R
o ( A X) |
It is easy to verify that D is a bistochastic matrix using (4.2). O

Example 4.3. As promised, we close this section with an example of a bistochastic array
with finite mazximal trace and we verify that it satisfies the Marcus—Ree inequality. We will
define an infinite array A recursively. We set the first row and first column as

MLm:A@m:A@n:%MMMLﬁ:m$n:m ¥j>3.

Given the first k — 1 rows and columns for some k > 2, we fill in the remaining entries in
the k-th row and column with 1/2% so that the k-th row and the column sums to 1. More
precisely, we set

. . 1 .
A(k,z):A(z,k)zz—k,kgzgmk,
where my, is chosen so that
mp k—1
, , m —k+1
(4.3) ZMWMZEZMKU+LL§—J=1-
i=1 i=1
In particular,
1 1
1100 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 1
11l 9 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Oz 5 5 8 5 85 5§ 0O
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
00 35 % % 1 6 16 16
0o L L 1 1 1 1 1
8 16 32 32 32 32 32
A=19¢9 p1t L 1 1 1 1 1
8 16 32 64 64 64 64
0o L L 1 1 1 1 1
8 16 32 64 128 128 128
0o L L 1 1 1 1 1
8 16 32 64 128 256 256
1 1 1 1 1 1
000 15 35 &1 1 36 502

We now show that

1A% < sup S A, 0(i)) < oo.

oESN i=1

We begin by verifying that sup,eg, > ooq A(i,0(i)) < 2. Note that 5 can appear at most
twice in the sum Y .-, A(i,0(i)) for any o € Sy. In particular,
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=< 2
ZA i,o(i 2 5 =
for any o € Sy.
Now, we establish an upper bound for ||Al|%. Note that 2% appears in A only in the k-th
row and k-th column. Furthermore, it follows from (4.3) that 2% appears at most 281 — 1

times in A.
It follows that

JAIR = > A4+ > A, j)
i,jEN 4,725
min{%,5}<5
1 1 & (2 —1)
3— 3— 11— 27— 51— =
22+42+ g tele ™ 322+Z 22i

1=6
1 1 1
4.4 — 44—+ 11=+27T— + 51— < 1.32
(4.4) <3 +42+ 82+ 7162+5322_ 328 .
Finally, we verify that A satisfies the Marcus—Ree inequality. To do this, we show that the
maximal trace is at least 4/3. To this end, let o : N — N be given by

o(2) =2i—1, o(2i—1)=2i, VieN

It is easy to see that

ZAZU iA2z,2i—1)+§:A(2i—1,2i)
i=1 i=1
1
:2;W
4

where the second equality uses the symmetry of A. One can easily construct a sequence

Tn € Sy such that
ZAZTn —)ZAZO’ ,

as n — 0o. In particular,

o0

sup »  A(i, (i) > 3 > || All% .

oESN i=1

W

4.2. A continuous analogue of Marcus—Ree inequality. Let p be a measure on [0, 1].
A measure 7 on [0, 1]? is said to be a coupling of 7 if

(4.5) 7(A x [0,1]) = ([0, 1] x A) = p(A) .

When p is the uniform measure on the set {i/n : ¢ € [n]} C [0,1], any coupling of 7
of p can be written as an n X n bistochastic matrix A where A(i,j) = m((¢,7)). In this
light, Marcus—Ree inequality is essentially a result about the couplings of uniform measure



MARCUS-REE INEQUALITY AND ERDOS MATRICES 17

on discrete spaces. Also, recall that the Marcus-Ree inequality (1.1) follows from a more
general inequality namely
(4.6) sup (A, B)r < sup (A, P)r
BeQ, PeG,

where &,, denotes the set of all n x n permutation matrices. Birkhoff’s theorem identifies the
extreme points of €2,, as the set of permutation matrices. The proof of the above inequality
follows from Birkhoff’s theorem and observing that B — (A, B)p is a convex function on €2,,.

In this section, we extend the Marcus—Ree inequality for kernels that can be seen as

coupling of uniform measure on [0,1]. A kernel is a bounded measurable function W :
[0,1]2 — R. We say that a kernel W is bistochastic if W (z,y) > 0 for a.e. (z,y) € [0,1]? and

/W(x,z)dz:1:/W(z,x)dz,

for a.e. € [0,1]. We denote the set of all bistochastic kernels by Whistoen. One can think
of a bistochastic kernel W as a copula, i.e. a coupling of uniform measure on [0,1]. Let W
be a bistochastic kernel. Let my be measure on [0, 1]* with density W with respect to the
uniform measure on [0, 1]?, that is,

m(dedy) = W(z,y)dzdy .

It is easy to verify that 7y is a coupling of Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]. We denote by II the
set of all couplings of Lebesgue measure on [0,1]. We now state a Marcus—Ree inequality
for bistochastic kernels. Let 7 denote the set of all Lebesgue measure-preserving maps
T :[0,1] — [0, 1]. For brevity, we refer to such maps as measure-preserving maps.

Theorem 4.4. Let W be a continuous bistochastic kernel. Then,

sup/W(:)s,y)W(d:zdy ) < sup/W x,T(x

well TeT

Taking m = Ty we obtain

W < sup [ W (e, 7)) do
TeT

We point out that the analog of Birkhoff’s theorem for Wyigoa is false. The extreme
points of I are not necessarily concentrated on the graph of a function. In fact, there are
extreme points in II whose support is the full square [0,1]? [9]. Therefore, the standard
proof of Marcus—Ree inequality does not directly extend to this case. This is what makes
Theorem 4.4 interesting.

We begin with some preparation before we start the proof. For n € N, let D,, denote the
dyadic partition of [0, 1]. That is, D,, = {I} : 0 < k < 2" — 1} where I}' = [k27",(k+1)27")
forall 1 <k <2"—2and I}, , =[1 —27",1]. Let F,, denote the o-algebra generated by
the sets of the form [j' x I where I}, I € D,,. We say that a kernel W' is finite-dimensional
if it is measurable Wlth respect to the sigma-algebra F,, for some n. Given a kernel W, we
define a finite-dimensional kernel W, = E(W|F,). Note that W, is constant on I} x I} and

1

Walenw) = [} x I} Iy

W(u,v)dudv, if (z,y)€ ' x I} .

We make some observations.
(1) If W is bistochastic, then so is W,.
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(2) By Martingale convergence theorem, W, — W a.e. in L? as n — oo. If W is
continuous, then W,, — W in L.

Let W,, € F, be a finite-dimensional symmetric kernel. We associate to W, a 2™ x 2"
bistochastic matrix A,, as

An(i,g) = 27" Wa(z,y), if (z,y) € I X I} .

Notice that ||A,||% = [|[W,|72. Let 0 € Son be a permutation. Let T, : [0,1] — [0,1] be
the Lebesgue measure-preserving map which is an affine linear homeomorphism taking ;' to
Ig‘(k) for each k. Then,

ZA (i,0(i /W:BT

In particular, we get the followmg lemma as an immediate consequence of the Marcus—Ree
inequality.

Lemma 4.5. Let W,, € F,, be a finite-dimensional bistochastic kernel. Then,

Wl = A < max 3~ Auliso(i)) = sup [ Wl Tow)
i=1

o€Som

Proof of Theorem 4./. Let W € Whstoen and let m € II. For n € N, let W,, = E(W|F,,). Let
A, be the bistochastic matrix corresponding to W,, and let B,, be the 2™ x 2™ bistochastic
matrix such that

Bn(i,j) = m(L! X I7") .
Observe that

//Wn(:c,y)w(d:c dy) = (An, By) -

Using Marcus—Ree inequality and Lemma 4.5 we obtain
(4.7) //Wn(:)s,y)V(y,:z) dydx < sup /Wn(x,Ta(a:)) dx
UESQn

Now observe that

//W(:z,y)ﬁ(dydx) < //Wn(:c,y)w(dyd:z) + [[Wo = W]l

Swgﬁm@n@mem—wu

oE€Son

Further notice that for any measure preserving map 7" we have

/Wn(x, T(x))dr < /W(x,T(:c)) de + |W =W, <sup W(z, T(z))da + ||W — W]
TeT

Combining all this we obtain

//W(x,y)V(y,a:) dyde < sup W(z,T(x))dx + 2||W,, — W]||
TeT
The proof finishes by letting n — oo and noting that ||W,, — W||_ — 0 as n — oo by the

Martingale convergence theorem and taking supremum over 7 € II.
OJ
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4.3. An economic interpretation of Marcus—Ree inequality. Consider a scenario in
which n resources/agents are to be assigned to n jobs. Suppose that the value or the payoff
of assigning the resource/agent i to job j is given by A(i,j). The problem of finding an
optimal assignment or pairing of resources/agents and jobs that maximizes the total value
is a typical problem studied in combinatorial optimization. Clearly, the maximal trace of
the matrix A, maxtrace(A) = maxyes, » .5, A(i,0(i)) gives the maximal possible value or
the value of optimal assignment. We now present an economic interpretation of the Marcus—
Ree inequality. For this, it is better to work with the more general version of Marcus—Ree
inequality, given in (4.6). Suppose that each resource can be distributed among the jobs
arbitrarily. We further assume that distribution of the resources is costless. Then, instead
of assigning the resource i to the job j, we can assign B(i,7) fraction of resource i to job j
for each 7. This yields a bistochastic matrix B that we will refer to as the distribution plan.
With this interpretation, (A, B) is the value of assignment plan B. It may seem that using
a distribution plan gives greater flexibility in resource assignment. However, the Marcus—
Ree inequality (4.6) says that the flexibility to divide resources arbitrarily can not beat the
optimal assignment where each resource is fully devoted to a unique job.
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APPENDIX A. 4 x 4 ERDOS MATRICES
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APPENDIX B. MATHEMATICA PROGRAM FOR ERDOS MATRICES IN DIMENSION 4

1 (*The MaxTrace function computes the maximal trace of a matrix over a

given list of permutations*)

[\

MaxTrace[A_,

permlist_] := Max[Tr[A . #] & /@ permlist];

(¥The splTrace function acts as a heuristic filter to efficiently

21

eliminate a substantial portion of non-Erdos matrices before performing

the computationally expensive defining condition check. It computes a

specialized trace by iteratively selecting the largest entries in the

matrix while ensuring they can be placed as diagonal elements under

some permutation.x*)

splTrace[A_]:=Module [{B=A,u=Length[A], sum=0,pos},

Do[pos=FirstPosition[B,Max[B]]; (*Find position of maximum entry*)
sum=sum+Max [B]; (xAdd the max entry to sumx)
B=Drop[B,{pos[[1]]1},{pos[[2]]1}]; (*Remove the row and column of the
selected entryx),

ul; suml];

11 (*The ClassifyPermutationEquivalence module classifies a given list of

matrices into equivalence classes under permutation equivalence using
the list of all permutation matricesx*)

12 ClassifyPermutationEquivalence [matricesList_,permlist_]:=Module [{
permsSquare ,equivClasses ,equivClassfun},

13
14
15

(*Compute the Cartesian product of the set of permutation matrices*)

permsSquare=Tuples [permlist ,2];

(*Define a function to compute all matrices equivalent to a given

matrix under the action of permutation matrices*)

16

equivClassfun[permMatrix_]:=Table[permsSquare[[j,1]].permMatrix.
permsSquare[[j,2]],{j,1,Length[permsSquare]}];
equivClasses=Reap[NestWhile[Complement [#,Sow[equivClassfun[First [#]1]\[
Intersection]#]]& ,matricesList ,#!={}&]1]1[[2,1]1]1; (xNestWhile
iteratively extracts and removes equivalence classes, with Sow logging

them and Reap collecting at the endx)

18
19

equivClasses

(*Returns the equivalence classes of matricesx)]

20 (*Supply values for n and k. These can be modified as needed.*)

21 n=4;

k=6;
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22 KUSHWAHA AND TRIPATHI

(¥Step 1:Generate the set of permutation matrices of size nxnx)

perms=Permutations[IdentityMatrix[n]]; (*All nxn permutation matricesx*)

permSet=ArrayReshape[Rest[perms] ,{n!-1,n"2}]; (*Excluding identity matrix
*)

(¥Step 2:Generate subsets of permutation matrices containing the identity
matrix*)

permSubsets=Subsets[permSet ,{k-1}]; (*Choose (k-1) permutationsx*)

numSubsets=Length [permSubsets]; (*Number of subsets:binomial(n!-1,k-1)x*)

Print ["Number of subsets of ",IntegerNamelk]," ",n," x ",n," permutation
matrices including identity: " ,numSubsets];

(¥*Include the identity matrix in each subsetx)
subsetlList=Transpose[Join[{Table[Flatten[IdentityMatrix[n]],numSubsets]},
Transpose[permSubsets]]];

(¥Step 3:Find linearly independent subsets of permutation matricesx)
ranks=Table [MatrixRank[Transpose[subsetList[[i]]]],{i,1,numSubsets}];

Print ["Rank distribution of the spans of these subsets: ",Tally[ranks]];
numIndepSubsets=Count [ranks ,k]; (*Number of linearly independent subsetsx*)

Print ["The number of linearly independent subsets, |[|",
Subscript [\[ScriptCapitalIl, k], "| = ", numIndepSubsets]

(*Extract only the linearly independent subsets*)
indepSubsets=Select [subsetList ,MatrixRank[Transpose [#]]==k&];

(¥Step 4:Compute Gram matrices for all independent subsets*)
GramMatrix[u_J]:=0uter [Dot,indepSubsets[[ul]l, indepSubsets[[ul]l,1];
gramList=GramMatrix/@Range [numIndepSubsets];

(¥Solve Subscript[M, X]y=1 to obtain coefficients y*)
solYList=LinearSolve[#,ConstantArray[1,k]]&/Q@gramlList;

(*Step 5:Select subsets X for which y satisfies y_i>0%)
validYIndex=Select [Range[1,numIndepSubsets] ,Positive@Min@solYList [[#]]&];
numValidY=Length[validYIndex]; (*Count of valid subsets*)

Print ["The number of subsets for which y_i > 0, [",Subscript[\[
ScriptCapitalGl, k],"| = ",numValidVY];

(*Normalize coefficients to obtain stochastic weights x*)
solYValid=solYList[[validYIndex]];
weights=(#/Total [#])&/@solYValid;

(*Extract corresponding subsets of permutation matricesx)
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validSubsets=indepSubsets[[validYIndex]];

(*Compute the bistochastic matrix Subscript[A, X] for each subset*)

BistochasticMatrix[u_]:=Total[weights[[ul]l] validSubsets[[ull]l//N; (%N
converts the rational entries of matrices to decimal form,enabling
faster numerical computations in Mathematica.x*)

candidates=Union[Table[ArrayReshape[BistochasticMatrix[i] ,{n,n}],{i,1,
numValid¥Y}1];

(*Step 6:Apply the heuristic splTrace filterx)
filteredCandidates=Select [candidates,splTrace[#]<=Norm[#,"Frobenius"] 2&];

Print ["The number of filtered candidate matrices after splTrace: ",Lengthl[
filteredCandidates]];

(¥Step 7:Verify the defining condition to find actual Erdos matricesx*)
erdosMatrices=Select [filteredCandidates,MaxTrace[#,perms]==Norm[#,"
Frobenius"]~2&];

numErdos=Length [erdosMatrices];

Print ["The number of Erdos matrices, |",Subscript[\[ScriptCapitalE]l, k],"|
= " numErdos];

(¥Step 8:Identify non-equivalent Erdos matrices*)

5 eqClassesErdos=ClassifyPermutationEquivalence [erdosMatrices,perms];

(¥Count of non-equivalent Erdos matricesx*)

noneqcount=Length[eqClassesErdos];

Print ["The number of non-equivalent Erdos matrices, |",Subscript[\[
ScriptCapitalH], k],"| = ",noneqcount];

(#*Display count of equivalent matrices in each classx*)
Print["Sizes of equivalence classes: ",Table[Length[eqClassesErdos([[j]1]],{
j,1,noneqcount}]];

(¥List of representative Erdos matricesx)

noneqErdosList=Table[eqClassesErdos[[j,1]],{j,1,noneqcount}]//Rationalize;

(*Rationalize restores the decimal numbers to their fractional
representationx*)

Print["List of all ",n," x ",n," Erdos matrices (up to equivalence)
generated from subsets of ",k," permutation matrices: ",MatrixForm/
@noneqErdosList];

(¥Identifying A with AT, all non equivalent nxn Erdos matrices generated
from subsets of size k are obtained by the modifying the equivClassfun
function of the ClassifyPermutationEquivalence module in the following
manner *)
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102 IdentifyUptoTranspose[matricesList_,permlist_]:=Module [{permsSquare,
equivClasses ,equivClassfun},

103 permsSquare=Tuples [permlist ,2];

104 equivClassfun[permMatrix_J]:=Union[Table[permsSquare[[j,1]].permMatrix.
permsSquarel[[j,2]],{j,1,Length[permsSquare]}],Table[permsSquare[[j,1]].
Transpose[permMatrix].permsSquarel[[j,2]],{j,1,Length[permsSquare]}]];

105 equivClasses=Reap[NestWhile[Complement [#,Sow[equivClassfun[First [#]]1\[
Intersection]#]]&,matricesList ,#!={}&]]1[[2,1]1]]

107 Print ["Non equivalent Erdos matrices identfied upto transpose: ",
MatrixForm/@First/@IdentifyUptoTranspose [noneqErdosList,perms]];

108 Print ["Number of classes: ",Length[IdentifyUptoTranspose[noneqErdoslList,
perms]]]
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